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BENEDICT PERERIUS OF VALENCIA, OF THE SOCIETY OF JESUS: THE FIRST VOLUME OF COMMENTARIES AND DISPUTATIONS ON GENESIS: containing the history of Moses from the beginning …
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BENEDICTI PERERII VALENTINI E SOCIETATE IESV, PRIOR TOMVS COMMENTARIORVM ET DISPVTATIONVM IN GENESIM: continens historiam Mosis ab exordio mundi usque ad Noeticum diluvium, septem libris explanatam. Adiecti sunt quatuor Indices: unus quaestionum, alter eorum quae pertinent ad doctrinam moralem et usum concionantium, tertius locorum sacrae Scripturae, quartus generalis et alphabeticus. Quarta editio, multo quam antehac emendatior. LVGDVNI, APVD HORATIVM CARDONEM, M.D.XCIX. CVM PRIVILEGIO.
BENEDICT PERERIUS OF VALENCIA, OF THE SOCIETY OF JESUS: THE FIRST VOLUME OF COMMENTARIES AND DISPUTATIONS ON GENESIS: containing the history of Moses from the beginning of the world up to the Noachic flood, explained in seven books. Four Indices are added: one of the questions; a second of those things that pertain to moral doctrine and the use of preachers; the third of the passages of Sacred Scripture; the fourth general and alphabetical. Fourth edition, much more corrected than heretofore. LYONS, at the press of Horatius Cardon, 1599. With privilege.1



Translator’s notes
	The true title page (PDF 6), fully legible. It gives the author's full name -- Benedictus Pererius Valentinus (Benedict Pererius of Valencia, S.J.) -- and states that this 'Prior tomus' explains 'the history of Moses from the beginning of the world to the Noachic flood, in seven books' (i.e. Genesis 1-5), with four appended indices. The imprint dates THIS copy to the FOURTH edition: Lyons, at the press of Horatius Cardon (Horace Cardon), 1599 ('Quarta editio, multo quam antehac emendatior' = 'fourth edition, much more corrected than before'), which matches the colophon on PDF 857. The leaf also bears the printer's fleur-de-lys device flanked by two putti, and later ownership marks of the Jesuit College of Alcala / Biblioteca Complutense (dated 1705). PDF 7 is the blank verso of this title leaf (only faint bleed-through of the title shows). PDF 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 are scan artifacts (Google-Books cover; the vellum binding; a library ownership stamp; a flyleaf marked 'Revisado 1968'; and a blank) and are not part of the book. ↩




TO HENRY CAETANI, CARDINAL OF THE HOLY ROMAN CHURCH AND MOST EMINENT CHAMBERLAIN, BENEDICT PERERIUS OF THE SOCIETY OF JESUS SENDS GREETING
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TO HENRY CAETANI, CARDINAL OF THE HOLY ROMAN CHURCH AND MOST EMINENT CHAMBERLAIN, BENEDICT PERERIUS OF THE SOCIETY OF JESUS SENDS GREETING.1
HENRICO CAETANO S. R. E. CARDINALI ET CAMERARIO AMPLISSIMO, BENEDICTVS PERERIVS E SOCIETATE IESV S. D.



Quid causae sit, Henrice Caetane Cardinalis amplissime, cur sacrarum litterarum doctrina tam paucos hodie amatores et sectatores habeat, cùm sit ipsa vel maximè amabilis maximéque Christianis hominibus expetenda, saepe cogitanti mihi et admiranti varia solent occurrere: sed unum in primis, quo praeter caetera plerique, non satis prudentes rerum aestimatores, ab hoc praeclaro et divino studio arceri videntur. Sunt enim multi, qui magno opinionis errore, studium huius disciplinae vel inglorium sibi fore, vel infructuosum, vel etiam humanae voluptatis et iucunditatis inane existimantes, ab eo refugiunt, unde nullum se aut perexiguum operae suae pretium laborísque praemium laturos con-
As I often ponder and wonder, most eminent Cardinal Henry Caetani, what the reason may be why the doctrine of Sacred Letters has today so few lovers and followers -- though it is in the highest degree lovable and most to be sought after by Christian men -- various answers are wont to occur to me; but one above the rest, by which most people (not sufficiently prudent appraisers of things) seem to be kept away from this noble and divine study. For there are many who, by a great error of judgment -- reckoning that the study of this discipline will be for them either inglorious, or unfruitful, or even devoid of human pleasure and delight -- flee from it, since they are confident they will carry off from it no reward for their labor, or a very small one.2



fidunt. Etenim omnium studiorum tres sunt velut illecebrae, Honor, Vtilitas, et Voluptas: his nempe ad bonas artes et disciplinas capessendas allicimur. Et ubi quidem nihil horum extat et apparet, eo nullus, aut perpauci animum et studium applicant: ubi verò magna haec et specie eximia cernuntur, illuc plurimi flagrantissimo studio, et acerrima corporis atque animi contentione feruntur. Nimirum, quae his quasi dotibus ornantur et commendantur artes, expetuntur et coluntur à plurimis: quae carent, tanquam indotatae incomptaéque deseruntur atque contemnuntur. Verùm, honor et utilitas acriora et valentiora sunt ad attrahendos hominum animos, quàm voluptas, si ab illis dissociata et seiuncta sit. Quotum enim quemque invenias, qui, posthabitis utilioribus et honoratioribus studiis, sola veri noscendi et contemplandi dulcedine captus, velit in eo studio aetatem omnem conterere, vitámque consumere? Vides, opinor, Henrice clarissime, unde tam perniciosus et tam latè patens error Sacra studia negligentium caput sustulerit. Quem errorem argumentis refellere, cuivis non inerudito facillimum est: at penitus eum ex animis hominum evellere, eósque ad coelestium scriptorum amorem cultúmque traducere, non tam meae aut cuiusquam Theologorum facultatis quàm magnorum Ecclesiae principum sapientiae, benignitatis, ac munificentiae opus est. Non enim eorum qui in Republica praestant auctoritate tantùm et imperio, sed multò magis exemplo ac beneficio moventur et reguntur caeteri: eorum spectant illi iudicia sensúsque, et in haec vel illa voluntatum propensiones: quid illi potissimum laudent et ament, quid
are confident. For of all studies there are, as it were, three enticements: Honor, Profit, and Pleasure; by these indeed we are drawn to take up the good arts and disciplines. And where none of these is present and apparent, thither no one, or very few, apply mind and effort; but where these are seen to be great and of remarkable appearance, thither very many are borne with the most ardent zeal and the keenest exertion of body and mind. Doubtless the arts that are adorned and commended by these as by endowments are sought after and cultivated by very many; those that lack them are, as undowered and unadorned, abandoned and despised. But honor and profit are sharper and stronger to attract men's minds than pleasure, if it be dissociated and separated from them. For how few would you find who, having set aside more profitable and more honorable studies, captivated by the sweetness of knowing and contemplating truth alone, would be willing to wear away his whole age and consume his life in that study? You see, I think, most illustrious Henry, whence so pernicious and so widespread an error, among those who neglect Sacred studies, has raised its head. To refute this error by arguments is very easy for anyone not unlearned; but to pluck it out utterly from men's minds, and to lead them over to the love and cultivation of the heavenly writers, is a work not so much of my ability, or of any theologian's, as of the wisdom, kindness, and munificence of the great princes of the Church. For the rest are moved and governed not so much by the authority and command of those who are eminent in the commonwealth, as much more by their example and beneficence: they regard the judgments and sentiments of those men, and the inclinations of their wills toward this or that -- what they most praise and love, what3



quid in pretio et honore, quid in oblectamentis et deliciis habeant: et quo inclinant illi, eodem ipsi propendent: denique ad eorum existimationem et voluntatem sua omnia consilia studiáque dirigere et accommodare student. Quantum igitur putamus futurum omni tempore divinae Scripturae studiosorum atque eruditorum hominum proventum, si, quorum ex gratia et beneficentia pendent caeteri, et per quos sua illi vota expleri posse sperant, singulare quoddam in his emineret coelestis huius doctrinae studium et observantia, praecipuáque erga eos benevolentia et liberalitas, qui in ea doctrina egregie tractanda scriptísque illustranda sua cum laude ac multorum utilitate versarentur? Quo magis ego tui, Caetane ornatissime, demiror ingenii praestantiam et eximium naturae ad optima quaeque propensissimae bonitatem. Nam cum vix adolescentiam egressus, maiorum tuorum voluntate, simúlque exemplo nobilissimorum hominum qui sola iuris Ciuilis scientia subnixi magnos in hac urbe honores magnásque res gesserunt, te totum ad pernoscendam iuris disciplinam dedidisses, tantum in eam studii atque operae conferre voluisti, tantúmque profecisti, quantum scilicet adiumento et ornamento esse posset primariae nobilitatis viro, et splendidissima Reipublicae Christianae munera gloriosè tractaturo. Atque haec fuit causa, cur tibi ad studium iurisprudentiae primùm addiscendae, postea maximis in negotiis et publicorum munerum perfunctionibus exercendae, toto pectore incumbenti, nec Theologiae, nec Sacrarum litterarum doctrinam capessere licuit. Verùm, quanta cupiditate ardoréque animi ea stu-
they hold in esteem and honor, what in delights and pleasures; and whither those men incline, thither the rest lean; finally, they strive to direct and accommodate all their counsels and pursuits to the esteem and will of those men. How great, then, do we think would be, at all times, the yield of men zealous for and learned in divine Scripture, if in those on whose favor and beneficence the rest depend, and through whom they hope their own wishes can be fulfilled, there stood out some singular zeal and regard for this heavenly doctrine, and an especial goodwill and liberality toward those who occupy themselves in handling it excellently and illustrating it by their writings, to their own praise and the benefit of many? Wherefore I the more admire, most distinguished Caetani, the excellence of your talent, and the remarkable goodness of a nature most inclined to all that is best. For when, scarcely past your youth, by the will of your elders and at the same time by the example of the most noble men who, resting on the knowledge of the Civil law alone, attained great honors and did great things in this city, you had given yourself wholly to the mastering of the discipline of law, you chose to devote to it so much study and effort, and made such progress, as could be of help and ornament to a man of the first nobility, destined to handle gloriously the most splendid offices of the Christian commonwealth. And this was the reason why, since you were bending your whole heart first to learning jurisprudence, and afterward to exercising it in the greatest affairs and in the discharge of public offices, it was not permitted you to take up the doctrine of Theology or of Sacred Letters. But with what desire and ardor of mind [you would have embraced] those stu-4



dia (si res tuae priuatae aut publicae ita tulissent) amplexaturus fueris, vel unum illud est nec leue, nec obscurum argumentum, quòd claros in his litteris et excellentes viros eximiè colis ac diligis, eorúmque luculenta ingenii opera planiori ore laudare, et ut potiorem tuae suppellectilis partem, in rebus tibi carissimis ac pretiosissimis numerare soles. Quin me quoque, in quo tu disciplinae huius non expressam quidem effigiem, sed umbram tamen aliquam et speciem cernebas, tanta benevolentia et gratia dignatus es, ut nullam de me bene merendi occasionem praeterfluere sinas. Cum igitur hoc tempore priorem partem meorum Commentariorum in librum Mosis, qui Genesis inscribitur, editurus essem, non fuit mihi diu cunctandum ambigua deliberatione, cui potissimum Principi munus hoc, qualecumque est, offerendum esset: tibi enim merito tuo debebatur. Scilicet, cui ego deberem plurimum, tum meo nomine, tum Societatis nostrae, quam tu tanto studio complexus es, ut eam non tantùm, ut multi, iudicio et inductione animi diligas, verùm etiam naturae quadam propensione atque impetu amare videaris. Extabunt multa (credo equidem) tui nominis rerúmque tuarum monumenta praeclara, atque mansura. Celebrabitur enim multorum sermone fortunae tuae felicitas, te natum inclyta familia, summíque Pontificatus, octo Cardinalium, et quatuor Patriarcharum splendore clarissima, multísque primae nobilitatis et potentiae propinquitatibus et amicitiis florentem, in ipso aetatis flore, à sapientissimo Pontifice supremum in Ecclesiae senatum, ingenti hominum gaudio, esse cooptatum: móxque orna-
those studies (had your private or public affairs so allowed), there is that one argument, neither slight nor obscure: that you cherish and love exceedingly the men famous and excellent in these letters, and are wont to praise the brilliant works of their genius with generous speech, and to count them, as the choicer part of your furnishings, among the things dearest and most precious to you. Nay, me too -- in whom you discerned not indeed an express image of this discipline, but yet some shadow and semblance of it -- you have deemed worthy of such goodwill and favor that you let no occasion of deserving well of me slip by. Since therefore at this time I was about to publish the first part of my Commentaries on the book of Moses which is entitled Genesis, I did not have to hesitate long in doubtful deliberation to which prince above all this gift, such as it is, should be offered: for it was owed to you by your own merit. To you, namely, to whom I owe the most, both in my own name and in that of our Society, which you have embraced with such zeal that you seem to love it not only, as many do, by the judgment and prompting of the mind, but even by a certain natural propensity and impulse. There will survive (I truly believe) many illustrious and lasting monuments of your name and your deeds. For the felicity of your fortune will be celebrated in the speech of many -- that you were born of an illustrious family, most renowned by the splendor of a supreme Pontificate, of eight Cardinals, and of four Patriarchs, and flourishing in many kinships and friendships of the first nobility and power; and that, in the very flower of your age, you were co-opted by a most wise Pontiff into the supreme senate of the Church, to the immense joy of men; and soon after [were adorned]5



tum nobilissima legatione Bononiensi: tantísque breui, aliis super alios honoribus et beneficiis auctum, ut his amplius, vix à patruo tuo Nicolao Cardinali, si eo fastigio fuisset, expectare potueris. Illud quoque, ingenti virtutis tuae gloria, praedicabitur, te Bononiensem legationem, egregio severitatis et comitatis, gratiaéque ac iustitiae temperamento, sic administrasse; ut incertum sit, plus ne attuleris gaudii prudentissimo Pontifici, magnam in te ad id muneris deligendo iudicii et prudentiae laudem consecuto: an tibi gloriae, qui provinciam ad luxum et delicias lubricam, celebri continentiae atque integritatis fama tenuisti: an denique Bononiensibus laetitiae et admirationis, suo nimirum bono gaudentibus, simúlque mirantibus, te gravitatem summae potestatis ita retinuisse, ut invidiam omnem et arrogantiam effugeres: nec tibi (quod rarae prudentiae ac virtutis est) aut facilitas auctoritatem, aut severitas amorem diminueret: cúmque nihil gratiae causa faceres, omnia tamen essent grata quae faceres. Quo factum est, ut acerrimus explorandis aestimandísque praeclaris hominum artibus et virtutibus Sixtus Quintus Pontifex Maximus, tantam animi tui virtutem, in dies, scilicet, publicis rebus gerendis clariorem, et quantocumque muneri ac dignitati parem, diu Bononiensibus circumscriptam esse cancellis non sit passus: sed tibi Romam (non minori Bononiensium moerore, quàm Vrbis gratulatione) revocato, gravissimum imposuerit Camerariatus officium, ut summae in Romana curia auctoritatis atque potestatis, ita singularem innocentiam, moderationémque animi et prudentiam desiderans: nec ferè nisi cum Principe, aut pro-
with the most noble legation of Bologna; and in a short time increased with so many honors and benefices, one upon another, that you could scarcely have expected more even from your uncle Cardinal Nicholas, had he been at that height. This too will be proclaimed, to the immense glory of your virtue: that you administered the legation of Bologna with so excellent a tempering of severity and affability, of graciousness and justice, that it is uncertain whether you brought more joy to the most prudent Pontiff -- who won great praise for judgment and prudence in choosing you for that office -- or more glory to yourself, who held a province slippery toward luxury and pleasure with a celebrated reputation for continence and integrity; or, finally, more joy and admiration to the people of Bologna, rejoicing in their own good and at the same time marveling that you so maintained the gravity of supreme power as to escape all envy and arrogance: nor did (what belongs to rare prudence and virtue) either your affability diminish your authority, or your severity your being loved; and though you did nothing for the sake of favor, yet all that you did was pleasing. Whence it came about that Sixtus V, Supreme Pontiff -- a most keen searcher-out and appraiser of the excellent arts and virtues of men -- did not suffer so great a virtue of your soul (daily, that is, growing more distinguished in the conduct of public affairs, and equal to any office and dignity however great) to be long confined by the boundaries of Bologna: but, recalling you to Rome (to the grief of the Bolognese no less than the congratulation of the City), imposed on you the most weighty office of the Chamberlainship, requiring, together with the highest authority and power in the Roman curia, a singular innocence and moderation of mind and prudence; and one scarcely [to be entrusted] except to a Prince, or by reason of [kinship]6



propinquitate, aut certè benevolentia fidéque coniunctissimis credi solitum. Tua verò illa in religiosissimis templis, iam vetustate deformatis ac propè collapsis, non ad famam gloriámque aucupandam, sed ad priscam sacrorum locorum conservandam religionem, splendidè reficiendis ordinandísque sumptuosa et magnifica pietas, meritis hominum praeconiis nullo tempore carebit. De illis (ut dixi) atque aliis tuis laudibus, et hoc saeculo dicent multi, scribéntque, nec posteritas, tua tibi fama superstite, atque omni aevo clara, conticescet. Mihi nec diserto laudatori, nec ferè aliarum rerum, praeter mea studia curioso, satis fuerit, his lucubrationibus amplissimo nomini tuo dicandis, testatum apud omnes facere, quantum nobis et nostris (id est, Sacrarum literarum) studiis, benevolentiae, gratiae, ac dignitatis impartire soleas: et vicissim ipsi, quantum amoris, reverentiae, ac venerationis debere nos tibi sentiamus, libentérque praedicemus. AVCTOR.
usually entrusted to those most closely joined by kinship, or at least by goodwill and fidelity. But that magnificent and costly piety of yours toward the most holy churches -- now disfigured by age and nearly collapsed -- shown not to court fame and glory, but to preserve the ancient religion of sacred places by splendidly restoring and setting them in order, will at no time lack the praises men owe it. Of these (as I have said) and your other titles to praise, many in this age will speak and write, nor, while your fame survives and is bright for every age, will posterity be silent. For me -- no eloquent panegyrist, and scarcely curious about matters other than my own studies -- it will be enough, by dedicating these lucubrations to your most ample name, to make known to all how much you are wont to impart to us and to our studies (that is, to Sacred Letters) of goodwill, favor, and dignity; and in turn, how much of love, reverence, and veneration we feel we owe to you, and gladly proclaim. THE AUTHOR.7



Translator’s notes
	The dedicatory epistle. The dedicatee is Enrico Caetani (Henry Caetani, 1550-1599), Cardinal of the Holy Roman Church and Camerlengo (Chamberlain, 'Camerarius'). Abbreviations: 'S. R. E.' = Sanctae Romanae Ecclesiae ('of the Holy Roman Church'); 'S. D.' = Salutem Dicit ('sends greeting'). ↩
	Opening of the dedication (the ornamental initial is 'Q'): Pererius laments that few pursue the study of Scripture, deterred by the false notion that it brings neither glory, profit, nor pleasure. Continues on the next page (catchword 'fidunt'). ↩
	Pererius names the three 'enticements' of study -- Honor, Profit, Pleasure -- and argues that Scripture-study is neglected because it seems to offer none. To reverse this needs not argument but the patronage and example of the Church's great princes, whom others imitate. Continues on the next page (catchword 'quid'). ↩
	Rulers set the fashion that others follow; so the Church's patronage would multiply Scripture-scholars. Pererius praises Caetani's early devotion to the Civil law (which left him no leisure for theology), undertaken by the will of his elders and the example of nobles who rose through legal learning. Continues on the next page (catchword 'dia'). ↩
	A further proof of Caetani's love of learning is his esteem for scholars -- and his kindness to Pererius himself. Hence Pererius dedicates this first volume of his Genesis commentary to him as most deserving, and as a patron of the Society of Jesus. He recounts Caetani's illustrious house (a Pope, eight Cardinals, four Patriarchs) and his early elevation to the College of Cardinals. Continues on the next page (catchword 'tum'). ↩
	Caetani's cursus honorum: the legation of Bologna (governed with a praised balance of severity and mildness), rapid promotions rivaling his uncle Cardinal Nicholas Caetani, and his recall to Rome by Pope Sixtus V to the great office of Camerlengo (Chamberlain of the Holy Roman Church). Continues on the next page (catchword 'pro'). ↩
	Praise of Caetani's costly restoration of ancient churches; the dedication closes with Pererius professing the reverence he and the cause of Sacred Letters owe their patron. Signed 'AVCTOR' (The Author). End of the dedicatory epistle. ↩




THE AUTHOR OF THE WORK TO THE READER

LatineEnglish


THE AUTHOR OF THE WORK TO THE READER.1
AVCTOR OPERIS LECTORI.



Commentarios nostros in librum Mosis, qui inscribitur Genesis, duas in partes commode posse dividi iudicavimus: quarum prior haec pars, quae nunc in lucem prodiit, historiam Mosis ab exordio mundi ad Noeticum usque diluvium septem libris explicatam continet. Posterior autem Commentariorum pars, quam hoc tempore molimur, et iam magna ex parte absolutam propediem in publicum (si incoepta et conatus nostros iuvet Deus) efferemus, reliquam historiam a diluvio ad extremum eius libri a Mose pertextam complectetur. Si quid vero in his Commentariis, aliisve scriptis nostris vel adhuc publicatis, vel posthac, favente Deo, publicandis, visum fuerit iis, qui de Sacrarum litterarum doctrina scienter prudenterque ac sincere iudicare possunt, apertiore explanatione, aut etiam correctione dignum, equidem profiteor me, ad id, qualecunque fuerit, et pro ut opus fuerit, enucleatius interpretandum, aut quoquomodo mutandum atque corrigendum, esse paratissimum. Quod si mihi, dum vixero, id facere non contingat, ut post obitum meum fiat ab iis, quorum muneris et curae fuerit, vehementer opto, et rogo. Mihi enim plane persuasum, et animo meo sensibusque penitus infixum est, omnem ingenii et iudicii famam, omnemque eruditionis et eloquentiae laudem, non modo veritati, sed etiam pietati ac spirituali bonorum aedificationi esse postponendam. Nam si Beatus Paulus tanta illud asseveratione dixit quod est in capite octavo prioris Epistolae, quam ille scripsit ad Corinthios: Si esca scandalizat fratrem meum, non manducabo carnem in aeternum, ne fratrem meum scandalizem: cum tamen manducare carnem nec per se non esset bonum ac licitum, nec ea re quisquam merito posset offendi: quanto magis scriptori catholico et religioso, summa cautione omnique provisione animi perficiendum est, ne quid prodat scriptis suis, quod iustam recte sentientium atque iudicantium offensionem et reprehensionem incurrat; ac si quid forte vel per imprudentiam, vel per humanae mentis infirmitatem offenderit, ut cum primum id, aut per se ipse, aut aliorum monitu adverterit, prompte ac libenter emendet.
We have judged that our Commentaries on the book of Moses which is entitled Genesis can conveniently be divided into two parts: of which this former part, which now comes into the light, contains the history of Moses from the beginning of the world up to the Noachic flood, explained in seven books. The latter part of the Commentaries -- which we are at this time working on, and which, already for the most part completed, we shall soon bring before the public (if God aids our undertaking and our efforts) -- will comprise the remaining history woven by Moses from the flood to the end of that book. But if anything, in these Commentaries or in my other writings, whether already published or hereafter (God favoring) to be published, shall seem, to those who can judge the doctrine of Sacred Letters knowledgeably, prudently, and sincerely, to deserve a clearer explanation, or even correction, I for my part profess myself most ready to interpret it more distinctly, or in any way to change and correct it, whatever it may be, and as the need shall require. And if it should not fall to me to do this while I live, I earnestly desire and ask that it be done after my death by those whose office and care it shall be. For I am fully persuaded, and it is deeply fixed in my mind and senses, that all fame of talent and judgment, and all praise of erudition and eloquence, must be set after not only truth, but also piety and the spiritual edification of the good. For if blessed Paul said, with so great an asseveration, that which is in the eighth chapter of the former Epistle which he wrote to the Corinthians -- 'If food scandalizes my brother, I will never eat flesh, lest I scandalize my brother' -- although to eat flesh was neither in itself anything but good and lawful, nor could anyone justly be offended by it: how much more must it be brought about by a Catholic and religious writer, with the utmost caution and every foresight of mind, that he put forth in his writings nothing that may incur the just offense and reproof of those who think and judge rightly; and if perchance anything shall have given offense, whether through imprudence or through the weakness of the human mind, that, as soon as he has noticed it -- either by himself or at the warning of others -- he correct it promptly and gladly.2



Translator’s notes
	The author's preface to the reader, following the dedication. ↩
	Pererius's preface. He announces the two-part plan of the whole work: this first volume (seven books) covers the history from the creation to the Noachic flood (Genesis 1-5); a second part, nearly finished, will cover the rest of Genesis (the flood to the end of the book). He then professes his readiness to be corrected in anything found wanting, ranking all fame of learning below truth, piety, and the edification of the faithful -- citing St. Paul's resolve (1 Corinthians 8:13) never to eat meat rather than scandalize a brother. ↩
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Preface to Benedict Pererius's Books of Commentaries on Genesis.
Benedicti Pererii in libros Commentariorum in Genesim, Praefatio.



Librum Geneseos, in quo nascentis mundi primordia narrantur, et prima huius universitatis structura, omniumque partium eius dispositio atque exornatio describitur, interpretari aggredimur: arduum profecto et usquequaque impeditum opus, atque, ut nullis rhetorum coloribus depictum, nullisque humanae eloquentiae pigmentis fucatum ac speciosum, ita multijuga nec multis pervia refertum doctrina. Sed cum duabus maxime rebus constet atque aestimetur librorum claritas et nobilitas, materia atque auctoris dignitate, sane utraque res in hoc libro inprimis praeclara et eximia cernitur. Princeps enim huius voluminis materies mundus est, cuius nimirum novus exortus et exquasi natales dies, quibus a Deo procreatus est, in exordio libri a Mose celebrantur. Quid est autem mundo, in rebus a Deo conditis, mole maius, varietate admirabilius, specie magnificentius, ornatu elegantius, pulchritudine amabilius, robore valentius, ad incolumitatem ac diuturnitatem firmius,
We undertake to expound the Book of Genesis, in which the first beginnings of the nascent world are recounted, and the first structure of this universe, together with the arrangement and adornment of all its parts, is described — a task assuredly arduous and beset with difficulty at every turn; one that, just as it is painted with none of the rhetoricians' colors and is neither rouged nor made showy with any of the cosmetics of human eloquence, so too is filled with a manifold learning accessible to few. But since the renown and nobility of books rests and is appraised chiefly upon two things — the subject matter and the dignity of the author — both qualities are seen, in this book, to be especially illustrious and outstanding. For the foremost subject of this volume is the world, whose new arising and, as it were, birthdays, on which it was brought forth by God, are celebrated at the very opening of the book by Moses. And what is there, among the things established by God, greater than the world in mass, more admirable in variety, more magnificent in appearance, more elegant in adornment, more lovely in beauty, mightier in strength, more secure for its safety and endurance,1



decentissimo partium omnium ordine, miroque earum inter se quasi concentu quodam consensuque venustius, bonorum omnium copia plenius, perfectione absolutius? Denique cum dixi mundum, dixi omnia. Quid enim aut dici aut fingi potest, sive maximum sit sive minimum, quod non, ut mundi amplexu, sic mundi vocabulo comprehendatur? Iam vero si omnia Dei opera cogitatione percurramus, nullum inveniemus mundi natura vel ad investigandum abstrusius, vel ad reperiendum difficilius, vel ad cognoscendum iucundius, vel denique ad docendum utilius.
with a more fitting order of all its parts, and more graceful in a certain marvelous harmony, as it were, and concord among them, fuller in the abundance of all good things, more perfect in its completion? In short, when I have said "the world," I have said all things. For what can be either named or imagined, whether the greatest or the least, that is not embraced by the word "world" just as it is by the world's own compass? And indeed, if we run over in thought all the works of God, we shall find nothing more abstruse than the nature of the world to investigate, nothing more difficult to discover, nothing more delightful to come to know, and, finally, nothing more useful to teach.



Utilius dico: nam vel unum id quod Moses in principio huius libri verissime docuit — fide, mundus cognoscatur ac teneatur ipsum ex nihilo, ab aliquo temporis initio, esse factum a Deo — incredibile est ad cognitionem Dei mortalibus tradendam atque in eorum animis corroborandam quanta ex hoc uno efflorescat et redundet utilitas. Cui namque persuasum fuerit mundum, qui ex omni aeternitate nullus fuerat, et nulla ex materia novoque certi temporis ortu esse generatum, huic profecto nihil negotii erit persuadere esse Deum, et unum esse, et omnium rerum efficientem, conservantem, regentem, intelligentem atque providentem esse causam; eumque infinita vi ac potestate pollere; nec ulla naturae necessitate, sed sua tantum voluntate ac bonitate ad fabricandum mundum esse adductum; atque sibi ipsum ad omnia usquequaque sufficere; ex se ac se solo esse beatum, nec ad tuendam felicitatem suam ullius rei quae extra ipsum sit vel adminiculo vel accessione vel consortio indigere. Ecce tibi, uno fixo principio — id est, nova mundi effectione posita et concessa, quam ex Mose didicimus — quasi ianua quadam aditusque patefacto, quam facilis ad capessendam rerum divinarum scientiam ingressio, quamque longus fiat progressus!
I say "more useful": for take but the one thing that Moses most truly taught at the beginning of this book — that by faith the world may be known and held to have been made by God out of nothing, from some beginning of time. It is beyond belief how great a usefulness flowers and overflows from this one truth, for imparting the knowledge of God to mortals and for strengthening it in their minds. For whoever has been persuaded that the world — which through all eternity had been nothing, and was generated from no matter and by a new origin at a fixed time — to him it will surely be no trouble to be persuaded that God exists, and is one, and is the efficient, preserving, governing, knowing, and provident cause of all things; that He is mighty with infinite power and might; that He was led to fashion the world by no necessity of nature, but by His own will and goodness alone; that He suffices wholly unto Himself for all things; that He is blessed of Himself and by Himself alone, and needs nothing outside Himself — no support, increase, or fellowship — to preserve His own happiness. Behold, then: with one fixed first principle laid down and granted — namely the new making of the world, which we have learned from Moses — the door and entryway, as it were, being thrown open, how easy is the entrance upon the knowledge of divine things, and how long a progress may be made!



Sed cur Moses (nam hoc quaerat aliquis) hac de mundi origine
But why did Moses (for someone may ask this), concerning this origin of the world2



et molitione doctrinam, quae difficillimos habet explicatus nec habitura tamen erat pro varietate legentium fidem et assensum, simplici tantum narratione nudaque rerum expositione contexta tradiderit, nec ullis eam argumentationum quasi munimentis nullisque rationum adminiculis communire et confirmare voluerit? Equidem sex rationes, easque intelligentibus rerum aestimatoribus maxime probandas, afferre possum.
and its construction, deliver a teaching whose unfolding is most difficult, and which nonetheless was not going to win the belief and assent of its varied readers — handing it down by simple narrative alone and a bare exposition of the facts, and choosing not to fortify and confirm it with any defenses, as it were, of argumentation, nor with any props of reasoning? For my part, I can offer six reasons, ones that ought to be especially approved by discerning judges of such matters.3



Principio, haec Mosis doctrina plane historica est, quemadmodum hic mundus sit a Deo fabricatus distincte atque enucleate enarrans. Quamobrem in ea doctrina tradenda Moses non philosophi sed historici partes agere et implere debuit. Historia autem ratio fidelem rerum gestarum commemorationem deposcit; rationes autem et argumenta minime requirit.
First, this teaching of Moses is plainly historical, recounting distinctly and clearly how this world was fashioned by God. For this reason, in delivering that teaching Moses had to play and fulfill the part not of a philosopher but of a historian. Now history, by its very nature, calls for a faithful record of things done, but requires no reasonings or arguments at all.4



Postea, cum haec doctrina non sit humana — non enim est hominum diligentia et industria studioque comparata, sed divina sit et singulari Dei munere Mosi patefacta — rectissimum profecto fuit eam solius Dei, a quo erat tradita et cuius fides omnium pondere argumentorum longe gravior est, auctoritate niti, neque imbecilla hominum intelligentia ratiunculis aut coniecturis fulciri et sustentari.
Second, since this teaching is not human — for it was not procured by men's diligence and industry and study, but is divine, and was disclosed to Moses by a singular gift of God — it was surely most fitting that it rest on the authority of God alone, by whom it was delivered, and whose trustworthiness is far weightier than the whole mass of arguments; and that it not be propped up and sustained by the feeble little reasonings or conjectures of human understanding.5



Deinde placet B. Thomae, nec mihi displicet, novam mundi creationem firmis ac necessariis rationibus non posse concludi, sed fide tantum a nobis accepta et cognita haberi; cui sententiae suffragari videtur S. Paulus, cuius in Epistola quae scripta est ad Hebraeos c. 11 haec sunt verba: Fide intelligimus aptata esse saecula verbo Dei, ut ex invisibilibus visibilia fierent. Certe (quod apud omnes extra controversiam est) tunc factum esse mundum quando factus est, et non prius aut posterius, et eo partium ordine atque spatio temporis quo narrat Moses fuisse eum a Deo perfectum, nemo non solum certa ratione
Next, it is the view of St. Thomas — nor does it displease me — that the new creation of the world cannot be established by firm and necessary reasonings, but is held by faith alone, received and known by us; a view that St. Paul seems to support, whose words in the Epistle written to the Hebrews, ch. 11, are these: "By faith we understand that the ages were framed by the word of God, so that from things invisible visible things might come to be." Certainly — which is beyond dispute among all — that the world was made when it was made, and not earlier or later, and with that order of parts and span of time in which Moses relates it to have been completed by God: no one [can establish this] not merely by certain reasoning6



...ratione comprehendere, sed ne coniectura quidem assequi, aut suspicione aliqua attingere potuisset. Ad hoc, doctrina haec scripta et tradita est populo Hebraeo, rudi scilicet atque indocto, neque philosophicarum argumentationum capaci, et cui omnino persuasum erat omnia Mosis dicta et scripta a Deo esse profecta, cum quo illum tam frequenter familiariter loqui, et cuius potentia tot et tam insignia facere miracula cernebant. Adiice quod maximo Dei, nostrae utilitatis providentissimi, consilio ita factum esse reor; quo videlicet uberior nobis de Deo bene merendi seges ac materies praeberetur, fidei virtutem naviter exercendo, et verbis sine ulla dubitatione summaque cum animi demissione ac religione credendo. Si enim apud Pythagorae discipulos praeiudicata magistri tantum valuit opinio, ut ipsum dixisse satis illis esset ad credendum, quanto magis Dei auctoritas, arcana rerum caelestium per vates suos enuncians ac docens, instar omnium rationum esse debet?
...could not merely grasp it by certain reasoning, but could not even attain it by conjecture or touch upon it by any surmise. Besides, this teaching was written and handed down to the Hebrew people — rude, that is, and unlearned, incapable of philosophical argumentation, and wholly persuaded that all the sayings and writings of Moses had proceeded from God, with whom they saw him converse so often and familiarly, and by whose power they saw him work so many and so remarkable miracles. Add to this that it was so done, I judge, by the supreme design of God, most provident for our benefit — namely, that a richer field and material for meriting well in God's sight might be afforded us, by diligently exercising the virtue of faith, and by believing His words without any doubt and with the deepest submission and reverence of mind. For if among the disciples of Pythagoras the preconceived opinion of the master carried such weight that "he himself said it" was enough for them to believe, how much more ought the authority of God — declaring and teaching the hidden things of heaven through His prophets — to stand in the place of all reasonings?7



Postremo, hac scribendi et docendi ratione id sane perfectum est, ut quorundam superbia et contumacia, magisque contentionis quam veritatis cupida ingenia, et veteris illius Academiae volubilitatis atque instabilitatis aemula, coercerentur ac reprimerentur. Sunt enim multi (tanta est humani animi vanitas et perversitas), sunt inquam multi ad opinandum quodlibet audaces et proiecti, quique in oppugnanda veritate arguti et diserti videri velint, atque omnibus contradicendo nullisque rationibus quantumvis exquisitis acquiescendo, nomen suum maxime nobilitatum memoriamque in multa saecula prorogatum iri putent, summamque ingenii et doctrinae laudem atque gloriam existiment rebus claris lucem, firmis robur, certis fidem, veteribus auctoritatem, novis dignitatem auferre. Neque vero haec...
Finally, by this manner of writing and teaching it was assuredly accomplished that the pride and obstinacy of certain men — minds more eager for contention than for truth, and rivals of that old Academy's fickleness and instability — should be checked and held in restraint. For there are many (so great is the vanity and perversity of the human mind), there are, I say, many bold and reckless enough to hold any opinion whatever, who wish to seem sharp and eloquent in assailing the truth, and who, by contradicting everyone and acquiescing in no reasonings however refined, suppose that their name will thereby be most ennobled and their memory prolonged for many ages; who reckon the highest praise and glory of talent and learning to lie in stripping light from what is clear, strength from what is firm, credit from what is certain, authority from what is ancient, and worth from what is new. Nor indeed could this...8



...haec Mosis dicendi scribendique vel simplicitas, vel potius (sic enim est, si vere aestimetur) gravitas, cuiquam philosophorum iure potuit displicere: ipsorum namque princeps, et, ut vocant ipsi, philosophiae deus Plato, quam multa in Timaeo de hac ipsa mundi generatione et de prima rerum omnium procreatione, nullis argumentorum firmamentis munita, sed nuda tantum oratione simpliciter enarrata et explicata reliquit?
...could this either simplicity, or rather (for so it is, if it be truly weighed) gravity of Moses' speaking and writing have rightly displeased any of the philosophers? For their very chief, and, as they themselves call him, the god of philosophy, Plato — how much in the Timaeus, concerning this very generation of the world and the first procreation of all things, did he leave fortified by no supports of argument, but merely set forth and explained simply, in bare discourse alone?



Diximus de materia huius libri et de ratione eam tractandi qua usus est Moses, scilicet quod in praesens satis fore putavimus: sequitur ut, quod secundo loco propositum fuerat, etiam de auctore dicamus. Si libros suiusque auctoris nomen et gloria decorat atque nobilitat, magna profecto huius libri laus est Moses eius auctor — vir nimirum quanto dignior omni laude, tanto omni laudatione maior — ut propterea satius hoc loco futurum duxerim tacitus praeterire eius laudes, quam laudantis culpa, tenuiter et ieiune tractatas, infuscari atque inquinari. Et alioqui maioris videtur reverentiae, quod digne laudari non potest, id silentio venerari potius quam eloqui: praesertim autem cum non raro accidat ut quae, quanta ipsa sunt, dici non potest, ea, si dicantur, minora quam sunt esse videantur — iis qui rerum magnitudinem dicentis facultate metiuntur.
We have spoken of the subject matter of this book and of the method of treating it that Moses employed — which we thought would suffice for the present. It follows that we should also speak, as was proposed in the second place, of the author. If the name and glory of its author adorns and ennobles each book, then surely it is a great praise of this book that Moses is its author — a man, indeed, by as much more worthy of all praise as he is greater than all praising — so that for this reason I have judged it better in this place to pass over his praises in silence than to have them sullied and stained, treated thinly and meagerly through the fault of the one praising. And besides, it seems a mark of greater reverence to venerate in silence, rather than to express, what cannot be worthily praised — especially since it not rarely happens that things whose true greatness cannot be told appear, if they are told, to be less than they are, to those who measure the magnitude of things by the ability of the speaker.9



Verum, ut cetera de Mose nunc taceantur, illud tamen in praesentia non est tacendum: in eius viri aetate intuentibus statim occurrere et quasi lucere vetustatem huius operis, unde plurimum ei non commendationis tantum sed etiam venerationis accedat. Etenim si nullam habet Graecia scriptionem poematibus Homeri antiquiorem, quod priore libro adversus Appionem affirmat Iosephus, quis non videt quanta huius libri sit laus vetustatis, cuius auctor Moses quingentis annis Homerum...
But to be silent for now about all else concerning Moses, this at least must not be passed over at present: that to those who consider the age of this man, the antiquity of this work at once presents itself and, as it were, shines forth — whence there accrues to it very much not only of commendation but also of veneration. For if Greece has no writing more ancient than the poems of Homer (as Josephus affirms in the first book Against Apion), who does not see how great is the praise of this book's antiquity, whose author Moses preceded Homer by five hundred years...10



...Homerum anteivit? Eupolemus prodidit (ut in libro decimo de Praeparatione Evangelica refert Eusebius) primum omnium litteras Iudaeis tradidisse Mosem; a Iudaeis accepisse eas Phoenices; a Phoenicibus ad Graecos Cadmum transtulisse. Mosem vero longe priorem fuisse Cadmo, veteres historias et annales replicantibus non erit obscurum. Quanquam illud Eupolemi dictum, de litteris genti Hebraeorum a Mose primum traditum, non probat Augustinus in libro 18 de Civitate Dei, cap. 39: quin, ut linguam, ita quoque litteras Hebraicas ante Mosem fuisse censet. Augustini sententia sit Iosephi auctoritate probabilior: in primo enim libro Iudaicarum originum scribit nepotes Seth, ante generalem illam orbis terrarum eluvionem, scientiam rerum caelestium ab ipsis inventam, ne unquam casu aliquo periret, duabus in columnis (altera lapidea, altera lateritia) litteris insculptam consignatamque reliquisse. Verum antiquitas Mosis (persequamur enim quod dicere sumus exorsi) ex comparatione aliorum scriptorum etiam sapientium, quicumque apud alias gentes habiti sunt vetustissimi, facile existimari potest.
...preceded Homer? Eupolemus has recorded (as Eusebius reports in the tenth book of the Preparation for the Gospel) that Moses was the first of all to deliver letters to the Jews; that the Phoenicians received them from the Jews; and that Cadmus carried them over from the Phoenicians to the Greeks. That Moses was far earlier than Cadmus will not be obscure to those who review the ancient histories and annals. Yet that saying of Eupolemus — that letters were first delivered to the Hebrew nation by Moses — Augustine does not approve, in book 18 of the City of God, ch. 39: rather, he holds that Hebrew letters, like the Hebrew language, existed before Moses. Let Augustine's view be the more probable, on the authority of Josephus: for in the first book of the Jewish Antiquities he writes that the descendants of Seth, before that universal flood of the world, having themselves discovered the knowledge of heavenly things, left it inscribed and recorded in letters upon two columns — one of stone, the other of brick — lest it should ever perish by any mischance. But the antiquity of Moses (for let us pursue what we set out to say) can easily be appreciated from comparison with other writers, even the wise, who among other nations have been reckoned the most ancient.11



Socratem quidem certe, ex quo velut parente tot nobilium philosophorum familiae proseminatae sunt, post novissimos nostrorum prophetarum, Zachariam, Aggeum et Malachiam, fuisse constat. Septem autem illi sapientes, quorum princeps Thales primus in Graecia philosophari coepit, multo post eos prophetas qui maiores appellantur, post Salomonem autem plus quadringentis annis floruerunt. Ex quo apparet et extat, iam propemodum canescente in populo Dei sapientia, vix dum fuisse apud Graecos philosophiae incunabula. Nec vero Moses priscos tantum Gentilium poetas et theologos — Orpheum, Linum et Musaeum, Homero atque Hesiodo longe antiquiores — sed Mercurium etiam, philosophiae apud Aegyptios...
Socrates, certainly — from whom, as from a parent, so many families of noble philosophers were sown — is agreed to have lived after the latest of our prophets, Zechariah, Haggai, and Malachi. And those Seven Sages, whose chief, Thales, was the first to begin philosophizing in Greece, flourished long after those prophets who are called the greater, and more than four hundred years after Solomon. From which it appears and stands clear that, when wisdom was already, as it were, growing grey among the people of God, the cradle of philosophy had scarcely yet appeared among the Greeks. And indeed Moses preceded not only the ancient pagan poets and theologians — Orpheus, Linus, and Musaeus, far older than Homer and Hesiod — but even Mercury, the chief and inventor of philosophy among the Egyptians...12



...Aegyptios principem et inventorem, antecessit. Siquidem, ut eo loco quem paulo supra posui docet Augustinus, Mercurius qui Trismegisti cognomen invenit nepos fuit maioris Mercurii, cuius maternus avus Atlas astrologus, aequalis Promethei, eo tempore floruit quo tempore vixit Moses. Quid plura? Qui Graecorum historias et chronologiam cum divinarum litterarum historia diligenter et subtiliter compararunt, ab his verissime observatum et proditum est Mosem aequalem fuisse Cecropi, primi Atheniensium regis. Quaecumque autem a Graecis memoranda mirandaque, vel de claris hominibus vel de Heroibus atque etiam diis ipsorum, aut historiis tradita aut fabulosis celebrata miraculis narrantur, ea omnia liquet post Cecropem extitisse. Post Cecropem namque fuit Deucalionis diluvium, Phaethontis incendium, Proserpinae et Europae raptus, Cereris mysteria, et partus Apollinis. Post Cecropem Cadmus Thebas condidit primusque litteras a Phoenicibus acceptas Graecis tradidit; Dionysius seu Liber pater Indos subegit Orientemque domuit; Minos leges, scriptorum praeconiis nobilitatas, Cretensibus dedit; Aesculapius medicinae gloria excelluit, honores etiam divinos consecutus. Post Cecropem Persei victoria, Thesei acta, Herculisque labores celebrantur, et poetae, a quibus profluxit Graecorum theologia — Amphion, Linus, Orpheus et Musaeus — floruerunt. Non ero longior. XL post Cecropem annis bellum Troianum gestum est, eoque minimum 100 annis posterior fuit Homerus.
...even Mercury, the chief and inventor of philosophy among the Egyptians. For, as Augustine teaches in the place I cited just above, the Mercury who invented the surname "Trismegistus" was the grandson of the elder Mercury, whose maternal grandfather Atlas the astrologer, contemporary of Prometheus, flourished at the very time at which Moses lived. What more? Those who have carefully and subtly compared the histories and chronology of the Greeks with the history of the divine Scriptures have most truly observed and reported that Moses was a contemporary of Cecrops, the first king of the Athenians. And whatever memorable and marvelous things are related by the Greeks — whether of famous men, or of heroes, or even of their own gods, whether handed down in histories or celebrated in fabulous miracles — all these, it is clear, came into being after Cecrops. For after Cecrops came the flood of Deucalion, the conflagration of Phaethon, the rape of Proserpina and of Europa, the mysteries of Ceres, and the birth of Apollo. After Cecrops, Cadmus founded Thebes and was the first to deliver to the Greeks the letters received from the Phoenicians; Dionysus, or Father Liber, subdued the Indians and mastered the East; Minos gave to the Cretans laws made famous by the praises of writers; Aesculapius excelled in the glory of medicine and even attained divine honors. After Cecrops are celebrated the victory of Perseus, the deeds of Theseus, and the labors of Hercules; and the poets from whom the theology of the Greeks flowed forth — Amphion, Linus, Orpheus, and Musaeus — flourished. I shall be no longer. Forty years after Cecrops the Trojan War was waged, and Homer was at least a hundred years later than that.13



Ex his palam est Mosem, qui Cecropi synchronos fuit, omnium quorum nunc extant scripta, vel quorum nomen in Gentilium scriptis proditum sit, primum fuisse theologum, philosophum, poetam, historicum. Et fuisse eum praestantissimum theologum, tribus ex rebus planissime intelligitur.
From these things it is plain that Moses, who was contemporary with Cecrops, was the first theologian, philosopher, poet, and historian of all those whose writings now survive, or whose name is recorded in the writings of the Gentiles. And that he was a most excellent theologian is understood most plainly from three things.14



Primum, quia frequentissimos eosque familiarissimos atque intimos cum Deo sermones habuit, cum ipso quasi amicus cum amico loqui et ex eius ore loqui, secretissima eius consilia cognoscere solitus. Deinde, quia monstravit nobis qualem esse Deum existimare oporteat: unum nempe, optimum, maximum, omnipotentem, mundi conditorem atque rectorem, omniumque rerum scientissimum et providentissimum administratorem. Ad extremum, quia Hebraeum populum docuit qua pietate et religione quibusque caeremoniis Deus rite colendus et venerandus esset; quibus item piacularibus victimis et sacrificiis iram Dei mitigare, elicere misericordiam, auxilium evocare, veniam denique sceleribus impetrare posset.
First, because he held most frequent and most familiar and intimate conversations with God, accustomed to speak with Him as a friend with a friend, and to speak from His mouth, and to learn His most secret counsels. Next, because he showed us what manner of being we ought to deem God to be: namely, one, best, greatest, almighty, founder and ruler of the world, and most knowing and most provident administrator of all things. Last, because he taught the Hebrew people with what piety and religion and with what ceremonies God was to be duly worshiped and venerated, and likewise by what expiatory victims and sacrifices one might appease the wrath of God, draw forth His mercy, summon His aid, and at last obtain pardon for crimes.15



Quam autem eximius philosophus fuerit Moses, nemini qui vel hunc modo librum legerit dubium esse potest: difficillimam quippe ac nobilissimam philosophiae partem — eam dico quae est de mundo et homine — hic liber, ut verissime ita graviter et mirabiliter ab ipso descriptam et explicatam, continet. Atque haec omnia Moses — non a se conficta, non ab hominibus accepta, non naturae vestigiis ductuque indagata, sed ipso Deo indicante ac docente sibi patefacta et cognita — litterarum monumentis consignavit. Poeticae vero laudis praestantiam duo eius elegantissima carmina seu cantica, quae in libro Exodi et Deuteronomii leguntur, aperte declarant; ut taceam partem libri Iob non minimam pulcherrima metri ratione ab ipso esse compositam. Quin gravissimus auctor Hieronymus affirmat esse Mosis undecim Psalmos, qui in libro Psalmorum ab octogesimo octavo usque ad centesimum numerantur. Reliqua est historia, cuius prima virtus et praecipua laus veritas est, quae tanta est in historia Mosis, ut ne de unius quidem verbi omnium scriptorum eius veritate...
Now how outstanding a philosopher Moses was can be in doubt to no one who has read even this one book; for this book contains the most difficult and most noble part of philosophy — I mean that which concerns the world and man — described and explained by him as truly as it is gravely and marvelously. And all these things Moses set down in written records — not invented by himself, not received from men, not tracked out by the traces and guidance of nature, but disclosed and made known to him by God Himself indicating and teaching. The excellence of his poetic merit is openly declared by two of his most elegant songs or canticles, which are read in the book of Exodus and of Deuteronomy — to say nothing of the fact that no small part of the book of Job was composed by him in a most beautiful metrical form. Indeed, that most weighty authority Jerome affirms that eleven of the Psalms are by Moses, namely those numbered in the book of Psalms from the eighty-eighth to the hundredth. What remains is history, whose first virtue and chief praise is truth — which is so great in the history of Moses that concerning the truth of not even a single word of all his writings...16



...veritate fas sit ambigere. Eo praeterea ceteris historicis praecelluit, quod longissimi temporis historiam scripsit: nam usque a mundi exordio repetitam ad 2500 annos pertexuit. Ceterum de antiquitate Mosis et virtutum ipsius excellentia, dabitur nobis et alius praedicandi magis idoneus locus, et aliud ad dicendum minus angustum restrictumque tempus.
...it is permitted to be in any doubt. Moreover, he surpassed the other historians in this, that he wrote a history of the longest span of time: for he wove it continuously, taken up from the very beginning of the world, over 2,500 years. But concerning the antiquity of Moses and the excellence of his virtues, there will be given us both another place more suitable for proclaiming it, and another time for speaking, less narrow and confined.17



Sed vereor ne illa fortasse hoc loco lectorem subeat cogitatio, non esse Mosen huius libri auctorem, sed Esdram. Vetus quippe fama est et opinio Irenaei lib. 3 c. 25, Tertulliani libro de Habitu Muliebri, Clementis Alexandrini lib. 1 Stromatum, Eusebii in Chronicis, B. Hieronymi in libro adversus Helvidium, aliorumque nobilium scriptorum auctoritate confirmata, quo tempore Hierosolyma capta sunt ac funditus eversa a Chaldaeis, simul etiam tam Mosis libros quam ceteros omnes Veteris Testamenti fuisse incensos, postea vero divino memoriae beneficio ac miraculo fuisse eosdem ab Esdra renovatos et pristinae integritati redditos; quo fit ut sacrorum librorum quos nunc habemus non Mosen sed Esdram scriptorem et auctorem censeri oporteat.
But I fear that perhaps at this point the thought may steal upon the reader that Moses is not the author of this book, but Ezra. For there is an old report and opinion — confirmed by the authority of Irenaeus (bk. 3, ch. 25), Tertullian (in the book On Women's Dress), Clement of Alexandria (bk. 1 of the Stromata), Eusebius (in the Chronicles), the blessed Jerome (in the book against Helvidius), and other noble writers — that at the time when Jerusalem was captured and utterly overthrown by the Chaldeans, the books of Moses, like all the rest of the Old Testament, were also burned, but that afterward, by a divine favor and miracle of memory, these same books were renewed by Ezra and restored to their former integrity; whence it comes about that of the sacred books which we now have, not Moses but Ezra ought to be reckoned the writer and author.18



Verum hoc nihil habet difficultatis: nam quia Esdras non fecit nec composuit novos sacros libros, sed priores, ita ut fuerant, eisdem plane sententiis ac verbis instauravit atque redintegravit, propterea non ipse auctor sacrorum librorum, sed refector tantum ac restitutor existimari et appellari debet. Quanquam pervulgatae illi et antiquae opinioni — de sacris libris ad unum omnibus Chaldaico incendio deperditis et multis post annis ab Esdra restitutis — nisi tot gravium virorum obstaret auctoritas, proclivius esset contradicere quam assentiri. Dicam hoc loco (non enim lectori, opinor, id molestum accidet) quibus rationibus huius sententiae fides, si non omnino labefactari et funditus everti, non parum tamen elevari ac debilitari videatur. Ac primum quidem...
But this has no difficulty in it: for since Ezra did not make or compose new sacred books, but restored and made whole again the earlier ones, just as they had been, in exactly the same sentences and words, for this reason he ought to be regarded and called not the author of the sacred books, but only their repairer and restorer. And yet, were it not that the authority of so many weighty men stood in the way, it would be easier to contradict than to assent to that widespread and ancient opinion that the sacred books were, to the very last one, all destroyed in the Chaldean fire and restored many years afterward by Ezra. I shall state in this place (for it will not, I think, prove tiresome to the reader) by what reasons the credibility of this opinion seems, if not wholly to be shaken and overthrown from its foundations, yet to be not a little lessened and weakened. And first, indeed...19



...quidem nullo modo dubitandum est, librorum Mosis ceterorumque divinae scripturae quamplurima fuisse apud Iudaeos exemplaria, praesertim autem penes sacerdotes, quorum in eo populo multa erant millia: his namque, tum ad sacerdotalia munera rite obeunda, tum ad docendum populum eiusque lites et controversias convenienter divinae legi diiudicandas ac dirimendas, divinorum voluminum, maxime vero Mosis, diligens et assidua lectio pernecessaria erat. Fuisse autem permulta divinorum voluminum exemplaria, illo praeterea argumento constat, quod in priori lib. Machab. c. 1 scriptum est, ex mandato regis Antiochi sacros omnes libros, apud quoscunque Hebraeorum reperiebantur, discissos esse atque combustos; erant igitur multi et varie dispersi, nec tanta eius regis tamen diligentia factum est ut omnes libri perirent. Namque post id temporis (in eodem lib. c. 3 legimus) venisse Iudaeos in Mespha, ibique ieiunasse, et discissis vestibus induisse cilicia, et expandisse libros legis. Quin aliquot annis post Ionathas in Epistola quam scripsit ad Spartiatas: “Nos,” inquit, “cum nullo horum indigeremus, habentes solatia sanctos libros qui sunt in manibus nostris,” etc. Et vero si omnia divinae scripturae volumina fuissent tunc ab Antiocho combusta, undenam sacri libri qui erant tempore Domini nostri et Apostolorum extitissent? An finget quispiam alterum quendam Esdram, a quo iterum sint illi refecti? Quod si tempore Machabaeorum — cum iussu regis Antiochi, qui crudelissimo dominatu omnem Iudaeam oppressam tenebat, sacri libri summa cum diligentia conquirebantur omnibusque vestigiis indagabantur, et apud quoscunque inventi essent cremabantur — multi tamen ex illo incendio servati sunt: quanto minus credibile est fuisse eos a Chaldaeis omnes combustos? cum neque Chaldaeos combussisse aliquos libros, neque [com]burere...
...first, indeed, it must in no way be doubted that there were a very great many copies of the books of Moses and of the rest of divine Scripture among the Jews, but especially in the keeping of the priests, of whom there were many thousands among that people; for to these a careful and constant reading of the divine volumes — and especially of Moses — was wholly necessary, both for duly discharging the priestly offices, and for teaching the people, and for fittingly deciding and settling their suits and controversies according to the divine law. That there were very many copies of the divine volumes is established, moreover, by this argument: that in the first book of Maccabees, ch. 1, it is written that, by command of King Antiochus, all the sacred books, wherever they were found among any of the Hebrews, were torn up and burned; they were therefore many and widely scattered, and yet, for all that king's diligence, it did not come about that all the books perished. For after that time (we read in the same book, ch. 3) the Jews came to Mespha (Mizpah), and there fasted, and, with their garments rent, put on sackcloth, and spread open the books of the Law. Moreover, some years later Jonathan, in the letter he wrote to the Spartans, says: “We, though we needed none of these things, having for our comfort the holy books that are in our hands,” and so forth. And indeed, if all the volumes of divine Scripture had then been burned by Antiochus, whence would the sacred books have come that existed in the time of our Lord and of the Apostles? Or will someone invent yet another Ezra, by whom they were a second time restored? And if, in the time of the Maccabees — when, by order of King Antiochus, who held all Judaea oppressed under a most cruel tyranny, the sacred books were sought out with the utmost diligence and tracked down by every trace, and were burned wherever they were found among anyone — many were nonetheless saved from that burning: how much less credible is it that they were all burned by the Chaldeans? since the Chaldeans neither burned any books, nor sought to burn...20



...[com]burere voluisse, usquam scriptura testetur? Quinimo cum omnia, quae Chaldaei captis Hierosolimis aut incenderunt, aut destruxerunt, aut Babylonem asportarunt, ea distincte ac minutatim in quarto lib. Regum, in 2. Paralipomeno, et apud Hieremiam commemorentur, de sacris tamen libris tunc combustis nulla prorsus uspiam in sacris litteris fit mentio. Non esset autem id tacitum, si esset factum, quemadmodum sacrorum voluminum combustio, quae tempore Machabaeorum facta est, in eorum libris expresse ac diserte narratur. Adiice quod non sit credibile Hieremiam, qui permissu regis Babylonis ex Chaldaico illo urbis et templi excidio incendioque arcam, altare incensi, et tabernaculum (ut scriptum est in secundo libro Machabaeorum) eripuit atque servavit, non maiori cum studio et cura, certe minori labore et difficultate, divinos libros, ne prorsus omnes interirent, fuisse conservaturum. Quid? Quod in illa urbis et templi conflagratione non esse libros sacros a Chaldaeis inflammatos et perditos, non minimum signum est: post illud tempus annis prope septuaginta, et plus octoginta ante Esdram, Danielem meminisse librorum Hieremiae et Mosis, tanquam qui tunc salvi et integri essent; Iosephum quoque in libro undecimo Iudaicarum antiquitatum narrare Cyrum regem, ad donandam Iudaeis libertatem potestatemque reficiendi templi, ostenso sibi Esaiae libro a Iudaeis (vel ut Theodoretus tradit ab ipso Daniele), in quo vates nominatim ipsi amplissimum imperium Dei verbis pollicebatur, esse permotum; erat igitur tempore Cyri, tot nempe annis post incendium Chaldaeorum, et ante Esdram, integer liber Isaiae. Non longum faciam: praedicti huius opinionis auctores et sectatores nullo eam scripturae testimonio, nulla ratione...
...sought to burn [them] — does Scripture anywhere attest it? Nay rather: since all the things that the Chaldeans, when Jerusalem was taken, either burned or destroyed or carried off to Babylon are recorded distinctly and in detail in the fourth book of Kings, in the second of Paralipomenon (Chronicles), and in Jeremiah — yet of the sacred books being burned at that time no mention whatever is anywhere made in the sacred writings. But it would not have been passed over in silence, had it happened, just as the burning of the sacred volumes that took place in the time of the Maccabees is narrated expressly and plainly in their books. Add to this that it is not credible that Jeremiah — who, by leave of the king of Babylon, rescued and preserved from that Chaldean destruction and burning of the city and Temple the ark, the altar of incense, and the tabernacle (as is written in the second book of Maccabees) — would not, with no less zeal and care, and certainly with less labor and difficulty, have preserved the divine books, lest they all utterly perish. What of it? That it is no small sign that the sacred books were not set ablaze and lost by the Chaldeans in that burning of the city and Temple: that some seventy years after that time, and more than eighty years before Ezra, Daniel makes mention of the books of Jeremiah and of Moses as being then safe and entire; and that Josephus too, in the eleventh book of the Jewish Antiquities, relates that King Cyrus — in order to grant the Jews their liberty and the power of rebuilding the Temple — was moved to it when the book of Isaiah was shown him by the Jews (or, as Theodoret reports, by Daniel himself), in which the prophet had by name promised him, in [God's] own words, that most ample empire; therefore at the time of Cyrus — that is, so many years after the Chaldean burning, and before Ezra — the book of Isaiah was intact. I shall not make this long: the aforesaid authors and followers of this opinion confirm it by no testimony of Scripture, by no [firm] reason...21



firma, nulla vel probabili coniectura confirmant. Est sane in lib. 4 Esdrae c. 14 nescio quid, unde fortasse illi eam sententiam hauserunt: inducitur enim Esdras Deo supplicans, ut quia lex eius incensa erat, ad eam renovandam Spiritum sanctum sibi impartiretur; et post haec subiicitur huic Esdrae petitioni fuisse a Deo satisfactum. Verum hoc inane ac futile est argumentum: quis enim nescit librum illum esse apocryphum, et nullam eius libri esse apud Hebraeos aeque quam apud Christianos fidem et auctoritatem? Quanquam non agit eo loco Esdras de restitutione divinorum voluminum, sed de aliorum librorum scriptione, quibus videlicet contineretur interior quaedam et abditior mystica librorum Mosis et sacrarum rerum intelligentia, quam nonnulli putant esse eam quae Cabalistica vulgo appellatur. Siquidem in eo ipso libro traditur Esdram per quadraginta dies quatuor et ducentos libros scripsisse, quorum centum triginta quatuor in vulgus indicasse ac publicasse, novissimos autem septuaginta in publicum efferre Dei iussu esse prohibitum. Quo licet intelligere quae tradita sunt eo loco de libris ab Esdra scriptis ad refectionem divinorum voluminum, qua de nunc agimus, nequaquam pertinere. Nec vero in praeteritis relinquam Athanasium istiusmodi divinae scripturae restitutionem tanto miraculo ab Esdra factam non intellexisse: nam cum is agit in Synopsi de libris Esdrae, ita scribit: “Narratur et hoc de Esdra, cum libri sacri per incuriam populi et diuturnam captivitatem perirent ipsum, cum esset vir industrius et lector perdiligens, verique ac recti studiosissimus, eos omnes libros apud se custodiisse, et postea eos in commune protulisse, atque ita ab interitu quodammodo vindicatos conservasse.” Haec dixi de hac opinione, non auctori[tate...]
...by no firm or even probable conjecture do they confirm it. There is, to be sure, in the fourth book of Ezra, ch. 14, some matter or other, from which perhaps they have drawn that opinion: for Ezra is brought in supplicating God that, because his law had been burned, the Holy Spirit might be imparted to him for renewing it; and after this it is added that this petition of Ezra was granted by God. But this is an empty and futile argument: for who does not know that that book is apocryphal, and that it has no credit or authority among the Hebrews any more than among Christians? And besides, in that passage Ezra is not dealing with the restoration of the divine volumes, but with the writing of other books — those, namely, which would contain a certain inner and more hidden mystical understanding of the books of Moses and of sacred matters, which some think to be that which is commonly called the Cabbalistic [doctrine]. For in that very book it is related that Ezra in forty days wrote two hundred and four books, of which he disclosed and published to the public one hundred and thirty-four, but the last seventy he was forbidden by God's command to bring before the public. From which one may understand that what is recorded in that passage about the books written by Ezra in no way pertains to the restoration of the divine volumes of which we are now speaking. Nor will I leave aside that Athanasius did not understand any such restoration of divine Scripture to have been accomplished by Ezra by so great a miracle; for, treating of the books of Ezra in his Synopsis, he writes thus: “This too is related of Ezra: that, when the sacred books were perishing through the people's neglect and the long captivity, he — being an industrious man, a most diligent reader, and most devoted to the true and the right — kept all those books by him, and afterward brought them forth for common use, and thus preserved them, rescued, in a manner, from destruction.” These things I have said about this opinion, not with the authority [of one passing judgment...]22



[...non auctori]tate censentis, sed disputantis libertate: neque enim tam volui inveteratae receptaeque opinioni adversari, quam quid in ea videri possit vel obscurum, vel dubium, vel cum divinis litteris parum congruens, vel denique nec pronum ad credendum nec ad probandum facile, more disputantium indicare.
[...These things I have said about this opinion, not with the author]ity of one passing judgment, but with the freedom of one disputing; for I have not so much wished to oppose an inveterate and received opinion, as to point out, in the manner of those who dispute, what in it may seem either obscure, or doubtful, or little in accord with the divine writings, or, finally, neither easy to believe nor readily to be proved.23



Whether Moses wrote the Pentateuch entirely such as it now is.24
An Moses Pentateuchum scripserit omnino qualis nunc est.



Illud etiam hoc loco in disputationem adduci potest: an, quales Mosis libros iam olim habemus, tales omnino sint ab eo scripti, ut nihil in eis contineatur quod non sit a Mose profectum litterisque mandatum. Non esse libros Pentateuchi, ut nunc sunt, ita scriptos a Mose quidam eo argumento colligunt, quod in cap. 21 libri Numerorum citatur liber Bellorum Domini, Proverbia item et Carmina, quae post Mosis tempora esse scripta non est dubitandum; quin eo loco eorum proverbiorum et carminum auctores appellantur Hebraice Moschelim, hoc est (si verbum de verbo Latine reddas) Parabolantes seu Proverbiantes: nempe qui figurata dictione, quae Parabolis et Proverbiis constaret, tam dicendo quam scribendo utebantur. Quo licet intelligere fuisse eos argutos elegantesque scriptores. Mâchâl enim Hebraeis est genus dicendi scribendique urbanum, acutum et elegans. Nimirum isti res maxime insignes et memorabiles populi Dei partim ligata oratione, partim soluta scribebant.
This too may be brought into dispute in this place: whether the books of Moses, such as we now have them of old, were entirely written by him [Moses], so that nothing is contained in them which did not proceed from Moses and was committed by him to writing. That the books of the Pentateuch, as they now are, were not written thus by Moses, some gather from this argument: that in ch. 21 of the book of Numbers the Book of the Wars of the Lord is cited, and likewise Proverbs and Songs, which there is no doubt were written after Moses' times; for in that place the authors of those proverbs and songs are called in Hebrew Moschelim — that is, if you render word for word into Latin, “Parable-makers” or “Proverb-makers”: namely, those who used figured diction, made up of parables and proverbs, both in speaking and in writing. From which one may understand that they were ingenious and elegant writers. For mâchâl, among the Hebrews, is a witty, acute, and elegant manner of speaking and writing. Doubtless these men wrote the most notable and memorable affairs of the people of God, partly in bound discourse (verse), partly in loose (prose).25



Ita censent alii. Ego, ut credam maximam Pentateuchi partem esse Mosis, adducor tum consentiente omnium auctoritate, tum etiam quod in sacris libris (Exod. 17 et 24, et Deuteron. 31) multa in scriptis Mosen reliquisse comperio. Nec leve argumentum eius rei est, quod Dominus noster dixit Iudaeis (Ioan. 5): "Si crederetis Moysi, crederetis forsitan et mihi: de me enim ille scripsit. Si autem illius litteris non creditis, quomodo verbis meis credetis?" Et...
So others judge. I, for my part, am led to believe that the greatest part of the Pentateuch is Moses' own — both by the agreeing authority of all, and also because I find in the sacred books (Exod. 17 and 24, and Deut. 31) that Moses left many things in writing. Nor is it a slight argument for this that our Lord said to the Jews (John 5): "If you believed Moses, you would perhaps believe me also; for he wrote of me. But if you do not believe his writings, how will you believe my words?" And...26



Et apud Ioannem capite primo, Philippus dixit Nathanaeli: "Quem scripsit Moyses in lege et Prophetae, invenimus, Iesum filium Ioseph a Nazareth." Placet etiam mihi eorum sententia qui existimant hoc Pentateuchum longo post Mosen tempore, interiectis multifariam verborum et sententiarum clausulis, veluti sarcitum et explicatius redditum, et ad continuandam historiae seriem melius esse dispositum. Illud quoque simillimum vero est, fuisse in Synagoga priscis illis temporibus Diaria et Annales, in quibus res sacrae memorabiles, ad sacrae doctrinae propagationem utiles, scribebantur continuata serie ab his qui omni aetate eruditionis ac pietatis laude florebant; e quorum scriptis sumpta esse multa eorum quae nunc sunt in sacris libris (brevius tamen, distinctius tradita et in meliorem ordinem adducta) magno argumento est, quod saepe in divinis libris citantur alii libri, in quibus eadem res uberius narrabantur, qui libri omnes interciderunt.
And in John, ch. 1, Philip said to Nathanael: "We have found him of whom Moses in the Law, and the Prophets, wrote — Jesus, the son of Joseph, from Nazareth." I also approve the view of those who think that this Pentateuch was, long after Moses' time — with clauses of words and sentences inserted in various places — as it were patched up and rendered more explicit, and better arranged for maintaining the continuity of the narrative. This too is most like the truth: that in the Synagogue, in those ancient times, there were Journals and Annals, in which memorable sacred matters, useful for the propagation of sacred teaching, were written in a continuous series by those who in every age were distinguished for the praise of learning and piety. That many of the things now in the sacred books were taken from their writings — though handed down more briefly, more distinctly, and brought into better order — is strongly argued by the fact that in the divine books other books are often cited, in which the same matters were related more fully, books which have all perished.27



Talis fuit liber Bellorum Domini, qui in capite vigesimo primo libri Numerorum nominatur; liber item Iustorum, cuius in libro Iosue capite decimo et in libro secundo Regum capite primo fit mentio. Commemorantur etiam in tertio libro Regum capite undecimo et decimo quarto liber Verborum Dierum Salomonis, et liber de Actis Israel et Regum Iuda; gesta quoque Davidis a Samuele, Nathan et Gad prophetis conscripta; itemque praeclarum illud opus de omnibus quae acta sunt regnante Davide, tam in terra Israel quam in cunctis aliarum gentium regnis, quorum scriptorum extremis verbis prioris libri Paralipomenon habetur memoria. Praeterea libri Verborum Nathan; liber Ahiae Silonitis; visio Addo contra Hieroboam, in secundo Paralipomenon capite nono; sermones etiam Ozai de rebus Manassis regis, in secundo Paralipo[menon]...
Such was the Book of the Wars of the Lord, named in the twenty-first chapter of the book of Numbers; likewise the Book of the Just (Jasher), mentioned in the book of Joshua, ch. 10, and in the second book of Kings (2 Samuel), ch. 1. There are also mentioned, in the third book of Kings (1 Kings), chs. 11 and 14, the Book of the Words of the Days of Solomon, and the book of the Acts of Israel and of the Kings of Judah; likewise the deeds of David recorded by the prophets Samuel, Nathan, and Gad; and that notable work concerning all that was done during David's reign, both in the land of Israel and in all the kingdoms of other nations, of which writings mention is made in the closing words of the first book of Paralipomenon (1 Chronicles). Besides these: the books of the Words of Nathan; the book of Ahijah the Shilonite; the vision of Iddo against Jeroboam, in the second Paralipomenon (2 Chron.), ch. 9; and also the discourses of Hozai concerning the affairs of King Manasseh, in the second Paralipo[menon]...28



...[Paralipo]menon cap. 33; liber quoque Dierum sacerdotii Ioannis Hyrcani, extremo priore libro Machabaeorum, memorantur. Quid multa? Auctor posterioris libri Machabaeorum, in eius libri capite secundo, fatetur unum se in volumen coarctasse res gestas Iudae Machabaei, quinque libris a Iasone Cyrenaeo latius et enucleatius expositas. Sed cur istiusmodi scripta in album divinarum scripturarum non sint reposita, cum alii eorundem auctorum libri in canonicis et sacris habeantur, nec pauca sint in divinis litteris ex illiusmodi scriptis expromta, causam aliquam reperire cupiens Augustinus in 38 cap. lib. 18 de Civitate Dei ad hunc modum scribit:
...[Paralipo]menon ch. 33; the book also of the Days of the priesthood of John Hyrcanus is mentioned at the end of the first book of Maccabees. Why say more? The author of the latter book of Maccabees, in the second chapter of his book, confesses that he compressed into one volume the deeds of Judas Maccabaeus that had been more amply and minutely set forth in five books by Jason of Cyrene. But as to why writings of this sort were not placed on the roll of the divine Scriptures — although other books by the same authors are held canonical and sacred, and not a few things in the divine writings are drawn from such writings — Augustine, wishing to find some cause, writes thus in ch. 38 of book 18 of the City of God:29



"Cuius rei fateor causam me latere, nisi quod ego existimo etiam ipsos homines, quibus ea quae in auctoritate religionis esse deberent sanctus utique Spiritus revelabat, alia sicut homines historica diligentia, alia sicut Prophetas inspiratione divina scribere potuisse; atque haec ita fuisse distincta, ut illa tanquam ipsis, ista vero tanquam Deo per ipsos loquenti iudicarentur esse tribuenda; ac sic illa pertinerent ad ubertatem cognitionis, haec ad religionis auctoritatem, in qua auctoritate custoditur canon." Hactenus Augustinus.
"I confess that the cause of this is hidden from me, except that I think that even those men, to whom the Holy Spirit revealed the things that ought to be of religious authority, were able to write some things as men, by historical diligence, and others as Prophets, by divine inspiration; and that these were so kept distinct that the former should be judged to be attributed to the men themselves, but the latter to God speaking through them; and thus the former pertained to the richness of knowledge, the latter to the authority of religion, in which authority the canon is guarded." Thus far Augustine.30



Restat ut illud, extremo huius praefationis loco, aperiamus: unde Moses hanc de mundi opificio doctrinam, nulla ratione humana comprehensibilem, acceperit, et quo eam tempore litteris scriptisque mandaverit. Quae scripsit Moses de mundi fabricatione, ea potuit ipse dupliciter habere cognita: partim a Deo, lumine prophetico illustratus — quo lumine quae occultissima sunt atque omnem humanae intelligentiae vim captumque excedunt, sive praesentia sive futura sive praeterita sint, manifesto cernuntur — partim doctus et eruditus a maio[ribus]...
It remains that we disclose, in the last part of this preface: whence Moses received this teaching about the creation of the world — comprehensible by no human reasoning — and at what time he committed it to letters and writings. The things that Moses wrote about the fashioning of the world he could have known in two ways: partly from God, being enlightened by the prophetic light — by which light the most hidden things, exceeding all the power and grasp of human understanding, whether present, future, or past, are plainly discerned — and partly taught and instructed by his fore[fathers]...31



...[a maio]ribus, fidelissima posterorum traditione, qua eiusmodi rerum doctrina, inde ab Adamo usque, quasi per manus transmissa et ad Mosen usque perducta fuerat. Etenim quae in hoc libro scripsit Moses, potuit ea cognoscere ipse de filiis vel nepotibus Ioseph Patriarchae: inter mortem enim Ioseph et ortum Mosis anni non plures quatuor et sexaginta interfuerunt. Ioseph autem eadem nosse potuit ex patre suo Iacob; hic ex Isaac, qui didicit ex Abraham; hunc vero Sem et Noë docere potuerunt: post ortum quippe ipsius Abrahae octo et quinquaginta annos vixit Noë; Sem autem per triginta tres annos Abrahae superstes fuit. Noë porro hanc ipsam doctrinam accipere potuit ab avo suo Mathusalem, qui ad annum Noë sexcentesimum pervenit; quoniam autem simul cum Adamo ducentos et quadraginta tres annos vixit Mathusalem, potuit ipsum Adamum saepenumero et videre praesentem et loquentem audire, et ab eo plurima de rebus divinis edoceri.
...by his forefathers, through the most faithful tradition of their descendants, by which the teaching of such matters had, from Adam onward, been transmitted as it were from hand to hand and brought down all the way to Moses. For the things that Moses wrote in this book he could have learned from the sons or grandsons of the Patriarch Joseph: for between the death of Joseph and the birth of Moses there intervened no more than sixty-four years. And Joseph could have known the same things from his father Jacob; he from Isaac, who learned them from Abraham; and Abraham, in turn, Shem and Noah could have taught — for Noah lived fifty-eight years after the birth of Abraham himself, and Shem survived Abraham by thirty-three years. Noah, moreover, could have received this very teaching from his grandfather Methuselah, who reached the six-hundredth year of Noah; and since Methuselah lived two hundred and forty-three years together with Adam, he could many times both have seen Adam present and heard him speak, and have been instructed by him in very many things concerning matters divine.32



Liquet igitur quae continentur hoc volumine ea fuisse Mosi explorata et percepta, tum divina tum humana ratione, et utraque quidem verissima et certissima, sed priore tamen divinam huic scripturae fidem et auctoritatem adstruente: cui nimirum nec falsi quicquam subesse posset, nec refragari aut non credere cuiquam fas esset. Sed quo tempore hunc librum scripsit Moses? Videlicet liberante decessu Hebraeorum ex Aegypto. Hoc censuit Eusebius, et in lib. 7 de Praeparatione Evangelica cap. 2 non obscure indicavit. Eiusdem rei duplicem ego, nec, opinor, non probabilem, coniecturam habeo. Altera coniectura est, quod Moses Aegypto profugus per quadraginta annos in terra Madian versatus est, ubi soceri sui gregem pascendi curam agens, et otio et solitudine — duabus ad commentandum scriben[dumque]...
It is clear, therefore, that the things contained in this volume were ascertained and grasped by Moses both by divine and by human reasoning — and each indeed most true and most certain, yet the former lending divine credit and authority to this writing — to which, of course, nothing false could underlie, and which it would be lawful for no one to gainsay or to disbelieve. But at what time did Moses write this book? Namely, after the departure that freed the Hebrews from Egypt. This was Eusebius's view, and he indicated it not obscurely in book 7 of the Preparation for the Gospel, ch. 2. Of the same matter I have a twofold conjecture, and one, I think, not improbable. The one conjecture is that Moses, a fugitive from Egypt, spent forty years in the land of Midian, where, taking charge of pasturing his father-in-law's flock, by leisure and solitude — two [aids] most opportune for meditating and writ[ing]...33



...[scriben]dumque rebus maxime opportunis, ad res divinas animo pertractandas litterisque prodendas mirabiliter illectabatur. Altera coniectura est, scriptionem huius libri plurimum eo tempore conferre potuisse ad consolandos et erigendos animos Hebraeorum, qui id temporis diuturna et praegravi Aegyptiorum servitute oppressi tenebantur. Ponebat enim hic liber ante oculos eorum qui Hebraei populi fuere principes ac parentes eximias virtutes, res praeclare gestas, maxime vero in rebus adversis invicti animi magnitudinem atque constantiam: scilicet Iudaei, tam insignibus maiorum suorum patientiae exemplis et fiducia divini auxilii (quod illos saepe rebus plane desperatis expertos fuisse legebant), in illa suorum temporum acerbitate et calamitate maiorem in modum sustentari ac recreari poterant.
...most opportune, he was wondrously drawn to handle divine matters in his mind and to set them down in letters. The other conjecture is that the writing of this book could at that time have contributed very much to consoling and raising up the spirits of the Hebrews, who were then held oppressed by the long and most grievous servitude of the Egyptians. For this book set before the eyes of those who had been the chiefs and fathers of the Hebrew people their outstanding virtues, their illustrious deeds, and above all, in adversity, the greatness and constancy of their unconquered spirit; namely, the Jews, by such notable examples of their ancestors' patience and trust in divine aid (which, they read, those ancestors had often experienced in utterly desperate circumstances), could be greatly sustained and refreshed in that bitterness and calamity of their own times.



Repraesentabat etiam hic liber eorum animis magnifica Dei oracula et promissa, et in primis illud quod praedictum fuerat Abrahamo: fore ut post ortum filii sui Isaac posteri eius quadringentorum annorum laboriosa peregrinatione durissimaque servitute affligerentur, sed post eius temporis decursum iri omnes mirabiliter liberatum, et promissa optataque terra Chananaeorum possessione potituros — eius autem temporis finis iam tunc proxime aberat. His igitur argumentis fit ut opinio Eusebii mihi quidem ad veritatis similitudinem propensior videatur. Sic enim eo loci quem paulo supra posui scribit Eusebius:
This book also represented to their minds the magnificent oracles and promises of God, and especially that which had been foretold to Abraham: that after the birth of his son Isaac his descendants would be afflicted by a laborious sojourn of four hundred years and a most harsh servitude, but that after the elapsing of that time all would be marvelously delivered, and would obtain possession of the promised and longed-for land of the Canaanites — and the end of that time was now close at hand. By these arguments, then, it comes about that the opinion of Eusebius seems to me, at least, the more inclined toward the likeness of truth. For thus writes Eusebius in the place I cited a little above:34



"Primus apud Hebraeos eximius ille Theologus Moses scripta reliquit, qui divinitus, antequam leges poneret, maiorum vitas animis hominum impressit; ita bonorum praemiis et impiorum suppliciis ad amplexandam virtutem et fugiendam impietatem exhortatus, legem tandem in medium proposuit; iudicavit etiam, ne forte difficillima legis praecepta ducerent Iudaei..."
"First among the Hebrews, that excellent Theologian Moses left writings; who by divine [inspiration], before he laid down laws, impressed upon the minds of men the lives of the ancestors; and thus, having exhorted them by the rewards of the good and the punishments of the impious to embrace virtue and flee impiety, he at last set the Law before them. He judged also that, lest perhaps the Jews should find the most difficult precepts of the Law [too hard]..."35



"...[difficillima legis praecepta] ducerent, atque ab illis resilirent, priscorum exempla esse proponenda, ut omnibus pateret, absque legum mandatis, sola ratione nixos, optime maiores Iudaeorum vixisse, atque ideo non fore ipsis difficile illorum imitari, si paria divinitus consequi praemia desiderarent." Sic Eusebius.
"...[should find the precepts of the Law too hard] and so recoil from them, the examples of the ancients should be set forth, that it might be plain to all that the ancestors of the Jews had lived most excellently relying on reason alone, without the commands of laws; and that therefore it would not be difficult for them to imitate those ancestors, if they desired to obtain from God like rewards." Thus Eusebius.36



At vero Theodoretus in quaest. 1 earum quaestionum quas scripsit in Genesim, et Tostatus super 13 cap. Genes. quaest. 132, opinantur scriptum esse librum hunc a Mose post legem Hebraeis latam, quo nimirum tempore Moses cum Hebraeis, quorum dux erat, in solitudine versabatur. Bedam quoque in eadem sententia licet ponere. Cui opinioni fides duobus argumentis potest adstrui. Etenim Moses in 2 cap. huius libri ait Deum, quod in die septima requievit ab omnibus operibus quae fecerat in mundi fabrica, propterea benedixisse ei diei ipsumque sanctificasse: quae benedictio et sanctificatio non est profecto aliud quam vacatio ab omni labore et opere servili, quae in usu esse coepit apud Iudaeos post legem a Deo ipsis datam. Ex quo intelligitur, cum illud scripsit Moses, procul dubio eum spectasse tempus iam promulgatae legis, quo nimirum tempore librum hunc ipse scribebat.
But Theodoret, in question 1 of those questions he wrote on Genesis, and Tostatus on Genesis ch. 13, question 132, are of the opinion that this book was written by Moses after the Law had been given to the Hebrews — namely, at the time when Moses was in the wilderness with the Hebrews, of whom he was the leader. Bede too may be placed in the same opinion. This view can be supported by two arguments. For Moses, in the second chapter of this book, says that God, because on the seventh day He rested from all the works He had made in the fashioning of the world, therefore blessed that day and sanctified it; and this blessing and sanctification is surely nothing other than the cessation from all servile labor and work, which began to be in use among the Jews after the Law was given them by God. From which it is understood that, when Moses wrote this, he undoubtedly had in view the time of the Law already promulgated — the very time at which he was writing this book.37



Deinde in 7 cap. libri Geneseos, Noë iussu Dei septena de mundis animalibus, bina vero ex immundis in arcam intulit: distinctio autem mundorum et immundorum animalium per legem Hebraeis est cognita et constituta. Quoniam igitur septena illa animalia erant de genere eorum quae postea per legem declarata sunt munda, bina vero ex eorum numero quae lex ostendit esse immunda, propterea Moses, habito ad id temporis respectu quo librum Genes. scribebat (scilicet post legem Hebraeis latam, quo tempore distinctio mundorum immundorumve animalium erat illis notissima), recte appellavit septena illa mun[da]...
Again, in the seventh chapter of the book of Genesis, Noah, at God's command, brought into the ark seven of the clean animals, but two of the unclean; and the distinction of clean and unclean animals was made known and established for the Hebrews by the Law. Since, therefore, those seven animals were of the kind later declared clean by the Law, and the two of the number that the Law showed to be unclean, Moses — with regard to the time at which he was writing the book of Genesis (namely after the Law had been given to the Hebrews, at which time the distinction of clean and unclean animals was very well known to them) — rightly called those seven clea[n]...38



...[septena illa mun]da, bina immunda — nempe figura anticipationis, in sacris litteris satis frequenti. Atque hac duplici ratione opinio haec Theodoreti, Bedae et Tostati confirmatur; sed neutra profecto admodum firma ratio est, faciliterque repelli potest. Dicetur enim multa, quae per legem Mosaicam constituta sunt, etiam ante legem fuisse in more et usu apud probos et religiosos viros, non quidem lege aliqua Dei praecepto sancita, sed ex maiorum traditione — vel usque ab Adamo, vel certe ab eius nepote Enos (cuius tempore captum esse dicitur invocari nomen Domini) — profecta. Quo fit ut longe ante Mosaicam legem in sacris litteris legamus fuisse in usu constructiones altarium et oblationes, certos ritus sacrificiorum, vota item et decimas, abstinentiam quoque a sanguine et suffocato, necnon et suscitationem seminis fratris qui sine liberis esset mortuus. Quare in horum numero etiam sabbati observantia et distinctio mundorum atque immundorum animalium esse potuit; quamobrem licet utraque haec opinio sit probabilis, mihi tamen prior, quam dixi placuisse Eusebio, videtur probabilior.
...[those seven] clean, the two unclean — namely, by the figure of anticipation (prolepsis), one frequent enough in the sacred writings. And by this twofold reasoning the opinion of Theodoret, Bede, and Tostatus is confirmed; yet neither is really a very firm reason, and each can easily be refuted. For it will be said that many things which were established by the Mosaic Law were also, before the Law, in custom and use among upright and religious men — not, indeed, sanctioned by any law or precept of God, but derived from the tradition of the ancestors, whether from Adam himself or at least from his descendant Enos (in whose time the name of the Lord is said to have begun to be invoked). Whence it comes about that, long before the Mosaic Law, we read in the sacred writings that there were in use the building of altars and oblations, certain rites of sacrifices, vows likewise and tithes, abstinence too from blood and from what is strangled, and also the raising up of seed for a brother who had died without children. Wherefore, among the number of these, the observance of the Sabbath too, and the distinction of clean and unclean animals, could have existed; and on that account, although each of these opinions is probable, yet the former — which, as I said, pleased Eusebius — seems to me the more probable.39



Verum nos, paucis his praefati, ad explanandum mundi opificium per sex dies a Deo consummatum — quod Moses ut verissime ita brevissime descripsit — aggrediamur, eiusque rei tractatu primum horum commentariorum volumen consumamus.
But we, having prefaced these few things, let us now set about explaining the fashioning of the world, accomplished by God in six days — which Moses described as truly as he did most briefly — and in the treatment of that matter let us spend this first volume of these commentaries.40
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The History of Moses, which is explained in this first volume of the commentaries

LatineEnglish


The History of Moses, which is explained in this first volume of the commentaries.1
Historia Mosis, quae hoc primo commentariorum volumine explanatur.



Translator’s notes
	Section title. What follows on pp. 20–21 is the Vulgate text of Genesis 1–2 reproduced as the lemma for the commentary. ↩




From the first chapter of Genesis

LatineEnglish


From the first chapter of Genesis.
Ex capite primo Geneseos.



In principio creavit Deus caelum et terram. Terra autem erat inanis et vacua, et tenebrae erant super faciem abyssi; et Spiritus Domini ferebatur super aquas. Dixitque Deus: Fiat lux. Et facta est lux. Et vidit Deus lucem quod esset bona, et divisit lucem a tenebris. Appellavitque lucem Diem, et tenebras Noctem; factumque est vespere et mane, dies unus.
In the beginning God created heaven and earth. And the earth was void and empty, and darkness was upon the face of the deep; and the Spirit of the Lord moved over the waters. And God said: Let there be light. And there was light. And God saw the light, that it was good; and he divided the light from the darkness. And he called the light Day, and the darkness Night; and there was evening and morning, one day.1



Dixit quoque Deus: Fiat firmamentum in medio aquarum, et dividat aquas ab aquis. Et fecit Deus firmamentum, divisitque aquas quae erant sub firmamento ab his quae erant super firmamentum. Et factum est ita. Vocavitque Deus firmamentum Caelum; et factum est vespere et mane, dies secundus.
God also said: Let there be a firmament made amidst the waters, and let it divide the waters from the waters. And God made a firmament, and divided the waters that were under the firmament from those that were above the firmament. And it was so. And God called the firmament Heaven; and there was evening and morning, a second day.2



Dixit vero Deus: Congregentur aquae quae sub caelo sunt in locum unum, et appareat arida. Et factum est ita. Et vocavit Deus aridam Terram, congregationesque aquarum appellavit Maria. Et vidit Deus quod esset bonum, et ait: Germinet terra herbam virentem et facientem semen, et lignum pomiferum faciens fructum iuxta genus suum, cuius semen in semetipso sit super terram. Et factum est ita. Et protulit terra herbam virentem et facientem semen iuxta genus suum, lignumque faciens fructum et habens unumquodque sementem secundum speciem suam. Et vidit Deus quod esset bonum. Et factum est vespere et mane, dies tertius.
And God said: Let the waters that are under the heaven be gathered together into one place, and let the dry land appear. And it was so done. And God called the dry land Earth, and the gatherings of the waters he called Seas. And God saw that it was good, and said: Let the earth bring forth the green herb, both such as may bear seed, and the fruit tree yielding fruit after its kind, whose seed is in itself upon the earth. And it was so done. And the earth brought forth the green herb, both such as beareth seed according to its kind, and the tree that beareth fruit, having each its own seed according to its species. And God saw that it was good. And there was evening and morning, a third day.3



Dixit autem Deus: Fiant luminaria in firmamento caeli, et dividant diem ac noctem, et sint...
And God said: Let there be lights made in the firmament of heaven, to divide the day and the night, and let them be...4



...sint in signa et tempora et dies et annos, ut luceant in firmamento caeli et illuminent terram. Et factum est ita. Fecitque Deus duo luminaria magna: luminare maius ut praeesset diei, et luminare minus ut praeesset nocti, et stellas. Et posuit eas in firmamento caeli, ut lucerent super terram, et praeessent diei ac nocti, et dividerent lucem ac tenebras. Et vidit Deus quod esset bonum. Et factum est vespere et mane, dies quartus.
...for signs, and for seasons, and for days and years, to shine in the firmament of heaven and to give light upon the earth. And it was so done. And God made two great lights: a greater light to rule the day, and a lesser light to rule the night; and the stars. And he set them in the firmament of heaven, to shine upon the earth, and to rule the day and the night, and to divide the light and the darkness. And God saw that it was good. And there was evening and morning, a fourth day.5



Dixit etiam Deus: Producant aquae reptile animae viventis, et volatile super terram sub firmamento caeli. Creavitque Deus cete grandia, et omnem animam viventem atque motabilem quam produxerant aquae in species suas, et omne volatile secundum genus suum. Et vidit Deus quod esset bonum, benedixitque eis dicens: Crescite et multiplicamini, et replete aquas maris; avesque multiplicentur super terram. Et factum est vespere et mane, dies quintus.
God also said: Let the waters bring forth the creeping creature having life, and the fowl that may fly over the earth under the firmament of heaven. And God created the great whales, and every living and moving creature which the waters brought forth, according to their kinds, and every winged fowl according to its kind. And God saw that it was good, and he blessed them, saying: Increase and multiply, and fill the waters of the sea; and let the birds be multiplied upon the earth. And there was evening and morning, a fifth day.6



Dixit quoque Deus: Producat terra animam viventem in genere suo, iumenta et reptilia et bestias terrae secundum species suas. Factumque est ita. Et fecit Deus bestias terrae iuxta species suas, et iumenta, et omne reptile terrae in genere suo. Viditque Deus cuncta quae fecerat, et erant valde bona. Et factum est vespere et mane, dies sextus.
God also said: Let the earth bring forth the living creature in its kind, cattle and creeping things, and beasts of the earth according to their kinds. And it was so done. And God made the beasts of the earth according to their kinds, and cattle, and every thing that creepeth on the earth after its kind. And God saw all the things that he had made, and they were very good. And there was evening and morning, the sixth day.7



Translator’s notes
	Genesis 1:1–5 (Vulgate). The first day. ↩
	Genesis 1:6–8. The second day. ↩
	Genesis 1:9–13. The third day. ↩
	Genesis 1:14a. The fourth day begins; the sentence continues onto printed p. 21. ↩
	Genesis 1:14b–19. The fourth day. ↩
	Genesis 1:20–23. The fifth day. ↩
	Genesis 1:24–25, 31. NOTE: this printed Historia excerpt OMITS the creation of man (Gen 1:26–30); the text jumps from the beasts straight to "And God saw all the things… very good." Reproduced exactly as printed. ↩




From the second chapter of Genesis
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From the second chapter of Genesis.
Ex capite secundo Geneseos.



Igitur perfecti sunt caeli et terra, et omnis ornatus eorum. Complevitque Deus die septimo opus suum quod fecerat; et requievit die septimo ab universo opere quod patrarat. Et benedixit diei septimo, et sanctificavit illum, quia in ipso cessaverat ab omni opere suo quod creavit Deus ut faceret. Istae sunt generationes caeli et terrae, quando creatae sunt, in die quo fecit Dominus Deus caelum et terram, et omne virgultum agri antequam oriretur in terra, omnemque herbam regionis priusquam germinaret; non enim pluerat Dominus Deus super terram, et homo non erat qui operaretur terram; sed fons ascendebat e terra, irrigans universam superficiem terrae.
So the heavens and the earth were finished, and all the furniture of them. And on the seventh day God ended his work which he had made; and he rested on the seventh day from all the work which he had done. And he blessed the seventh day, and sanctified it; because in it he had ceased from all his work which God created and made. These are the generations of the heaven and the earth, when they were created, in the day that the Lord God made the heaven and the earth, and every plant of the field before it sprang up in the earth, and every herb of the ground before it grew; for the Lord God had not rained upon the earth, and there was no man to till the earth; but a spring rose out of the earth, watering all the surface of the earth.1



Translator’s notes
	Genesis 2:1–6 (Vulgate). The catchword "TRA-" leads to the four interpretive rules on printed p. 22. ↩




Four rules are here set down, by which it may easily be judged — among the various interpretations of authors who explain this teaching of Moses on the generation of the …

LatineEnglish


Four rules are here set down, by which it may easily be judged — among the various interpretations of authors who explain this teaching of Moses on the generation of the world — which interpretation is true or false, and which is more or less probable.1
Traduntur quatuor regulae, quibus facile iudicari possit, de variis auctorum hanc Mosis de generatione mundi doctrinam explanantium interpretationibus, quae vera aut falsa sit, et quae sit magis minusve probabilis interpretatio.



Describitur a Mose in exordio huius libri origo et fabrica huius mundi corporati et aspectabilis, et ostenditur quemadmodum a Deo per sex dies particulatim conditus, dispositus et exornatus fuerit; cuius descriptionis et narrationis Mosaicae apud scriptores tam veteris quam recentis memoriae vix dici potest quam multae sint atque discrepantes interpretationes, quarum aliquae sunt falsae, nonnullae vix probabiles, quaedam etiam ad turpiter errandum lubricae ac praecipites. Quare, ut lector errores omnes (quoad eius fieri possit) praecavere, et certam atque compendiariam viam investigandae reperiendaeque veritatis insistere queat, subiiciam hoc loco breves aliquot regulas, ad quas explorare et diiudicare valeat quae interpretatio sit bona aut mala, quae proposito et verbis Mosis congruens aut discrepans, et de multis non reprobandis quae sit magis minusve probanda.
There is described by Moses, at the opening of this book, the origin and fashioning of this corporeal and visible world, and it is shown how it was, part by part, founded, arranged, and adorned by God over six days. Of this Mosaic description and narration there are, among writers both of ancient and of recent memory, interpretations so many and so discordant that it can scarcely be told — some of them false, several scarcely probable, and certain ones slippery and headlong toward shameful error. Wherefore, that the reader may (so far as may be) guard against all errors, and keep to a sure and compendious way of investigating and finding the truth, I shall here append a few brief rules, by which he may be able to examine and judge which interpretation is good or bad, which agrees with or departs from the purpose and the words of Moses, and, among the many not to be rejected, which is more or less to be approved.



FIRST RULE. The teaching of Moses which is handed down concerning the creation of the world is plainly historical.2
Prima regula. Doctrina Mosis, quae de creatione mundi traditur, est plane historica.



Narrat enim Moses mundum factum esse a Deo ex aliquo certo temporis initio, nec totum simul puncto temporis esse conditum, sed per partes spatio sex dierum esse fabricatum. Confirmat hanc regulam Beatus Augustinus initio libri octavi de Genesi ad litteram, ita scribens:
For Moses narrates that the world was made by God from some fixed beginning of time, and that it was not founded all at once in a point of time, but fashioned part by part over the span of six days. The Blessed Augustine confirms this rule at the beginning of the eighth book of On Genesis according to the Letter, writing thus:



"Narratio Mosis in libro Geneseos non est genus locutionis figuratarum rerum, sicut in Cantico Canticorum, sed est expositio rerum omnino gestarum, sicut in Regnorum libris et ceteris eiusmodi. Sed quia in his ea dicuntur quae vitae humanae usus notissimus habet, non difficile, immo promptissime, primitus accipiuntur ad litteram. In libro autem Geneseos, quod ea dicuntur quae usitatum naturae cursum intuentibus non occurrant, propterea no[nnulli...]"
"The narration of Moses in the book of Genesis is not a kind of speech about figured things, as in the Song of Songs, but is an account of things wholly done, as in the books of Kingdoms (Kings) and others of that sort. But because in these the things spoken of are such as the most familiar use of human life knows, they are without difficulty — indeed most readily — taken at first according to the letter. In the book of Genesis, however, because the things spoken of are such as do not occur to those who observe the accustomed course of nature, on that account so[me...]"3



"...propterea nonnulli volunt ea non proprie, sed figurate dicta intelligi, atque ex illo loco putant incipere proprie historicam narrationem huius libri, ex quo, dimissi de Paradiso, Adam et Eva convenerunt atque genuerunt; quasi vero usitatum nobis sit vel quod tot annos illi vixerunt, vel quod Henoch translatus est, vel quod grandaeva et sterilis Sara filium peperit, et cetera huiuscemodi." Haec Augustinus.
"...on that account some are unwilling to have these things understood literally, but [hold them] figuratively spoken, and they think that the properly historical narration of this book begins from that place where, sent away from Paradise, Adam and Eve came together and begot offspring — as though, forsooth, it were familiar to us either that they lived so many years, or that Henoch was translated, or that the aged and barren Sara bore a son, and the like." Thus Augustine.4



Ex his perspicue intelligitur, si narratio Mosis est historica, consequens esse ut ea propria et vulgo usitata eorum significatione accepta sit. Si enim Moses historice scripsit, procul dubio id docere voluit quod verba eius proprie sumpta declarant. Quare eorum interpretatio maxime laudanda et probanda est qui, quaecumque a Mose traduntur hoc loco, sedulo curant ut verba ipsa sonant et prae se ferunt interpretari. Atque huius rei testem et approbatorem excitabo Augustinum, qui libri octavi de Genesi ad litteram cap. 2, partim corrigens quae scripserat super Genesim in duobus libris contra Manichaeos (quod non historicum sed figuratum et mysticum interpretationis genus in illis secutus esset), partim ostendens sibi in iis libris quos posterius, aetate et doctrina maturior et in studio sacrarum litterarum exercitatior scribebat, cordi et curae fore ut expositionem sententiae verborum inhaerentem quoad posset sequeretur, ad hunc modum scribit:
From these things it is clearly understood that, if the narration of Moses is historical, it follows that it must be taken in the proper and commonly used signification of its words. For if Moses wrote historically, he undoubtedly wished to teach what his words, taken in their proper sense, declare. Wherefore the interpretation of those is most to be praised and approved who diligently take care to interpret whatever is handed down by Moses in this place just as the words themselves sound and present themselves. And as witness and approver of this I shall call up Augustine, who, in ch. 2 of the eighth book of On Genesis according to the Letter — partly correcting what he had written on Genesis in his two books Against the Manichees (because in them he had followed not the historical but the figurative and mystical kind of interpretation), partly showing that in those books which he was writing later (more mature in age and in learning, and more practiced in the study of the sacred letters) it would be his heart's care to follow, so far as he could, the exposition that adheres to the [literal] sense of the words — writes in this manner:5



"Scripsi ego contra Manichaeos duos libros super Genesim recenti tempore conversionis meae; et quia non occurrebat mihi tunc omnia quemadmodum proprie possent accipi, quid figurate significarent ea quae ad litteram non potui invenire, quanta valui brevitate et perspicuitate explicavi; memor tamen quid maxime voluerim nec potuerim, ut ratio figurate, sed proprie primitus cuncta intelligerentur; nec omnino desperans etiam sic posse intelligi, id ipsum in primae partis secundo libro (hoc est, in cap. 2) ita posui: 'Quisquis voluerit omnia quae dicta sunt a Mose secundum litteram accipere, nec aliter intelligere quam littera sonat, idque citra ullam fidei iniuriam faciat, non solum ei non est invidendum, sed praecipuus multumque laudabilis intellector habendus est.' Haec tunc dixi. Nunc autem, quia voluit Dominus ut, ea diligentius intuens atque considerans, non frustra (quantum opinor) existimarem etiam per me posse secundum propriam, non autem secundum allegoricam locutionem haec dicta esse a Mose demonstrari, sicut ea quae superius voluimus ostendere, sic etiam quae sequuntur de Paradiso perscrutemur." Hactenus Augustinus.
"I wrote two books on Genesis against the Manichees in the recent time of my conversion; and because it did not then occur to me how all things might be taken in their proper sense, I explained, with what brevity and clearness I could, what those things signified figuratively which I could not find [a way to take] according to the letter — yet mindful of what I most wished (though I could not achieve it): that all should at the outset be understood not figuratively but properly; and not altogether despairing that they could be so understood, I set down this very thing in the second book of the first part (that is, in ch. 2) thus: 'Whoever shall wish to take all the things said by Moses according to the letter, and to understand them no otherwise than the letter sounds, and does so without any injury to the faith, is not only not to be grudged this, but is to be held an excellent and most praiseworthy interpreter.' This I said then. But now, because the Lord has willed that, gazing upon and considering these things more diligently, I should judge — not in vain, as I think — that it can even by me be demonstrated that these things were spoken by Moses according to the proper, and not the allegorical, manner of speech, just as we wished to show above, so let us also scrutinize what follows concerning Paradise." Thus far Augustine.6



Verum nihil est quod hanc regulam et fortius confirmet et luculentius illustret quam quod scribit in eam sententiam Basilius, Origenem (tacito tamen eius nomine) reprehendens. Is enim in tertia Homilia super Genesim, cum commemorasset opinionem Origenis intelligentis per aquas supercaelestes bonos Angelos, per sublunares vero aquas malos Spiritus, subdit ea quae sequuntur:
But there is nothing that more strongly confirms and more brilliantly illustrates this rule than what Basil writes to this effect, reproving Origen (though suppressing his name). For he, in the third Homily on Genesis, when he had recalled Origen's opinion — understanding by the supercelestial waters the good Angels, and by the sublunary waters the evil Spirits — adds what follows:7



"Et quidem isti (ait) praetextu anagogici sensus et sublimioris intelligentiae ad allegorias transferunt omnia; nos vero, hisce interpretationibus (ut quae somniis et anilibus fabulis similes sunt) relegatis, nomine aquae intelligamus veram aquam, et ceteras res similiter."
"And indeed these men (he says), under the pretext of an anagogical sense and a more sublime understanding, transfer everything into allegories; but we, casting aside these interpretations as being like dreams and old wives' tales, by the name of water understand real water, and the other things likewise."8



In exordio autem nonae Homiliae super Genesim similia dicit...
And at the opening of the ninth Homily on Genesis he says similar things...9



...dicit, et paulo etiam illustriora. "Novi," ait, "Leges allegoriarum, etsi non a me inventas, ab aliis tamen elaboratas teneo: nam qui non acceptant sententias scripturae communes, hi aquam non ut aquam accipiunt, sed ut aliam quandam naturam, et piscem, et herbam, et alia ad id quod ipsis videtur suas retorquent interpretationes; similiter ut somniorum interpretes, qui ad id respicientes quod sibi proposuerunt somniorum interpretationes fingere solent. Ego vero cum faenum audio, faenum intelligo, et stirpem, et piscem, et feram, et iumentum, omnia ut dicta sunt ita accipio." Sic Basilius.
...he says, and things even somewhat more striking. "I know," he says, "the laws of allegories — though not invented by me, yet elaborated by others — I hold them: for those who do not accept the common meanings of Scripture take water not as water, but as some other nature, and twist 'fish' and 'herb' and the rest to whatever seems good to them; just as the interpreters of dreams, who, looking to what they have set before themselves, are wont to invent interpretations of dreams. But I, when I hear 'hay,' understand hay; and 'plant,' and 'fish,' and 'wild beast,' and 'beast of burden' — I take them all as they are said." Thus Basil.10



Et Beda super Exameron, exponens illa verba "In principio creavit Deus Caelum et terram," "Diligenter," inquit, "intuendum est, ut ita quisque sensibus allegoricis studium impendat, quatenus apertam historiae fidem allegorizando non derelinquat." Videtur etiam Augustinum censura haec, sane verissima, quodammodo attingere; siquidem is verba Mosis quae proprie significant res corporeas — ut Caelum, lux, tenebrae, dies, nox, mane, et vespera — a propria earum significatione ad expositionem et intelligentiam rerum spiritualium, quasi figurate accipi debeant, saepe traducit.
And Bede, on the Hexaemeron, expounding the words "In the beginning God created Heaven and earth," says: "It must be carefully observed that each one so devote his effort to the allegorical senses as not, by allegorizing, to abandon the plain trustworthiness of the history." This censure, surely most true, seems also in some way to touch Augustine; since he often carries over the words of Moses which properly signify corporeal things — such as Heaven, light, darkness, day, night, morning, and evening — from their proper signification to the exposition and understanding of spiritual things, as though they ought to be taken figuratively.11



Adiicio unum hoc, velut clausulam huius regulae: si quae tradit Moses hoc loco non historice ac proprie, sed figurate et allegorice sint accipienda, fore ut ex Mose aut nullam, aut certe non stabilem ratam certamque habeamus de mundi origine et effectione doctrinam — cum tamen, quam ea de re tenet Ecclesia Catholica quamque in fidei articulos retulit, ex hoc potissimum libro Mosis acceperit. Etenim sensus Mysticus et allegoricus, praeterquam quod non est ad docendum quippiam probandumque satis idoneus et firmus, est etiam varius, multiplex, et incertus, tantaque in varietate constitutus quanta est hominum ad eos sensus fingendos solertia et ubertas ingenii.
I add this one thing, as a closing clause to this rule: if the things Moses hands down in this place are to be taken not historically and properly, but figuratively and allegorically, the result will be that from Moses we shall have either no teaching at all, or at any rate no stable, settled, and certain teaching about the origin and making of the world — whereas the teaching which the Catholic Church holds on this matter, and which she has set among the articles of faith, she has received chiefly from this book of Moses. For the mystical and allegorical sense, besides not being sufficiently apt and firm for teaching or proving anything, is also varied, manifold, and uncertain, set in as great a variety as is the cleverness and fertility of men's wit in devising such senses.



SECOND RULE. In treating and explaining this teaching of Moses, one must not resort without cause to miracles and to the absolute power of God.12
Secunda regula. In hac Mosis doctrina tractanda et explicanda non est sine causa recurrendum ad miracula et ad potentiam Dei absolutam.



...sicut inscienter et inepte faciunt nonnulli, qui cum opinionis suae rationem idoneam et probabilem reddere non possint, quasi ad asylum confugiunt ad miracula et omnipotentiam Dei. Etenim in prima rerum omnium molitione et mundi fabricatione nequaquam spectandum est quid simpliciter et absolute Deus facere potuerit, sed quid eum fecisse consentaneum sit eius sapientiae, et quid naturalis ipsarum rerum vis, dispositio, et convenientia deposcat. Hanc regulam, ut satis per se manifestam et cuivis sanae mentis probabilem, non aliter confirmabo quam unico Augustini testimonio: is enim initio libri secundi de Genesi ad litteram, de aquis quae super firmamentum sunt disputans, docet eos qui secundum allegoriam aquas esse posse negant non esse miraculis et omnipotentia Dei confutandos et tanquam increpandos. Sic enim ait:
...as some do, ignorantly and ineptly, who, when they cannot render a fit and probable reason for their opinion, flee to miracles and God's omnipotence as to a sanctuary. For in the first construction of all things and the fashioning of the world, one must by no means look at what God could simply and absolutely have done, but at what it was consonant with his wisdom for him to have done, and what the natural force, disposition, and fittingness of the things themselves requires. This rule, as sufficiently evident in itself and probable to anyone of sound mind, I shall confirm by no other than the single testimony of Augustine: for he, at the beginning of the second book of On Genesis according to the Letter, disputing about the waters that are above the firmament, teaches that those who deny (on the allegorical reading) that there can be [real] waters there are not to be refuted and as it were rebuked by appeal to miracles and the omnipotence of God. For he says thus:13



"Nec quisquam istos ita debet refellere, ut dicat secundum omnipotentiam Dei, cui cuncta sunt possibilia, oportere nos credere tales esse aquas super caelos quales sunt super terram. Nunc enim quemadmodum Deus instituerit naturas rerum, secundum scripturas eius..."
"Nor ought anyone to refute these men in such a way as to say that, according to the omnipotence of God, to whom all things are possible, we must believe that the waters above the heavens are such as those upon the earth. For now [the question] is how God established the natures of things, according to his Scriptures..."14



"...this it befits us to inquire, and not what he may will to work in them or from them as a miracle of his omnipotence."15
"...eius nos quaerere convenit, non autem quid ipse in eis vel ex eis ad miraculum omnipotentiae suae velit operari."



Tertia regula. Cavendum est ne, quam quisque semel adamavit et amplexus est sententiam, eam non modo teneat mordicus et praefracte defendat, sed etiam contendat ita esse scripturae propriam ut aliam quamlibet, suae vel adversam vel diversam, clamet scripturae esse contrariam.
THIRD RULE. One must beware lest a man, with respect to an opinion he has once come to love and embrace, not only hold it tenaciously and defend it stubbornly, but even contend that it is so properly the meaning of Scripture that he cries out that any other opinion — whether opposed to his or merely different from it — is contrary to Scripture.16



Male enim de scriptura merentur qui eam, quae per se latissime patet et variarum sententiarum atque interpretationum est capax, ad suae opinionis et ingenii angustias coarctare et coangustare volunt. Audiant isti Augustinum, in cap. 18 libri 1 de Genesi ad litteram ita scribentem:
For they deserve ill of Scripture who wish to cramp and confine within the narrowness of their own opinion and wit that which of itself lies most widely open and is capable of various opinions and interpretations. Let such men listen to Augustine, writing thus in ch. 18 of the first book of On Genesis according to the Letter:



"Si quis locus scripturae obscurus et difficilis varias sententias et expositiones salva fide Catholica potest admittere, nulla earum ita temere et obstinate tenenda est tanquam scripturae propria, ut, si forte diligentius discussa veritas eam recte labefactaverit, nos corruamus — non pro sententia scripturae, sed pro nostra ita dimicantes ut eam velimus scripturae esse quae nostra est; cum potius eam, quae scripturarum esse comperta fuerit, nostram esse velle debeamus."
"If some obscure and difficult passage of Scripture can admit various opinions and expositions while the Catholic faith is kept safe, none of them is to be held so rashly and obstinately as though it were the proper meaning of Scripture, that, if perhaps the truth, more diligently examined, rightly overturns it, we fall with it — fighting not for the meaning of Scripture but for our own, in such a way that we want our own to be Scripture's; whereas we ought rather to want that to be our own which is found to be Scripture's."17



FOURTH RULE. This too must be carefully guarded against and altogether avoided: that in treating the teaching of Moses we should not affirm and assert as our view anything that conflicts with manifest experience and with the reasonings of philosophy or of the other disciplines.18
Quarta regula. Illud etiam diligenter cavendum et omnino fugiendum est, ne in tractanda Mosis doctrina quicquam affirmate et asseveranter sentiamus et dicamus quod repugnet manifestae experientiae et rationibus philosophiae vel aliarum disciplinarum.



Namque cum verum omne semper cum vero congruat, non potest veritas sacrarum litterarum veris rationibus et experimentis humanarum doctrinarum esse contraria. Hoc et acute vidit Augustinus et admonere nos voluit: eodem enim illo libro quem proxime posui, cap. 21, ad hunc modum scribit:
For since everything true always agrees with what is true, the truth of the sacred writings cannot be contrary to the true reasonings and findings of the human disciplines. This Augustine saw acutely, and wished to warn us of it: for in that same book which I cited just now, ch. 21, he writes in this manner:



"Hoc indubitanter tenendum est, ut quicquid sapientes huius mundi de natura rerum veraciter demonstrare potuerint, ostendamus nostris litteris non esse contrarium; quicquid autem illi in suis voluminibus contrarium sacris litteris docent, sine ulla dubitatione credamus id falsissimum esse, et quoquo modo possumus etiam ostendamus; atque ita teneamus fidem Domini nostri, in quo sunt absconditi omnes thesauri sapientiae, ut neque falsae Philosophiae loquacitate seducamur, neque simulatae religionis superstitione terreamur."
"This must be held without doubt: that whatever the wise of this world have been able truly to demonstrate about the nature of things, we should show is not contrary to our Scriptures; but whatever they teach in their books that is contrary to the sacred writings, we should believe, without any hesitation, to be utterly false, and, in whatever way we can, should also show it to be so; and so should hold the faith of our Lord, in whom are hidden all the treasures of wisdom, that we be neither seduced by the loquacity of a false philosophy, nor terrified by the superstition of a feigned religion."19



Ad hanc regulam si exigamus et expendamus nonnullas quorundam interpretum opiniones, plane respuendas atque reiiciendas esse intelligemus. Exempli causa: Origenes, Lactantius, Procopius Gazaeus, Chrysostomus, et quidam alii censent secundum scripturam caelum non esse rotundum, esse immobile; moveri stellas per caelum ut pisces per aquam et aves per aërem; non esse Antipodas; aquam maris esse multis partibus sublimiorem celsioremque etiam terrae montibusque: tamen falsa esse omnia manifestis experimentis necessariisque rationibus nunc constat.
If we test and weigh by this rule certain opinions of certain interpreters, we shall plainly understand that they must be rejected and cast aside. For example: Origen, Lactantius, Procopius of Gaza, Chrysostom, and certain others hold, on the basis of Scripture, that heaven is not round but immobile; that the stars move through the heaven as fish through water and birds through air; that there are no Antipodes; that the water of the sea is in many places higher and loftier even than the earth and its mountains. Yet that all these are false is now established by manifest observations and by necessary reasonings.20



Ponam hic gravissimam ea de re Augustini sententiam: is Epistola 7 ad Marcellinum ita scribit: "Si ratio contra divinarum scripturarum auctoritatem redditur, quamlibet acuta sit, fallitur verisimilitudine; nam vera esse non potest. Rursus, si manifestae certae rationi velut sanctarum..."
Here I shall set down a most weighty opinion of Augustine on the matter; he writes thus in Letter 7 to Marcellinus: "If a reasoning is brought against the authority of the divine Scriptures, however acute it be, it is deceived by mere plausibility; for it cannot be true. Again, if against a manifest and certain reasoning the authority of the holy [Scriptures] is, as it were, set up..."21



"...scripturarum obiicitur auctoritas, non intelligit qui hoc facit, et non scripturae sensum (ad quem penetrare non potuit) sed suum potius obiicit veritati; nec quod in ea, sed quod in se ipso velut pro ea invenit opponit." Haec Augustinus.
"...the authority of the Scriptures [is set up against it], he who does this does not understand, and sets against the truth not the meaning of Scripture (which he was unable to penetrate) but rather his own; and opposes not what he finds in it, but what he finds in himself as though on its behalf." Thus Augustine.22



Sed ut quidam sunt infensissimi Philosophiae ac bonis disciplinis, easque putant studio sacrarum litterarum prodesse nihil, obstare autem et obesse plurimum: ita ex adverso sunt alii usque adeo insani amatores et stupidi admiratores antiquorum poetarum et philosophorum, ut omnia eorum dicta existiment oracula, et quaecunque Moses in hoc libro Geneseos brevissime docuit ea contendant ab illis fuisse non obscure cognita, uberius etiam explicata ornatiusque tractata. Itaque Mosis sententias ad illorum dogmata confirmanda et persuadenda, et illorum dicta ad Mosis doctrinam illustrandam et exornandam, subtiliter et minutatim accommodare conantur.
But just as some are most hostile to philosophy and the good disciplines, and think them of no profit to the study of the sacred letters but rather a great hindrance and harm, so on the contrary there are others so insane in their love and so stupid in their admiration of the ancient poets and philosophers that they reckon all their sayings to be oracles, and contend that whatever Moses briefly taught in this book of Genesis was known to those men too, and not obscurely — indeed more fully explained and more elegantly handled. And so they try, subtly and minutely, to accommodate the opinions of Moses to confirming and recommending the doctrines of those men, and the sayings of those men to illustrating and adorning the teaching of Moses.23



Equidem non sum nescius visum esse olim multis Ecclesiae Patribus et doctoribus veteres Gentilium poetas et Philosophos e fontibus Mosis hortos suos irrigasse — hoc est, plurima e scriptis eius in suos libros transtulisse — quae postea illi, vel ut furtum celarent vel quod ea non bene intelligerent, admixtis fabulis et erroribus deformarunt atque contaminarunt. Ego tamen (dicam enim libere quod sentio) nunquam probavi nimis curiosum studium et diligentiam eorum qui sententias Mosis quoquo modo trahunt et detorquent ad Philosophorum et poetarum vel decreta vel etiam fabulas, ut Orphei, Homeri, Mercurii Trismegisti, Pythagorae, Platonis, quin etiam Aristotelis. Hoc mihi quidem certe divinae scripturae dignitati et maiestati valde alienum et indecorum videtur: infuscat enim caelestem eius splendorem, puritatem inquinat, sanctitatemque profanat ac polluit, et fidem divinitatis eius non parum elevat.
I am indeed not unaware that it seemed to many of the Fathers and doctors of the Church, in former times, that the ancient pagan poets and philosophers watered their own gardens from the springs of Moses — that is, transferred very many things from his writings into their own books — which they afterward, whether to conceal the theft or because they did not well understand them, disfigured and contaminated by mixing in fables and errors. Yet I (for I will say freely what I think) have never approved the over-curious zeal and diligence of those who in any way drag and twist the opinions of Moses toward the doctrines or even the fables of philosophers and poets — as of Orpheus, Homer, Mercury Trismegistus, Pythagoras, Plato, and even Aristotle. This seems to me, certainly, very alien and unbecoming to the dignity and majesty of divine Scripture: for it darkens its heavenly splendor, stains its purity, profanes and pollutes its sanctity, and lessens not a little the credit of its divinity.



Atque hanc ob causam a multis minus probatur Augustinus Eugubinus in sua Cosmopoeia et in libris de Perenni Philosophia. In hanc bonorum et doctorum hominum offensionem atque reprehensionem incurrit etiam Ioannes Picus Mirandulanus, qui tertium et vigesimum natus annum super primum caput Geneseos Heptaplum composuit, in quo septem novas expositiones doctrinae Mosis de Operibus sex dierum — a nullo priorum scriptorum tentatas, a se autem primo cogitatas, inventas, elaboratas perfectasque — pertractavit. Sed liber ille habet quidem speciem prodigiosi ingenii et admirandae in illa aetate eruditionis; ad doctrinam autem Mosis interpretandam et intelligendam parum conducit.
And for this reason Agostino Steuco of Gubbio (Augustinus Eugubinus) is less approved by many, in his Cosmopoeia and in his books On Perennial Philosophy. Into this same offense and censure of good and learned men fell also Giovanni Pico della Mirandola, who, at the age of twenty-three, composed the Heptaplus on the first chapter of Genesis, in which he worked out seven new expositions of Moses' teaching on the works of the six days — attempted by none of the earlier writers, but first thought out, discovered, elaborated, and perfected by himself. But that book has, to be sure, the appearance of a prodigious genius and of an erudition admirable at that age; for interpreting and understanding the teaching of Moses, however, it is of little use.24



Refert Sixtus Senensis in libro quarto Bibliothecae sanctae se, cum esset Romae, quaesisse ex Aloysio Lippomano, qui tum recens ediderat Catenam in Genesim, cur inter alios tam multos scriptores et interpretes libri Geneseos quos in illa Catena commemoraverat nullam Mirandulani fecisset mentionem; respondisse autem illum se in conficienda Catena eorum elegisse commentarios et interpretationes qui Mosis verba et sententias suis commentationibus explicare voluisse vide[rentur]...
Sixtus of Siena relates, in the fourth book of his Holy Library (Bibliotheca Sancta), that when he was at Rome he asked Aloysius Lippomanus — who had then recently published a Catena on Genesis — why, among so many other writers and interpreters of the book of Genesis whom he had cited in that Catena, he had made no mention of Mirandola; and that Lippomanus answered that, in compiling the Catena, he had chosen the commentaries and interpretations of those who seem[ed] to have wished to explain the words and meaning of Moses by their expositions...25



...viderentur. Quoniam autem animadverterat Picum in eo uno laborasse, ut Pythagorae, Platonis, Aristotelis aliorumque Philosophorum inventa et dogmata, vel suas potius cogitationes, dictis et sententiis Mosaicis exprimeret et ornaret, statuisse nullam sibi illius viri in suo opere habendam esse rationem. Sed fuit nihilominus vir ille magnus et omni aevo admirandus, cui si longior vita contigisset, sicut maximam sui admirationem et expectationem commovit apud omnes, ita profecto et sibi gloriam immortalem et summum Italiae decus atque ornamentum, et optimis quibusque studiis et disciplinis ingentem utilitatem attulisset. Nolo plures regulas colligendo, cum praedictae satis esse possint, fatigare lectorem.
...seemed [to have wished to explain Moses]. But because he had observed that Pico labored at this one thing — to express and adorn, with Mosaic sayings and sentences, the inventions and dogmas of Pythagoras, Plato, Aristotle, and the other philosophers, or rather his own thoughts — he [Lippomanus] had decided that no account of that man was to be taken in his own work. Yet that man was nonetheless great and admirable for every age; and had a longer life befallen him, then, just as he stirred the greatest admiration and expectation of himself among all, so assuredly he would have brought to himself immortal glory, and to Italy its highest ornament and distinction, and to all the best studies and disciplines an immense usefulness. I do not wish, by gathering more rules — since the aforesaid can suffice — to weary the reader.



Ergo (ut locum hunc tandem concludam) cum multae ac variae interpretationes doctrinae Mosis se offerent lectori, eam ipse probabiliorem ceteris melioremque decernat quae est proposito et instituto Mosis accommodatior atque congruentior; quae magis inhaeret sententiae verborum, magisque conservat propriam vocabulorum significationem et usum; quae planior est et facilior ad intelligendum etiam non admodum doctis hominibus; quae congruit cum consuetudine loquendi scripturae, nec affingit Mosi locutiones in sacris litteris inusitatas; quae commode elicitur ex aliis scripturae locis ubi iisdem agitur de rebus eademque doctrina traditur; quae sine causa non confugit ad miracula et omnipotentiam Dei; quae nihil tradit alienum et dissentaneum sapientiae Dei et pietati nostrae fidei; quae nihil habet repugnans manifestis experimentis et rationibus quae in Philosophia ceterisque doctrinis humanis traduntur; quae talis est ut per eam universa doctrina Mosis bene sibi constare et pulchre secundum omnes partes suas cohaerere appareat; postremo quae non sit suspecta, tum propter novitatem, tum quod abhorreat ab interpretatione et sententia Patrum, ab antiqua traditione, a communi Ecclesiae et populi Christiani sensu.
Therefore (to conclude this section at last): when many and various interpretations of Moses' teaching present themselves to the reader, let him judge that one more probable and better than the rest which is more accommodated and agreeable to the purpose and design of Moses; which clings more to the sense of the words and better preserves the proper signification and use of the terms; which is plainer and easier to understand even for not very learned men; which agrees with Scripture's customary way of speaking, and does not foist upon Moses turns of phrase unusual in the sacred letters; which is conveniently drawn from other places of Scripture where the same matters are treated and the same teaching is handed down; which does not resort without cause to miracles and the omnipotence of God; which hands down nothing alien and discordant from the wisdom of God and the piety of our faith; which has nothing repugnant to the manifest findings and reasonings handed down in philosophy and the other human disciplines; which is such that through it the whole teaching of Moses appears to hold together well and to cohere beautifully in all its parts; and lastly, which is not suspect, whether on account of novelty, or because it shrinks from the interpretation and judgment of the Fathers, from ancient tradition, and from the common sense of the Church and of the Christian people.26



In quo valde offendit doctos et pios viros quod Caietanus initio Commentariorum suorum in Genesim praefatur his verbis:
On which point Cajetan greatly offends learned and pious men, in that, at the beginning of his Commentaries on Genesis, he prefaces these words:



"Si quando occurrerit aliquis sensus textui consonus, quamvis a torrente Doctorum alienus, Lector aequum se praebeat censorem, nullusque detestetur illum ex hoc quod dissonat a priscis doctoribus: non enim alligavit Deus expositionem Scripturae priscorum doctorum sensibus, alioquin spes nobis tolleretur exponendi Scripturam, nisi transferendo (ut aiunt) de lidio in quinternum." Sic Caietanus.
"If at any time some sense should occur that is consonant with the text, although foreign to the torrent of the Doctors, let the Reader show himself a fair judge, and let no one detest it on this ground, that it is discordant with the ancient doctors: for God did not bind the exposition of Scripture to the senses of the ancient doctors — otherwise the hope of expounding Scripture would be taken from us, except by transferring (as they say) from one leaf to another." Thus Cajetan.27



Qui quod praefatus est audacter praestitit abunde: quam etiam ob causam in huius libri expositione nonnullos in errores, et quidem graves, lapsus est.
And what he announced he carried out boldly and in full measure: for which reason, too, in his exposition of this book he fell into a number of errors — and grave ones at that.28



In the beginning.29
In principio.



Hoc multis et variis modis, sed duobus meo iudicio aptius et melius interpretari licet. Primo, ut "In principio" significet "ante alia omnia": quemadmodum cum aedificaturus domum, in principio et ante alia bonum substruit et supponit fundamentum, ita Deus in fabricando mundo in principio et ante alia condidit Caelum et terram, velut duas principes mundi partes, quae ceteras ordine naturae necessario antecedunt. Hac significatione non semel ea dictio usurpatur in scriptura, velut apud Davidem in Psalmo 101: "Initio tu, Domine, terram fundasti, et opera manuum tuarum sunt caeli"; et apud Salomonem, Proverb. 8: "Dominus possedit me in initio viarum suarum, antequam quicquam faceret."
This may be interpreted in many and various ways, but, in my judgment, more aptly and better in two. First, so that "In the beginning" means "before all else": just as a man about to build a house first and before all else lays a good foundation beneath, so God, in fashioning the world, first and before all else founded Heaven and earth, as the two chief parts of the world, which necessarily precede the rest in the order of nature. In this sense the expression is used more than once in Scripture, as in David, Psalm 101[102]: "In the beginning, O Lord, thou didst found the earth, and the heavens are the works of thy hands"; and in Solomon, Proverbs 8: "The Lord possessed me in the beginning of his ways, before he made anything."30



Altero modo hoc quod est "in principio" significat "ab aliquo initio temporis", ut significetur mundum non semper fuisse, Deumque fecisse ut mundus, qui ex aeternitate nullus fuerat, repente — tum nimirum quando ei libuit — primum esse inciperet. Et certe non solum multis apprime doctis et nobilibus scriptoribus haec placuit interpretatio, sed etiam tam olim Synagoga quam postea Ecclesia ex hoc loco Mosis intellexit et probavit novam fuisse et ab aliquo temporis initio generationem mundi. Ac licet utramque hanc interpretationem maxime probem, posteriorem tamen in praesentia subtilius tractandam mihi proposui.
In the other way, this phrase "in the beginning" means "from some beginning of time," so as to signify that the world did not always exist, and that God brought it about that the world — which from eternity had been nothing — should suddenly, namely when it pleased him, first begin to be. And certainly this interpretation has pleased not only many writers of the first rank in learning and distinction, but also both the Synagogue of old and the Church afterward understood and approved, from this passage of Moses, that the generation of the world was new and from some beginning of time. And although I most fully approve both interpretations, I have nonetheless proposed to myself to treat the latter more closely for the present.31



Ex qua duo elici observavit Basilius: alterum, ex hac doctrina Mosis perspicue intelligi mundum non esse aeternum sed aliquando ortus sui habuisse initium; alterum, etiam cognosci antiquitatem mundi, ut ratio iniri queat inveniendi quantum a nostra aetate mundi distet exordium, eius veluti aevi annos omnes retroactos computando. In utroque Ethnici aberrarunt a vero: etenim quidam censuerunt mundum esse sempiternum; alii coepisse quidem illum aliquando putaverunt, quamplurimas tamen myriades annorum et prope innumera retrolapsa saecula finxerunt. Utrumque errorem statui hoc loco, aliquot velut rationum machinis adhibitis, funditus demoliri; ac primo quidem ad priorem evertendum aggrediar.
From which Basil observed that two things are drawn: one, that from this teaching of Moses it is clearly understood that the world is not eternal, but at some time had the beginning of its origin; the other, that the antiquity of the world is also known, so that a method can be undertaken of finding how far the world's beginning is distant from our own age, by reckoning back, as it were, all the years of its lifetime. In both the heathen strayed from the truth: for some held that the world is everlasting; others thought that it did indeed once begin, yet imagined very many myriads of years and almost countless ages elapsed since. I have resolved in this place to demolish both errors from the foundations, applying, as it were, several engines of reasoning; and first I shall set about overthrowing the former.32



Non fuit omni tempore una eademque omnium philosophorum atque gentium de mundi origine sententia. Alii mundi ortum et originem agnoverunt; alii, qualis nunc cernitur mundus talem fuisse in aeterno praeteriti temporis spatio existimaverunt. Quamobrem Aristoteles primo libro Topicorum quaestionem "utrum mundus sit aeternus nec ne" fecit problema Dialecticum, quod tum propter auctoritates contraria sentientium, tum propter contrariarum rationum probabilitatem in utramque partem probabiliter agitari et disceptari possit. Verumtamen paucissimi fuere propugnatores aeternitatis, si cum eius oppugnatoribus comparentur.
There was not at all times one and the same opinion among all philosophers and nations about the origin of the world. Some acknowledged the world's arising and origin; others reckoned that, just as the world is now seen to be, such it had been throughout an eternal span of past time. For this reason Aristotle, in the first book of the Topics, made the question "whether the world is eternal or not" a dialectical problem — one that can be debated and disputed with probability on either side, both because of the authorities holding contrary views and because of the probability of the contrary reasonings. Nevertheless the defenders of eternity were very few, if they be compared with its assailants.33



Etenim mundum non semper fuisse, praeter unum philosophorum Aristotelem unamque Chaldaeorum gentem, concors fuit fere omnium sententia — non sapientum modo assensu, sed etiam indoctorum hominum quasi tacito naturae quodam sensu iudicioque comprobata. Quem omnium consensum (tanta est rei evidentia) ne Aristoteles quidem, qui obnixissime conatus est huic sententiae obsistere, inficiari potuit; namque is 1 lib. de Caelo, text. 102: "Omnes," inquit, "mundum generant." Atqui, ut ipsemet initio primi libri Topicorum docet, "Quod videtur omnibus, aut plurimis, aut sapientibus, id probabile esse censendum est."
For that the world did not always exist was — except for one philosopher, Aristotle, and one nation, the Chaldeans — the harmonious opinion of nearly all: approved not only by the assent of the wise, but also by the unlearned, as it were by a certain tacit sense and judgment of nature. This universal consensus (so great is the evidence of the matter) not even Aristotle, who tried most strenuously to resist this opinion, could deny; for he, in bk. 1 of On the Heavens, text 102, says: "All men generate the world" [i.e. give it a coming-to-be]. And yet, as he himself teaches at the beginning of the first book of the Topics, "What seems so to all, or to most, or to the wise, is to be reckoned probable."34



Nec sane de nihilo est quod in hanc opinionem consensere omnes: tanta enim hominum consensio quid aliud est quam clarissima naturae vox? quam naturalis quaedam notio sensusque veritatis a Deo hominum animis mentibusque impressus, et certissimum eius argumentum, cuius fidem ne Aristoteles quidem, quamvis maxime vellet, elevare possit?
Nor indeed is it for nothing that all agreed in this opinion: for so great a consensus of men — what else is it than the clearest voice of nature? what else than a certain natural notion and sense of the truth, impressed by God upon the souls and minds of men, and a most certain proof of it, whose credit not even Aristotle, however much he might wish, could weaken?



Quippe ipsius Aristotelis sunt et feruntur in primis celebres illae sententiae: "Quod in omnibus aut in pluribus inest, id secundum naturam; quod est praeter haec, id praeter naturam aestimandum est." Hoc enim saepe usurpat ipse tam in libris Physicorum quam in libris de Caelo. In libro autem de Divinatione per somnia sic ait: "Quod omnes aut complures sentiunt aut dicunt, id falsum esse non est putandum." In libro autem 7 Ethicorum commendat poetae cuiusdam versus, qui Latine redditi hanc habent sententiam:
Indeed, these celebrated sayings are Aristotle's own and are reported as among the foremost: "What is present in all, or in most, is according to nature; what is besides these is to be reckoned contrary to nature." For he often employs this, both in the books of the Physics and in the books On the Heavens. And in the book On Divination through Dreams he says thus: "What all, or very many, perceive or say is not to be thought false." And in the seventh book of the Ethics he commends the verses of a certain poet, which, rendered into Latin, have this sense:35



Not utterly does that report perish, which throughout the world / a multitude of men celebrates.36
Non prorsus fama illa perit, quam multa per orbem / Turba hominum celebrat.



Postremo clarissimus est apud eundem locus ille in libro 10 Ethicorum: "Quod omnibus," inquit, "videtur, id esse affirmamus; qui vero hanc fidem tollit, is non multo probabiliora dicturus est."
Finally, there is that very clear passage in the same author, in the tenth book of the Ethics: "What seems so to all," he says, "that we affirm to be; but he who takes away this credence will not say anything much more probable."37



Illud autem magno iudicio est verum esse hanc de nova mundi constructione sententiam, quod ea ad veri Dei cognitionem cultumque atque religionem animis hominum inserendam, fovendam et confirmandam plurimum valeat. Si enim persuasum alicui fuerit mundum, qui ex omni aeternitate nullus fuerat, ab aliquo initio temporis a Deo esse conditum, continuo eidem nullo negotio persuadebitur et esse Deum, et unum esse, et rerum omnium intelligentem conservantem ac moderantem esse causam, et infinita vi ac potestate pollere; nec ulla naturae necessitate, sed sua modo voluntate bonitateque ad fabricandum mundum esse adductum; ipsumque ex se ac se solo esse beatum, nec ad tuendam felicitatem suam ullius rei quae extra ipsum sit vel adminiculo vel consortio indigere. Haec omnia adeo ex primo illo apta nexaque pendent, ut quisquis illud concesserit ea negare non queat; contra vero qui mundum faciunt aeternum, vel negant ea quae diximus de Deo, vel certe tam evidenter et expedite probare non possunt.
And it is a great argument for the truth of this view about the new construction of the world, that it avails very much for implanting, fostering, and confirming in men's minds the knowledge, worship, and religion of the true God. For if anyone has been persuaded that the world — which through all eternity had been nothing — was founded by God from some beginning of time, he will at once and without difficulty be persuaded also that God exists, and is one, and is the knowing, preserving, and governing cause of all things, and is mighty with infinite power; that he was led to fashion the world by no necessity of nature, but only by his own will and goodness; and that he is blessed of himself and by himself alone, and needs nothing outside himself, neither support nor fellowship, to preserve his own happiness. All these things so aptly hang and are linked from that first point, that whoever has granted it cannot deny them; whereas, on the contrary, those who make the world eternal either deny the things we have said about God, or at any rate cannot prove them so evidently and readily.38



Non est hic pro derelicto habendum quod Plinius, sane imprudens suaeque oblitus sententiae, tanquam...
Nor should we here pass over, as worthless, what Pliny — quite unawares, and forgetful of his own opinion — noted as though [an argument]...39



...tanquam argumentum cur credamus mundum nec fuisse ex infinito tempore nec ad infinitum tempus permansurum, in cap. 16 lib. 7 annotavit: "In plenum," inquit, "cuncto mortalium generi minorem in dies fieri mensuram propemodum observatur, rarosque patribus proceriores, tanquam consumente ubertatem seminum exustione, in cuius vices nunc vergat aevum." Idem argumentum etiam auctor libri quarti Esdrae in cap. 5 eius libri tractavit.
...as an argument why we should believe that the world neither existed from infinite time nor will endure to infinite time, he noted in ch. 16 of book 7: "On the whole," he says, "it is observed that for the entire race of mortals the stature grows less from day to day, and that few are taller than their fathers — as though the conflagration toward whose turn the present age now inclines were consuming the fertility of the seeds." The author of the fourth book of Ezra treated the same argument in ch. 5 of his book.40



Iam vero isti multis implicantur difficultatibus, quibus vix se, aut ne vix quidem, explicare possunt: nam vel auctore (qui naturae censorem et iudicem egit) Aristotele, verissima sunt illa philosophorum pronunciata: Unum infinitum non esse maius alio infinito; nihil vel magnitudine vel numero infinitum constare posse; infinitum nullo modo posse pertransiri; denique infinitum ratione atque intelligentia non posse comprehendi. Quae autem sunt his contraria, ea censet Aristoteles non falsa modo, sed etiam ἄλογα καὶ ἀδύνατα. Atqui ea omnia necessario admittenda et vel ingratis devoranda sunt aeternitatem mundi praefracte defendentibus.
But now these men are entangled in many difficulties, from which they can scarcely, or not even scarcely, extricate themselves: for, even on the authority of Aristotle (who acted as the censor and judge of nature), those pronouncements of the philosophers are most true — that one infinite is not greater than another infinite; that nothing can be infinite either in magnitude or in number; that the infinite can in no way be traversed; and finally that the infinite cannot be comprehended by reason and understanding. But the things contrary to these Aristotle judges to be not only false, but also "irrational and impossible" (ἄλογα καὶ ἀδύνατα). And yet all these must necessarily be admitted, and swallowed even against their will, by those who stubbornly defend the eternity of the world.41



Verum missa haec faciamus, quae ex interiori philosophia petuntur, eaque scholasticis philosophis ac Theologis subtilius disputanda relinquamus — in quibus philosophice tractandis nos etiam consumpsimus totum librum decimumquintum eius operis quod de Philosophia superioribus annis edidimus. Deducamus igitur orationem in liberiorem apertioremque campum, eaque dicamus quae vel populo probari queant: excutiamus omnem memoriam antiquitatis, et vetustissimarum rerum non monumenta solum sed etiam primordia investigemus, et hac ratione mundum non esse aeternum apertissime ostendamus.
But let us set these aside — the things drawn from the deeper philosophy — and leave them to be disputed more subtly by the scholastic philosophers and theologians; in treating which philosophically we ourselves also spent the whole fifteenth book of that work which we published in earlier years On Philosophy. Let us therefore bring our discourse down into a freer and more open field, and say things that can be proved even to the common people: let us shake out the whole memory of antiquity, and investigate not only the records but even the first beginnings of the most ancient things, and by this means show most plainly that the world is not eternal.42



Omnis priscarum rerum memoria, quaecumque apud Gentiles sive in scriptis, sive in litteris seu litterarum figuris, sive in quarumlibet aliarum rerum monumentis extat, non solum exordio mundi quod tradit sacra scriptura, sed Noëtico etiam diluvio recentior esse deprehenditur. Plinius quidem in capit. 56 libr. 7 curiose persequitur diligenterque colligit primos omnium artium et disciplinarum omniumque rerum quae ad usus humanae vitae comparatae sunt inventores; quorum aetates sigillatim contemplantibus manifestum fit non modo mundum non fuisse aeternum, sed etiam eius originem non esse admodum antiquam. Et vero, si mundus aeternus esset, qui fieri posset ut nullius rei quae ante sex annorum millia in orbe fuerit ulla sit apud gentem aliquam memoria? Cuius rationis vim et probabilitatem etiam Lucretius, poeta gravis et doctus, et vidit animo et in libro 5 his versibus exposuit:
All the memory of ancient things — whatever survives among the Gentiles, whether in writings, or in letters and the shapes of letters, or in the monuments of any other things whatever — is found to be more recent not only than the beginning of the world which sacred Scripture hands down, but even than the flood of Noah. Pliny indeed, in ch. 56 of book 7, carefully pursues and diligently gathers the first inventors of all the arts and disciplines and of all things devised for the uses of human life; and to those who consider their dates one by one it becomes manifest that not only was the world not eternal, but that its origin is not even very ancient. And in truth, if the world were eternal, how could it come about that there is among any nation no memory of anything that existed in the world before six thousand years ago? The force and probability of this reasoning Lucretius too, a weighty and learned poet, both perceived in his mind and set forth in the fifth book in these verses:43



Besides, if there was no birth-origin / of lands and sky, and they were always eternal, / why have not other poets sung of other deeds also, / beyond the Theban war and the destruction of Troy? / Whither have so many deeds of men so often fallen away? Nor anywhere...44
Praeterea, si nulla fuit genitalis origo / Terrarum et caeli, semperque aeterna fuere, / Cur supra bellum Thebanum et funera Troiae / Non alias alii quoque res cecinere Poetae? / Quo tot facta virum toties cecidere? Nec usquam...



...do they flourish, set in eternal monuments of fame? But, as I think, the universe possesses newness, and the nature of the world is recent, nor did its beginnings start long ago.45
...aeternis fama monimentis insita florent? Verum, ut opinor, habet novitatem summa, recensque natura est mundi, neque pridem exordia coepit.



Berosus certe Chaldaeos antiquissimam putatur scripsisse historiam, cuius tamen ipse (ut Iosephus refert priore libro contra Apionem) a diluvio sumpsit exordium. Trogus Pompeius, altissime repetens originem rerum quas historiae mandavit, orsus est scribere a Nino rege, qui annis post mundum conditum nongentis et mille primam quae in mundo fuit Assyriorum monarchiam fundavit. Eusebius lib. 9 de Praeparat. evangel. cap. 4 et lib. 10 capit. 3 multa colligit quae ad hoc argumentum spectant: inter alia tradit Dionysium Halicarnasseum, in libro quem de temporibus edidit, affirmare res Argolicas, quae ab Inacho coeperunt, omnium rerum Graecarum esse vetustissimas; Acusilaum item Phoronidem aliosque Graecos scriptores antiquissimum mortalium praedicare Phoroneum; M. etiam Varronem, acerrimum vetustatis aestimatorem, in sua historia nihil Ogygio diluvio antiquius agnoscere.
Berosus is thought to have written the most ancient history of the Chaldeans, yet even he (as Josephus reports in the first book Against Apion) took his beginning from the flood. Trogus Pompeius, tracing back as far as possible the origin of the matters he committed to history, began to write from King Ninus, who, one thousand nine hundred years after the founding of the world, established the first monarchy that existed in the world, that of the Assyrians. Eusebius, in book 9 of the Preparation for the Gospel, ch. 4, and book 10, ch. 3, gathers many things bearing on this argument: among others he relates that Dionysius of Halicarnassus, in the book he published on chronology, affirms that the affairs of Argos, which began from Inachus, are the oldest of all Greek matters; that Acusilaus likewise, in the Phoronis, and other Greek writers, proclaim Phoroneus the most ancient of mortals; and that Marcus Varro too, that most rigorous appraiser of antiquity, acknowledges in his history nothing older than the flood of Ogyges.46



Atqui et Inachus et Phoronaeus atque Ogyges eiusdem aetatis fuere qua aetate vixit Iacob Patriarcha. Nec illud est in praeteritis relinquendum, fuisse post Cecropem (Mosis aequalem) omnia quae a Graecis de claris hominibus et Heroibus diisque suis aut veris historiis tradita aut fabulosis celebrata miraculis commemorantur. Quid plura? Belus, ex quo fluxit et originem traxit (ut visum est multis) omnis Idolorum cultus, pater fuit Nini Assyriorum regis, cuius temporibus Abraham natum esse accipimus. Ergo longe posteriora Noëtico sunt diluvio quaecumque apud gentes habentur vetustissima.
And yet Inachus and Phoroneus and Ogyges were of the same age in which the Patriarch Jacob lived. Nor must this be left out: that all those things which are related by the Greeks about famous men and heroes and their own gods, whether handed down in true histories or celebrated as fabulous miracles, came after Cecrops (the contemporary of Moses). Why say more? Belus — from whom, as many have held, flowed and took its origin all worship of idols — was the father of Ninus, king of the Assyrians, in whose time we understand Abraham to have been born. Therefore whatever is held most ancient among the nations is far later than the flood of Noah.47



Non me fugit quemadmodum huic nostrae argumentationi olim conati sint occurrere Plato in Timaeo et Atlantico, Aristoteles in primo libro Meteororum, Theophrastus etiam (ut refert Philo in eo libro quem inscripsit "Quod mundus sit incorruptibilis" — si tamen Philo eius libri auctor fuit): propter crebras scilicet et ingentes eluviones atque deflagrationes, quas in variis terrarum regionibus, longinquis sed certis tamen et statis temporum intervallis, evenire necesse est, una cum ipsis gentibus aliarum quoque rerum usum, notitiam et memoriam interiisse; easdemque tum artes et disciplinas, tum hominum opiniones et inventa, infinities vicissitudine temporis occidisse atque revixisse.
It does not escape me how, in former times, Plato in the Timaeus and the Atlanticus (Critias), Aristotle in the first book of the Meteorologica, and Theophrastus too (as Philo reports in the book he entitled "That the World is Incorruptible" — if indeed Philo was the author of that book) tried to meet this argument of ours: namely, that on account of the frequent and vast floods and conflagrations, which must occur in various regions of the earth at intervals far apart but yet fixed and set, the use, knowledge, and memory of other things perished together with the peoples themselves; and that those same arts and disciplines, and the opinions and inventions of men, have fallen and revived an infinite number of times in the vicissitude of time.48



Sed hoc ab illis temere et sine ratione ulla probabili dictum est. Cum enim nullus omnium hominum generalis interitus, nullumque terrarum omnium simul exitium (ut censent ipsi) esse queat, profecto reliquiae nominis vetustissimorum hominum unius gentis saltem apud aliam aliquam gentem servatae essent incolumes, atque hac ratione ad nostram quoque notitiam pervenisset. Nam et Aristoteles lib. primae Philosophiae 12 reliquias quasdam priscae Philosophiae ad suam usque aetatem permansisse affirmat. Verum adversus priorem errorem Gentilium, qui existimave[runt]...
But this was said by them rashly and without any probable reason. For since there can be no general destruction of all men, nor any simultaneous ruin of all lands (as they themselves hold), surely the remnants of the renown of the most ancient men of one nation would have been preserved intact at least among some other nation, and by this means would have reached our knowledge too. For Aristotle as well, in book 12 of First Philosophy (the Metaphysics), affirms that certain remnants of ancient philosophy persisted down to his own age. But against the former error of the Gentiles, who supposed [the world to be eternal]...49



...runt mundum esse aeternum, satis a nobis sit in praesentia, tanquam in transcursu, disputatum. Quoniam igitur non semper fuisse mundum ostendimus, sequitur ut de eius origine et antiquitate dicamus: etenim non solum mundi primordia sacrae litterae aperuerunt, sed quantum etiam temporis a mundi ortu ad hodiernam diem excurrerit, quantaque sit retroacta humani generis aetas, et inquirendi et inveniendi viam rationemque tradiderunt. Qua in re vix dici potest quam fuerit omni tempore vaga, inconstans, erransque ac plane caeca gentilitas.
...[against those who supposed] the world to be eternal, let this much suffice for us to have disputed at present, as it were in passing. Since, therefore, we have shown that the world did not always exist, it follows that we should speak of its origin and antiquity: for the sacred writings have disclosed not only the first beginnings of the world, but also how much time has run from the world's origin to the present day, and how great is the elapsed age of the human race, and have handed down a way and method of inquiring and finding this out. In which matter it can scarcely be told how wandering, inconstant, erring, and utterly blind the heathen world has been at all times.50



M. Varro, princeps senatus Romanorum sapientum, prope cunctis suffragiis renunciatus, cum omne mundi aevum (ut Censorinus est auctor) tria in tempora dispertiisset, primum designavit id quod praecessit primum cataclysmum; alterum, quod a cataclysmo fluit ad exordium Olympiadum; tertium, quod a prima Olympiade ad suam aetatem praeterierat. Atque hoc extremum confirmat subtili computatione temporum certoque annorum numero notatum et comprehensum haberi; medium autem ut non exacta ratione teneri, ita satis probabilibus coniecturis esse cognitum; primum vero illud omnino fugere nostram intelligentiam. Namque si mundus aeternus est, tempus illud, ut interminatum et immensum, esse mortalibus incomprehensibile; sin autem mundus initium habuit, nihilominus tamen subtiliter ac praefinito determinare annorum eius temporis numerum immensae difficultatis esse.
Marcus Varro — chief of the Roman senate of the wise, proclaimed such by almost all votes — when he had divided the whole age of the world (as Censorinus reports) into three periods, designated the first as that which preceded the first cataclysm; the second, that which runs from the cataclysm to the beginning of the Olympiads; the third, that which had passed from the first Olympiad to his own age. And this last he holds to be confirmed by a subtle computation of times and known by a definite number of years; the middle one to be held not by exact reckoning but known by sufficiently probable conjectures; but the first wholly escapes our understanding. For if the world is eternal, that time, as boundless and immense, is incomprehensible to mortals; but if the world had a beginning, it is nonetheless of immense difficulty to determine subtly and precisely the number of years of that time.51



Sed audiamus ea de re Aegyptiorum et Chaldaeorum portenta. Fuit semper Aegyptus prodigiosorum mendaciorum parens, altrix et magistra; haec, ut incredibili suae vetustati quam iactabat fidem faceret, innumera finxit mundi saecula. Dicebat enim (ut Diodorus, Pomponius Mela et Laërtius prodiderunt) ex quo tempore sunt Aegyptii, quater cursus suos vertisse sydera et bis solem occidisse unde nunc oritur; regesque Aegyptiorum, partim ex diis partim ex hominibus, usque ad novissimum regem Ptolemaeum patrem Cleopatrae, supra septuaginta annorum millia regnasse in Aegypto; postquam autem rationem syderum comprehendit Aegyptus, amplius quam centum annorum millia numerari. Plinius etiam libro 35 cap. 13 refert Aegyptios gloriari solitos artem pingendi sex millibus annorum floruisse in Aegypto priusquam ea transiret in Graeciam.
But let us hear the monstrous tales of the Egyptians and Chaldeans on this matter. Egypt was always the parent, nurse, and mistress of prodigious lies; and she, to lend credit to the incredible antiquity she boasted, invented countless ages of the world. For she said (as Diodorus, Pomponius Mela, and Laertius reported) that, since the time the Egyptians have existed, the stars have turned their courses four times and the sun has set twice where it now rises; and that the kings of the Egyptians, partly gods and partly men, reigned in Egypt above seventy thousand years down to the last king, Ptolemy the father of Cleopatra; and that, after Egypt grasped the science of the stars, more than a hundred thousand years are counted. Pliny too, in book 35, ch. 13, relates that the Egyptians were wont to boast that the art of painting flourished six thousand years in Egypt before it passed over into Greece.52



O miram nugandi et mentiendi licentiam! Videlicet putarunt isti eo se liberius atque impudentius mentiri posse, quo difficilius credebant sua redargui posse mendacia. Sed bene habet, quod quae de sua vetustate mentiuntur, aliis ipsorum notioribus mendaciis confutantur. Scripsit Alexander Magnus epistolam ad matrem suam Olympiadem, cuius epistolae meminit Cyprianus in lib. de Idololatria et Augustinus lib. 12 de Civitate Dei cap. 10: in illa sic erat scriptum, narrasse Alexandro quendam sacerdotem Aegyptium, in sacris litteris et annalibus Aegyptiorum, tempora omnium regnorum subtili[ter]...
O marvelous license of trifling and lying! Evidently these men thought they could lie the more freely and shamelessly, the harder they believed their lies could be refuted. But it is well that the lies they tell about their own antiquity are confuted by other, better-known lies of their own. Alexander the Great wrote a letter to his mother Olympias — a letter mentioned by Cyprian in his book On Idolatry and by Augustine in book 12 of the City of God, ch. 10 — in which it was written thus: that a certain Egyptian priest had told Alexander that, in the sacred writings and annals of the Egyptians, the periods of all the kingdoms were sub[tly recorded]...53



...ter annotata contineri; in his autem traditum esse regnum Assyriorum quinque annorum millia excessisse, Persarum autem et Macedonum imperium plusquam octo annorum millibus definiri. Quae falsa esse constat omnium scriptorum, tam Graecorum quam Latinorum, consensu. Regnum enim Assyriorum, qui longissime produxerunt, non longius quam mille trecentorum et sexaginta annorum, a primo rege Nino ad extremum regem Sardanapalum, constituerunt; tempus autem regni Macedonum usque ad mortem Alexandri quingentos annos non excessit; porro monarchiam Persarum, a primo eius fundatore Cyro ad Alexandrum eius eversorem, minus quadraginta et ducentis annis stetisse compertum est.
...subtly recorded; and that in them it was handed down that the kingdom of the Assyrians had exceeded five thousand years, while the empire of the Persians and Macedonians was bounded by more than eight thousand years. That these are false is established by the consensus of all writers, Greek and Latin alike. For those who extended the kingdom of the Assyrians to the utmost set it at no more than one thousand three hundred and sixty years, from the first king Ninus to the last king Sardanapalus; the duration of the Macedonian kingdom down to Alexander's death did not exceed five hundred years; and the monarchy of the Persians, from its first founder Cyrus to Alexander its destroyer, is found to have stood less than two hundred and forty years.54



Ut igitur vera, scilicet, sunt quae de alienis regnis tradunt Aegyptii, ita vera esse credere convenit quae de sua ipsi vetustate nugantur. Ad quorum vanitatem contemnendam vel unius Varronis iudicium atque sententia satis esse deberet. Is namque in illa sua nobili historia prodidit (ut libri 18 capite 40 de Civitate Dei memorat Augustinus) Aegyptios paulo amplius duobus annorum millibus ante suam aetatem primo litteras, magistra Iside, didicisse — quamquam vetus opinio fuit eiusdem Varronis, Diodori Siculi, Plinii, Solini et Censorini, priscos Aegyptios brevioribus annis quam sunt nostrates, hoc est vel trimestribus vel etiam menstruis, esse usos. In Aegypto (inquit Censorinus) antiquissimum ferunt annum bimestrem fuisse, post a Pisone rege quadrimestrem factum, novissime ad tredecim menses et quinque dies esse productum.
Therefore, just as the things the Egyptians report about foreign kingdoms are "true," so it is fitting to believe equally "true" the trifles they tell about their own antiquity. To despise their vanity, the judgment and verdict of Varro alone ought to suffice. For he, in that noble history of his, reported (as Augustine recalls in book 18, ch. 40, of the City of God) that the Egyptians first learned letters, with Isis as their teacher, a little more than two thousand years before his own age — although there was an old opinion, held by this same Varro, by Diodorus Siculus, Pliny, Solinus, and Censorinus, that the ancient Egyptians used years shorter than ours, that is, of three months or even of one month. "In Egypt," says Censorinus, "the most ancient year is reported to have been of two months; afterward it was made of four months by King Piso; and most recently it was extended to thirteen months and five days."55



Diodorus etiam narrat, cum traditum esset a veteribus priscos reges mille superque ducentis annis singulos regnasse, fidemque tanta summa non admitteret, pro certo habitum esse a plerisque cursus lunares (solaribus nondum plene inventis) tunc annos confecisse. Quamobrem non esse incredibile quae de tot annorum millibus vel ab Aegyptiis vel a Chaldaeis traduntur. Non tacebo hic aliam quorundam minime ineruditam nec improbabilem coniecturam: Aegyptios et Chaldaeos, ut syderalis doctrinae studio maxime deditos, uniuscuiusque planetae conversionem pro anno computasse; ita ut in triginta annis solaribus numerent unum Saturni annum, Iovis plures duobus, Martis quindecim, ferme triginta Mercurii totidemque Veneris, Lunae vero ad trecentos sexaginta; itaque in spatio triginta annorum solarium simul etiam reliquorum planetarum annos plures quadringentis recensebant.
Diodorus also narrates that, since it had been handed down by the ancients that the early kings reigned individually for more than one thousand two hundred years, and so great a sum found no credence, it was held as certain by most that lunar courses, the solar year not yet fully discovered, then made up their "years." For which reason what is reported of so many thousands of years, whether by the Egyptians or by the Chaldeans, is not incredible. Nor will I pass over here another conjecture of certain men, by no means unlearned or improbable: that the Egyptians and Chaldeans, being most given to the study of astral science, computed the revolution of each planet as a "year" — so that in thirty solar years they count one year of Saturn, more than two of Jupiter, fifteen of Mars, about thirty of Mercury and as many of Venus, but of the Moon about three hundred and sixty; and thus in the span of thirty solar years they reckoned together more than four hundred "years" of the various planets.56



Venio ad Chaldaeorum deliramenta. Gloriabantur illi habere se syderum rerumque caelestium scientiam, non minus quam septuaginta et quadringentorum mille annorum observationibus experimentisque comparatam atque comprobatam. O futiles homines et mendaciorum prodigos! Enimvero belle in istos quadrat quod quidam dixit: "Qui semel verecundiae fines transierit, eum bene et gnaviter oportere esse impudentem." Sic reor istos Chaldaeos, quia mentiri iuvabat, immodice atque incredibiliter mentiri voluisse. Atqui Por[phyrius]...
I come to the ravings of the Chaldeans. They boasted that they possessed the science of the stars and of celestial things, acquired and confirmed by no less than four hundred and seventy thousand years of observations and experiments. O futile men, prodigal of lies! And indeed there fits them nicely what someone said: "He who has once crossed the bounds of modesty ought to be thoroughly and actively shameless." Thus I think these Chaldeans, since lying pleased them, chose to lie without measure and beyond belief. And yet Por[phyry]...57



...phyrius auctor est (ut memorat Ioannes Picus Mirandulanus in lib. 11 eius operis quod adversus Astrologos acute docteque composuit) Callisthenem, discipulum et nepotem Aristotelis comitemque bellorum Alexandri magni, cum Babylone omnia Chaldaeorum arcana et monumenta excussisset curioseque scrutatus esset, reperisse observationes rerum caelestium quae omnium erant vetustissimae non amplius quam nongentorum et mille annorum fuisse. Hypparchus quoque et Ptolemaeus, primi syderalis sapientiae antistites, Astronomicarum observationum antiquitatem non altius repetunt quam a temporibus Nabuchodonosoris Chaldaeorum regis (Iudaeorum calamitatibus nobilitati), qui circa primam et trigesimam Olympiadem regnare coepit.
...Porphyry is the authority (as Giovanni Pico della Mirandola records in book 11 of the work he composed, acutely and learnedly, against the Astrologers) that Callisthenes — disciple and kinsman of Aristotle and a companion in the wars of Alexander the Great — when he had sifted and curiously examined at Babylon all the secrets and records of the Chaldeans, found that the observations of celestial things, which were the most ancient of all, were not more than one thousand nine hundred years old. Hipparchus too and Ptolemy, the first masters of astral wisdom, trace the antiquity of astronomical observations no higher than the times of Nebuchadnezzar, king of the Chaldeans (made notorious by the calamities of the Jews), who began to reign around the thirty-first Olympiad.58



Sed dicet aliquis Plinium lib. 30 Eudoxi et Aristotelis testimonio confirmare Zoroastem, Astronomiae (ut ferunt) parentem, sex annorum millibus fuisse ante Platonis obitum. Verum Diodorus Siculus, Iustinus et alii graves et probati scriptores mendacium hoc aperte refellunt; quippe Zoroastrem aequalem faciunt Nini regis, a quo et bello victus est regnoque spoliatus; a Nino autem ad obitum Platonis paulo plures septingentis et mille annis numerantur. Eodem loco habendum est quod narrat Plinius libro 6 esse in monimentis Indorum, a Libero patre (qui primus in Indiam arma intulit) ad Alexandrum Magnum fuisse reges Indorum centum quinquaginta tres, per annos sex mille quadringentos duosque, additis praeterea mensibus tribus.
But someone will say that Pliny, in book 30, on the testimony of Eudoxus and Aristotle, confirms that Zoroaster, the reputed father of Astronomy, lived six thousand years before the death of Plato. But Diodorus Siculus, Justinus, and other grave and approved writers openly refute this lie; for they make Zoroaster a contemporary of King Ninus, by whom he was both defeated in war and despoiled of his kingdom; and from Ninus to the death of Plato a little more than one thousand seven hundred years are reckoned. In the same case is what Pliny narrates in book 6 to be in the records of the Indians: that from Father Liber (who first brought arms into India) to Alexander the Great there were one hundred and fifty-three kings of the Indians, over six thousand four hundred and two years, with three months added besides.59



Namque a peritissimis et diligentissimis chronographis animadversum est, post mortem Mosis (Iosue Hebraeorum imperatore cum Chananaeis felicissime bellum gerente) Indiam a Libero patre esse debellatam, et ab eo tempore ad Alexandrum Magnum annos duntaxat septuaginta et centum milleque recenseri. Similia sunt illa Platonis in Timaeo figmenta: narrasse Soloni sacerdotem quendam Aegyptium Athenas novem millibus annorum ante Solonis aetatem fuisse conditas, omnesque totius tractus illius temporis res insigniores in sacris libris Aegyptiorum subtiliter annotatas contineri. Ita ne iuvit tantum philosophum in dialogo omnium gravissimo nugari, et pulcherrimam de mundo disputationem anilibus fabulis et mendaciis contaminare? An latere potuit Platonem (quod a multis Graeciae scriptoribus erat proditum) Cecropem fuisse primum Athenarum conditorem, qui aetatem Solonis vix mille annis antecessit?
For it has been observed by the most skilled and diligent chronographers that, after the death of Moses (while Joshua, leader of the Hebrews, was waging war most successfully against the Canaanites), India was subdued by Father Liber, and that from that time to Alexander the Great only one thousand one hundred and seventy years are reckoned. Like these are those fictions of Plato in the Timaeus: that a certain Egyptian priest told Solon that Athens had been founded nine thousand years before Solon's age, and that all the more notable affairs of that whole stretch of time were subtly recorded in the sacred books of the Egyptians. Did it then profit so great a philosopher to trifle in the weightiest of all his dialogues, and to contaminate a most beautiful disputation about the world with old wives' tales and lies? Could it have escaped Plato — what was reported by many writers of Greece — that Cecrops was the first founder of Athens, who preceded Solon's age by scarcely a thousand years?60



Verum haec atque alia eius generis commenta risu magis et contemptu Graecae vanitatis explodenda sunt quam argumentis confutanda. Haec igitur in praesentia adversus duos Gentilium errores, doctrinae Mosis quae hoc loco traditur omnino contrarios — alterum de aeternitate Mundi, alterum de nimia eius antiquitate — breviter disputare volui: ut in aperto esset omnibus non modo mundum non esse aeternum, sed etiam, cum ab eius ortu ad hodiernam diem non plures quam sexcenti et quinquies mille anni praeterierint,...
But these and other fancies of that kind are to be hissed off the stage with laughter and contempt for Greek vanity, rather than refuted with arguments. These things, then, I wished to dispute briefly for the present against two errors of the Gentiles, wholly contrary to the teaching of Moses handed down in this place — the one about the eternity of the World, the other about its excessive antiquity — so that it might be plain to all, not only that the world is not eternal, but also that, since from its origin to the present day no more than five thousand six hundred years have passed,...61



...praeterierint, nullam esse tamen apud Gentiles vel fuisse unquam huius rei memoriam quae (exclusis fabulosis) revera quater mille annorum vetustatem, hoc est, Noëtici diluvii tempus excedat. Quo licet intelligere, cum sacrarum literarum historia res gestas in mundo per annos mille sex centos quinquaginta sex ante diluvium Noé fideliter vereque litteris proditas complectatur, sacram scripturam (ut aliis rebus) sic etiam vetustate cunctis omnium gentium scriptis et monimentis anteire.
...there is nonetheless among the Gentiles no memory of this matter, nor was there ever any, that (setting aside fabulous tales) truly exceeds an antiquity of four thousand years — that is, the time of the flood of Noah. Whence one may understand that, since the history of the sacred letters faithfully and truly comprehends in writing the deeds done in the world over the one thousand six hundred and fifty-six years before the flood of Noah, sacred Scripture surpasses all the writings and monuments of all nations in antiquity, as in other things.62



Sed difficultatem aliquam habet quod paulo supra, auctore B. Basilio, docuimus, numerum annorum ab exordio mundi ad hodiernam diem compertum nobis atque cognitum esse posse. Etenim initio libri Ecclesiastici sic est scriptum: "Arenam maris et pluviae guttas et dies saeculi quis dinumeravit?" Quibus verbis dupliciter significatur annos mundi mortalibus esse incomprehensibiles: tum quod interrogatio illa "Quis" saepenumero in sacris litteris vim habet negandi, idemque pollet atque "nullus" (exempla passim sunt obvia, velut in Cantico Mosis: "Quis similis tui in fortibus, Domine?"; et in psalmis: "Quis est homo qui vivet et non videbit mortem?"; et apud Iob: "Quis restitit Deo et pacem habuit?"); tum etiam quod trium rerum quae hic ponuntur par ducitur ratio: at priores duae, hoc est "Arena maris et gutta pluviae", quanto numero contineantur non potest a quoquam hominum sciri; ergo nec tertia res quae adiungitur, "Dies saeculi", potest nobis esse cognita.
But there is some difficulty in what we taught a little above, on the authority of the blessed Basil — that the number of years from the beginning of the world to the present day can be ascertained and known by us. For at the beginning of the book of Ecclesiasticus it is written thus: "The sand of the sea, and the drops of rain, and the days of the world (the ages) — who has numbered them?" By which words it is doubly signified that the years of the world are incomprehensible to mortals: first, because that interrogative "Who?" very often in the sacred writings has the force of denial, and means the same as "no one" (examples are everywhere obvious, as in the Song of Moses: "Who is like thee among the mighty, O Lord?"; and in the Psalms: "What man is he that shall live and not see death?"; and in Job: "Who has resisted God and had peace?"); and second, because the same reckoning is drawn for the three things here set down: but the first two — "the sand of the sea and the drop of rain" — cannot be known by any man in their number; therefore neither can the third thing adjoined, "the days of the ages," be known to us.63



Haec difficultas varie solvitur: quam varietatem hic breviter exponam. Quidam respondent dies saeculi non posse sciri ab homine, videlicet humana ratione, posse tamen sciri per revelationem Dei, sacris litteris expressam nobisque traditam. Nicolaus de Lyra locum illum explanans et huic difficultati occurrens ait annos mundi haberi cognitos ratione quadam probabili, non tamen certitudine infallibili.
This difficulty is variously resolved, and I shall here briefly set out the variety. Some answer that the days of the ages cannot be known by man — that is, by human reason — yet can be known through the revelation of God, expressed in the sacred writings and handed down to us. Nicholas of Lyra, expounding that passage and meeting this difficulty, says that the years of the world are known by a certain probable reckoning, yet not with infallible certitude.64



Scriptores enim tam sacri quam profani varie describunt tempora et recensent annos quibus aliquis aut vixit aut regnavit: nonnulli enim solos annos integros et expletos memorant, inchoatos autem tacent; alii non modo numerant inchoatos, sed eos etiam pro integris recensent; sunt etiam qui integros ut integros et inchoatos ut inchoatos computant, quae est limatissima chronographiae ratio. Exempli causa: si quis vixit aut regnavit quadraginta annos et septem menses, dicet aliquis precise regnasse hunc quadraginta annos; alius unum et quadraginta annos, illos septem menses pro anno uno computans; alii subtili computatione usi dicent regnasse annos quadraginta superque septem menses.
For writers, sacred and profane alike, describe times variously and reckon the years in which someone either lived or reigned: some record only whole, completed years, and are silent about the begun ones; others not only count the begun years, but reckon them even as whole; and there are also those who compute whole years as whole and begun years as begun, which is the most refined method of chronography. For example: if someone lived or reigned forty years and seven months, one person will say that he reigned precisely forty years; another, forty-one years, counting those seven months as one year; while others, using a subtle computation, will say that he reigned forty years and seven months besides.65



Atque, ut hoc quod dixi breviter latius et enucleatius dicam, animadvertendum est quatuor esse res quae supputationem annorum ab exordio mundi adeo variam et discrepantem, ob idque dubiam et incertam faciunt, ut Sixtus Senensis lib. quinto Bibliothecae sanctae...
And, to say at greater length and more distinctly what I have stated briefly: it must be observed that there are four things which make the reckoning of the years from the beginning of the world so varied and discrepant — and, on that account, doubtful and uncertain — that Sixtus of Siena, in the fifth book of the Holy Library...66



...[Bibliothecae] sanctae prope triginta supputationes annorum ab ortu mundi ad Domini nostri adventum collegerit, omnes inter se discrepantes, a bonis tamen auctoribus traditas. Et vero, si omnes voluisset persequi, ad quinquaginta recensere potuisset. Primo igitur dubitationem affert magna illa varietas et discrepantia chronologiae ab initio mundi ad ortum Abrahae, quam reperimus in libris Hebraeis nostrisque Latinis atque in Graecis codicibus LXX Interpretum: nam cum in illis tempus illud non nisi mille nongentos et quadraginta octo annos contineat, in his continet ter mille trecentos et quatuordecim, nempe plures illis annos mille quadringentos sexaginta octo. Verum de hac chronologiae varietate diligenter et accurate disputabimus infra, libro septimo horum commentariorum.
...[Sixtus of Siena, in the fifth book of the Holy Library, has] collected nearly thirty reckonings of the years from the world's origin to the coming of our Lord — all discrepant among themselves, yet handed down by good authors. And indeed, had he wished to pursue them all, he could have listed up to fifty. The first doubt, then, is raised by that great variety and discrepancy of chronology from the beginning of the world to the birth of Abraham, which we find in the Hebrew books and in our Latin ones, and in the Greek codices of the Seventy Translators (LXX): for whereas in the former that period contains only one thousand nine hundred and forty-eight years, in the latter it contains three thousand three hundred and fourteen — namely, one thousand four hundred and sixty-eight years more than the former. But about this variety of chronology we shall dispute carefully and accurately below, in the seventh book of these commentaries.67



Deinde multi, secuti LXX Interpretes et beatum Lucam, inter Arphaxad et Sale interponunt generationem Cainam, hoc est, triginta annos: quamobrem a diluvio ad ortum Abrahae numerant annos duos et viginti atque trecentos; plerique autem omnes, Hebraeos et Latinos secuti libros, in quibus generatio Cainam omittitur, totum illud tempus ducentis modo et nonaginta duobus annis definiunt. Ad hoc, ratio quorundam temporum non satis liquet, nec in confesso est apud omnes: exempli causa, utrum Abraham natus sit septuagesimo anno Thare, quae ferme omnium est opinio et quod ipse Moses capite undecimo Geneseos indicare videtur; an vero natus sit centesimo et trigesimo anno Thare, quod ex aliis scripturae locis quidam non ignobiles auctores satis probabiliter argumentantur.
Next, many, following the Seventy Translators and the blessed Luke, interpose between Arphaxad and Shelah (Sale) the generation of Cainan — that is, thirty years; and so from the flood to the birth of Abraham they count three hundred and twenty-two years; but most of all, following the Hebrew and Latin books, in which the generation of Cainan is omitted, set that whole time at only two hundred and ninety-two years. Besides, the reckoning of certain periods is not sufficiently clear, nor agreed by all: for example, whether Abraham was born in the seventieth year of Terah (which is the opinion of almost everyone, and which Moses himself seems to indicate in the eleventh chapter of Genesis), or whether he was born in Terah's hundred and thirtieth year, which from other passages of Scripture certain not undistinguished authors argue with sufficient probability.68



Ratio etiam temporum a Mosis obitu ad Davidem perplexa est et obscura. Septuaginta item anni captivitatis Babylonicae, unde initium et ubi finem habuerint, valde controversum est. Postremo tempora quae a liberatione captivitatis Babylonicae ad Domini nostri adventum et ortum transacta sunt, in sacris litteris non traduntur, sed ea ex profanis ethnicorum historiis et chronographiis petenda sunt; quae tamen non unius modi sunt, nec aequalis fidei atque auctoritatis: quidam enim probatas et fide dignas sequuntur, alii vero commentitias et mendaces, quales sunt annales Ioannis Annii Viterbiensis, speciosis titulis Berosi, Metasthenis, Manethonis et Philonis subornati et fucati, qui multis memoriae nostrae, ceteroqui doctis viris, non tamen antiquitatis litteratae peritis, imposuerunt.
The reckoning of times, too, from the death of Moses to David is perplexed and obscure. Likewise, as to the seventy years of the Babylonian captivity — whence they took their beginning and where they had their end — there is great controversy. Finally, the periods that elapsed from the liberation of the Babylonian captivity to the coming and birth of our Lord are not handed down in the sacred writings, but must be sought from the profane histories and chronicles of the heathen; which, however, are not of one kind, nor of equal trustworthiness and authority: for some follow approved and trustworthy sources, others fictitious and lying ones — such as the annals of Giovanni Nanni of Viterbo (Annius Viterbiensis), got up and falsely colored under the specious titles of Berosus, Metasthenes, Manetho, and Philo, which imposed upon many of our own age — otherwise learned men, but not skilled in literary antiquity.69



Restat ultimum ad difficultatem initio positam responsum: namque auctor libri Ecclesiastici non ait "Annos saeculi quis dinumeravit?" sed "Dies saeculi": non igitur de annis, sed de diebus loquitur. Permagni autem interest [de quibus loquamur]: quemadmodum enim annos in Chronologia tam sacri quam profani scriptores diligenter commemorare solent, ita minutias dierum, qui vel explendo anno desunt vel supersunt expleto, recensere supersedent.
There remains the last reply to the difficulty posed at the outset: for the author of the book of Ecclesiasticus does not say "Who has numbered the years of the age?" but "the days of the age": therefore he speaks not of years, but of days. And it makes a very great difference [which of the two we speak of]: for just as writers, sacred and profane alike, are wont to record the years diligently in chronology, so they forbear to reckon the small counts of days, which are either lacking to complete a year or remain over when it is completed.70



Et quo res sit illustrior, unum ponamus exemplum. Dicitur Adam, cum esset centum et triginta annorum, genuisse Seth, obiisse vero triginta et nongentos natum annos. An putamus necessario esse nobis credendum eodem die genuisse Seth quo praecise centesimum et trigesimum annum Adamus expleverat, aut quo die complevit trigesimum et nongentesimum annum, eodem excessisse? Ergo numerus annorum mundi teneri potest, dierum autem non potest. Vel si haec interpretatio propterea cuiquam non probatur, quia vocabulum diei hoc loco non proprie pro die, ut ab anno et mense distinguitur, positum sit, sed more sacrarum litterarum pro tempore: dicemus illud "Dies saeculi" non esse dictum de diebus vel temporibus ab ortu mundi usque adhuc transactis, sed de futuris usque ad mundi finem et diem Iudicii — quod tempus proculdubio mortalibus plane incompertum est, velut in extremo hoc libro copiose dicturi sumus.
And that the matter may be clearer, let us set down one example. Adam is said to have begotten Seth when he was a hundred and thirty years old, and to have died at nine hundred and thirty years of age. Are we to think we must necessarily believe that he begot Seth on the very day on which Adam had precisely completed his hundred and thirtieth year, or that he died on the very day on which he completed his nine hundred and thirtieth? Therefore the number of years of the world can be held, but not of the days. Or, if this interpretation does not satisfy someone — on the ground that the word "day" here is put not properly for a day (as distinguished from year and month), but, in the manner of the sacred writings, for "time" — we shall say that the phrase "days of the age" is said not of the days or times elapsed from the world's origin until now, but of those to come, up to the end of the world and the day of Judgment; which time is undoubtedly quite unknown to mortals, as we shall discuss at length at the very end of this book.71



He created.72
Creavit.



Hoc verbum Hebraeum ברא (Bara), quod est hoc loco — nec Graecum ἐποίησεν quo utuntur LXX Interpretes, nec Latinum "Creavit" — proprie significat tantum productionem rei ex nihilo, ad quam solam denotandam scholastici Philosophi et Theologi nomen creationis et verbum creandi accommodare solent; certe divina scriptura promiscue id verbi usurpat in qualibet productione. Namque Moses paulo infra hoc ipso verbo creandi utitur, ubi agit de ceterorum et hominis generatione, quas res constat non esse ex nihilo conditas.
This Hebrew word ברא (Bara), which is in this place — not the Greek ἐποίησεν which the Seventy Translators use, nor the Latin "He created" — properly signifies only the production of a thing from nothing, to denote which alone the scholastic philosophers and theologians are wont to apply the name of "creation" and the verb "to create." Certainly the divine Scripture uses that word indiscriminately for any production whatever; for Moses, a little below, employs this very verb "to create" where he treats of the generation of the other things and of man — things which, it is agreed, were not founded from nothing.73



Beatus Hieronymus in Commentariis super illa verba Pauli quae sunt in capite secundo Epistolae ad Ephesios — "Ipsius enim sumus factura, creati in CHRISTO IESU in operibus bonis" — annotavit nomen conditionis et creationis ad magna eximia opera fere adaptari: dicimus enim urbem Romam conditam esse a Romulo; et Virgilius, "Tanta molis erat Romanam condere gentem." Et Moses inquit "In principio Deum creasse caelum et terram." Verum quicquid sit de propria huius vocis notione et significatione, certe operatio Dei qua is fecit caelum et terram revera productio fuit ex nihilo.
The blessed Jerome, in his Commentaries on those words of Paul in the second chapter of the Epistle to the Ephesians — "For we are his workmanship, created in CHRIST JESUS unto good works" — noted that the words "founding" and "creation" are generally fitted to great and exceptional works: for we say that the city of Rome was founded by Romulus; and Virgil, "So vast a labor it was to found the Roman race." And Moses says that "in the beginning God created heaven and earth." But whatever be the proper notion and signification of this word, certainly the operation of God by which he made heaven and earth was truly a production from nothing.74



Etenim sive intelligamus per caelum et terram (ut placet multis) corpus ipsum caeleste et elementare, sive (ut visum est aliis) materiam informem et naturam Angelicam: necesse est fateri eas res conditas esse ex nihilo, vel quod primae omnium sunt conditae, vel quod eiusmodi sunt ut ex materia fieri non possint. Ac licet verus fuerit et fere commune Philosophorum omnium decretum "Ex nihilo nihil posse fieri", quin etiam Plato, qui Deum fecit mundi opificem, senserit mundum ex materia aeterna et ingeni[ta]...
For whether we understand by "heaven and earth" (as many prefer) the celestial and elemental body itself, or (as it seemed to others) unformed matter and the Angelic nature, it must be admitted that those things were founded from nothing — either because they are the first of all things founded, or because they are of such a kind that they cannot be made from matter. And although it was a true, and almost universal, decree of all the philosophers that "from nothing nothing can be made," and even Plato, who made God the world's craftsman, held that the world was [made] from eternal and ungener[ated] matter...75



...[ex materia aeterna et ingeni]ta esse a Deo factum: nos tamen sacris litteris (quae non sane magis quam auctor earum Deus mentiri possunt) eruditi doctique veritatem, nihil praeter Deum censemus aeternum, et quidquid est quod Deus non est ab aliquo temporis initio factum esse — aut ex nihilo, aut ex alia re quae tamen ipsa ex nihilo facta fuerit — pro certo habemus. Hoc enim cum alibi, tum perspicue in posterioris libri Machabaeorum capite septimo scriptum testatumque reperimus: nam mater illa septem filiorum martyrum, et ipsa octies martyr, sic unum de filiis affatur: "Peto a te, nate, ut aspicias ad caelum et terram et ad omnia quae in eis sunt, et intelligas quia ex nihilo fecit illa Deus," et cetera.
...[that the world] was made by God from eternal and ungenerated matter; we, however, instructed by the sacred writings (which surely can no more lie than God their author) and taught the truth, deem nothing eternal except God, and hold for certain that whatever exists which is not God was made from some beginning of time — either from nothing, or from some other thing which itself was made from nothing. For we find this written and attested both elsewhere and clearly in the seventh chapter of the latter book of Maccabees: for that mother of the seven martyr sons, herself an eightfold martyr, thus addresses one of her sons: "I beseech thee, my son, look upon heaven and earth and all that is in them, and understand that God made them out of nothing," and the rest.76



Non esse autem materiam aeternam et ingenitam copiose disputat adversus Hermogenem haereticum Tertullianus, et Lactantius lib. 2 Divinarum Institut. cap. 8. Eusebius autem in lib. 7 de Praeparatione Evangel. capite octavo etiam Philonis, Dionysii et Maximi ea de re argumentationes prolixe commemorat. Nos quoque libro quinto nostri operis quod de Philosophia edidimus, possibilem esse Deo hanc rationem producendi res ex nihilo et multis argumentis confirmavimus, et contrarias Philosophorum rationes dissolvimus.
That matter is not eternal and ungenerated, Tertullian disputes copiously against the heretic Hermogenes, as does Lactantius in book 2 of the Divine Institutes, ch. 8. And Eusebius, in book 7 of the Preparation for the Gospel, ch. 8, recounts at length the arguments of Philo, Dionysius, and Maximus on the matter. We too, in the fifth book of our work which we published On Philosophy, both confirmed by many arguments that this manner of producing things from nothing is possible for God, and dissolved the contrary arguments of the philosophers.77



Basilius ex eo quod Moses scribit Deum fecisse caelum et terram totumque mundum, putat concludi potuisse ab eo fieri complures alios mundos: quemadmodum enim artifex eadem arte et potestate qua unum opus facit potest etiam complura alia eiusdem generis efficere, ita Deus, qua potestate et arte fecit mundum, eadem potuisset, et vero posset, etiamnum complures mundos condere. Verum huic rationi occurrit Aristoteles in primo de Caelo, text. 94, affirmans causam cur plures mundi esse nequeant non provenire ex defectu artis vel potestatis opificis, nec ex ingenio mundanae formae (quae, ut est materialis, ita quoque est multiplicabilis), sed ex defectu materiae: quam, cum unus hic mundus universam in se sit complexus, nihil materiae reliquum esse factum ex qua alius mundus fabricari queat.
Basil, from the fact that Moses writes that God made heaven and earth and the whole world, thinks it could be concluded that several other worlds could have been made by him: for just as a craftsman, by the same art and power by which he makes one work, can also make several others of the same kind, so God, by the same power and art by which he made the world, could have founded — and indeed still could found — several worlds. But Aristotle meets this argument in the first book On the Heavens, text 94, affirming that the reason why there cannot be several worlds arises not from a defect of the craftsman's art or power, nor from the nature of the worldly form (which, being material, is also multipliable), but from a defect of matter: since this one world has embraced all matter in itself, no matter has been left over from which another world could be fashioned.78



Verumtamen Aristoteles in hac sua argumentatione pro certo sumit id quod nos negamus, nempe mundum hunc et materiam eius non esse a Deo ex nihilo conditam: namque si hoc ipse credidisset, non fuisset ei incredibile Deum et aliam materiam et alium mundum ex nihilo posse facere. Observabit etiam Basilius illis verbis "Fecit DEUS caelum et terram" aperte declarari mundum vere ac proprie factum esse a Deo, hoc est Dei consilio et libera voluntate, non autem ex necessitate naturae.
Nevertheless, Aristotle in this argument of his takes as certain the very thing we deny — namely, that this world and its matter were not founded by God from nothing: for if he himself had believed this, it would not have been incredible to him that God could make both another matter and another world from nothing. Basil will also observe that by those words "GOD made heaven and earth" it is openly declared that the world was truly and properly made by God — that is, by God's design and free will, and not by any necessity of nature.79



De mundi porro effectione variae olim fuere philosophorum sententiae variique errores. Epicurei dixerunt mundum fortuita atomorum cohaesione et coagmentatione extitisse; Strato Lampsacenus nullum agnovit mundi molitorem, sed mundum suapte natura, vi ac potestate, qualis nunc est talem etiam ex omni aeterni[tate]...
Concerning the making of the world, moreover, there were of old various opinions of the philosophers and various errors. The Epicureans said that the world came into being by a fortuitous cohesion and aggregation of atoms; Strato of Lampsacus acknowledged no builder of the world, but held that the world, by its own nature, force, and power, was such from all etern[ity] as it now is...80



...[ex omni aeterni]tate fuisse existimavit. Peripatetici mundum a Deo ex necessitate naturae profectum censuerunt, similiter ut ex corpore illuminato existit umbra, et radius ex Sole, et in speculo imago. Plato satis aperte et diserte in Timaeo docet mundum esse a Deo factum, id quod putat Eusebius (libro undecimo de Praeparatione Evangelica capite decimo quinto) ex hoc loco Mosis Platonem accepisse. Verum ille veritatem hanc mox aspersa erroris labe foedavit, dixit enim Caelum esse factum a Deo, non autem terram et alia elementa; Deumque rerum modo immortalium effectorem fuisse, ceterarum autem mortalium rerum effectionem diis secundis demandasse.
...[Strato] thought [the world] was such from all eternity. The Peripatetics held that the world proceeded from God by necessity of nature, just as a shadow arises from an illuminated body, a ray from the Sun, and an image in a mirror. Plato teaches clearly and plainly enough in the Timaeus that the world was made by God — which Eusebius (in the eleventh book of the Preparation for the Gospel, ch. 15) thinks Plato took from this passage of Moses. But Plato soon defiled this truth by sprinkling it with the stain of error: for he said that Heaven was made by God, but not the earth and the other elements; and that God was the maker only of immortal things, but committed the making of the other, mortal things to the secondary gods.81



Anaxagoras vero (primus omnium Philosophorum, ut in primo libro Metaphysicorum testatur Aristoteles, et Plato in Theaeteto) causam efficientem rerum omnium fecit intellectum, qui, quae erant incomposita et inordinata apte componens et in ordinem adducens, mundum hunc maximum atque ornatissimum effecit.
Anaxagoras, however (the first of all the Philosophers, as Aristotle attests in the first book of the Metaphysics, and Plato in the Theaetetus), made Mind (intellect) the efficient cause of all things — which, fitly composing the things that were uncomposed and disordered and bringing them into order, made this greatest and most adorned world.82



Scitum est quod tradit Plinius in praefatione sui operis: veteres pingendi fingendique nobilissimos artifices opera sua, etiam absolutissima illa et quae posteri mirando nunquam satiantur, pendenti titulo sic inscripsisse: "APELLES FACIEBAT," vel "POLYCLETUS," non autem "FECIT"; ea re insinuantes opera esse inchoata nec omnino perfecta, et quod in eis desiderari posset se quidem emendaturos fuisse, nisi morte essent intercepti. Tria tantum opera reperiuntur absolute inscripta "FECIT," tanquam in illis summa artis securitas artifici placuerit; quae tamen omnia magnae hominum invidiae fuerunt obnoxia — caute illi quidem ac prudenter, quorum non est omni vitio carere.
It is well known what Pliny relates in the preface of his work: that the most noble ancient artists of painting and sculpture inscribed their works — even those most finished ones, at which posterity never tires of marveling — with a tentative title, thus: "APELLES WAS MAKING [this]," or "POLYCLETUS," but not "MADE"; insinuating thereby that the works were begun and not entirely perfected, and that whatever might be found wanting in them they would indeed have corrected, had they not been cut off by death. Only three works are found inscribed outright "HE MADE," as if in them the supreme confidence of his art had pleased the artist; yet all these were exposed to great human envy — cautiously and prudently inscribed thus, indeed, by men, whose lot it is not to be free from every fault.83



De Deo autem, cuius perfecta sunt opera et exquisita secundum omnes voluntates eius, et quibus nemo potest quicquam addere vel detrahere, non erat consentaneum dicere "Deus faciebat mundum" sed "fecit" — scilicet tanquam opus omnibus suis partibus expletum, cunctisque numeris absolutum atque consummatum, et iudicio ipsius opificis (cuius est infinita sapientia) comprobatum. "Vidit enim Deus cuncta quae fecerat, et erant valde bona."
But of God, whose works are perfect and exquisite according to all his wishes, and to which no one can add or take away anything, it was not fitting to say "God WAS MAKING the world," but "He MADE [it]" — namely, as a work complete in all its parts, absolute and consummate in all its measures, and approved by the judgment of the Maker himself, whose wisdom is infinite. "For God saw all the things that he had made, and they were very good."84



Rupertus libro primo de Trinitate et operibus eius capite quarto ponit quaestionem cur in creatione ceterarum rerum adhibeatur vox et praeceptum Dei, hoc est "Dixit" et "Fiat", non autem in creatione Caeli et terrae: cur enim Deus non dixit "Fiat caelum" et factum est, sicut dixit "Fiat lux" et facta est lux. Auctor (quicumque ille fuit) libri quarti Esdrae in capite sexto, hanc ipsam Mosis de Creatione mundi historiam commemorans, ait Deum dixisse "Fiat Caelum et Fiat terra" et facta esse; sed hoc a narratione Mosis plane discrepat. Rupertus ad quaestionem a se propositam tripliciter respondet: verba eius subiiciam. "Primo," inquit, "cum ipsum principium, in quo facta sunt omnia, sit..."
Rupert (of Deutz), in the first book On the Trinity and his works, ch. 4, poses the question why in the creation of the other things the voice and command of God is employed — that is, "He said" and "Let there be" — but not in the creation of Heaven and earth: for why did God not say "Let there be heaven," and it was made, as he said "Let there be light," and light was made? The author (whoever he was) of the fourth book of Ezra, in ch. 6, recalling this very history of Moses about the creation of the world, says that God said "Let there be Heaven, and Let there be earth," and they were made; but this plainly disagrees with the narration of Moses. Rupert answers the question he has posed in three ways; I shall subjoin his words. "First," he says, "since the very beginning, in which all things were made, is..."85



...sit Dei verbum, superfluum (ut ineptum) fuisse dici "In principio dixit Deus." Deinde verbum imperativum "Fiat" supponit aliquid cui imperetur vel praeceptum ponatur; effectionem autem caeli et terrae, cum ipsa sint ex nihilo condita, nihil praecessit ad quod Dei vox et praeceptum dirigeretur. Postremo sic dicere voluit Moses, ne quispiam suspicaretur Deum quidem species et formas rerum omnium designasse ac perfecisse, verum Hylem, id est materiam primam de qua cuncta sunt facta, non a Deo esse factam, sed Deo semper fuisse coaeternam. Igitur quo modo dici debuit, sic dictum est, quia "In principio creavit Deus caelum et terram." Sic Rupertus.
...[since the very beginning, in which all things were made,] is the Word of God, it would have been superfluous — and even unfitting — to say "In the beginning God said." Next, the imperative verb "Let there be" presupposes something to which a command may be given or a precept set; but the making of heaven and earth — since they themselves were founded from nothing — had nothing preceding it toward which God's voice and command might be directed. Finally, Moses wished to speak thus lest anyone should suspect that God indeed designed and perfected the species and forms of all things, but that Hyle — that is, the prime matter from which all things were made — was not made by God, but was always coeternal with God. Therefore it was said in the way in which it ought to have been said: "In the beginning God created heaven and earth." Thus Rupert.86



Cuius sententia, in eo quod ait vocem et imperium Dei non referri ac dirigi ad nihilum, sed ad id quod est, vereor ne non satis congruat cum doctrina Pauli, qui in 4 capite Epistolae ad Romanos de Deo loquens ait: "Vocat ea quae non sunt, tanquam ea quae sunt." Et David Psalmo 32: "Verbo Domini caeli firmati sunt." Et in Psalmo 148: "Laudate Dominum omnes Angeli eius, laudate eum omnes virtutes eius," etc., "quia ipse dixit, et facta sunt; ipse mandavit, et creata sunt." Ergo, Davidi, tam caeli quam Angeli omnes verbo et imperio Dei creati sunt, videlicet ex nihilo. Vide quo modo hanc ipsam quaestionem B. Augustinus in libro primo de Genesi ad literam ponat atque dissolvat.
But his opinion — in saying that the voice and command of God are not referred and directed to nothing, but to that which is — I fear may not sufficiently agree with the teaching of Paul, who, in the fourth chapter of the Epistle to the Romans, speaking of God, says: "He calls the things that are not, as though they were." And David, in Psalm 32 [33]: "By the word of the Lord the heavens were established." And in Psalm 148: "Praise the Lord, all his Angels; praise him, all his hosts," etc., "for he spoke, and they were made; he commanded, and they were created." Therefore, for David, both the heavens and all the Angels were created by the word and command of God — namely, from nothing. See in what way the blessed Augustine poses and resolves this very question in the first book of On Genesis according to the Letter.87
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Hebraice est אלהים (Elohim), in numero plurali: quae vox in scriptura non modo tribuitur Deo, sed etiam Angelis, Iudicibus ac Principibus: proprie enim significat eos qui, propter magnam auctoritatem et potestatem — praesertim autem puniendi et vindicandi quam habent — sunt aliis metuendi et terribiles.
In Hebrew it is אלהים (Elohim), in the plural number: which word in Scripture is attributed not only to God, but also to Angels, to Judges, and to Princes; for it properly signifies those who, on account of the great authority and power — and especially of punishing and avenging — which they have, are to others fearsome and terrible.89



Mirum autem videri potest, cum vox "Elohim" sit numeri pluralis, cur Moses eam vocem iunxerit cum ברא ("Bara") numeri singularis: similiter, ut si Latine dicatur "Dii creavit." Auget etiam admirationem quod nomen Elohim habet singulare Eloha, et reperitur in scriptura apud Iob cap. duodecimo, ibi: "Invocavit Deum, et exaudiet eum"; et cap. tricesimo sexto, in illis verbis "Adhuc habeo quod pro Deo loquar"; et in Habacuc capite primo, "Haec est fortitudo eius Dei sui"; et apud eundem cap. tertio, "Deus ab Austro veniet."
Now it may seem strange that, since the word "Elohim" is of the plural number, Moses joined that word with ברא ("Bara"), which is of the singular number — just as if in Latin one were to say "Gods created." The wonder is increased by the fact that the noun Elohim has a singular, Eloha, and is found in Scripture in Job, chapter twelve, there: "He called upon God, and he will hear him"; and in chapter thirty-six, in those words "I have yet something to speak on God's behalf"; and in Habakkuk, chapter one, "This his strength is of his God"; and in the same prophet, chapter three, "God will come from the South."90



Quare inscienter Caietanus in Commentario huius loci dixit nomen Elohim apud Hebraeos carere singulari. Si ergo Elohim habet singulare Eloha, cur Moses dixit אלהים ברא ("Elohim bara"), iungens plurale cum singulari, ac non potius "Eloha bara" — praesertim cum alias non raro Elohim inveniatur in sacris litteris iunctum cum verbo numeri pluralis, veluti Genes. 30, ubi nos legimus "Apparuit illi Deus," Hebraice est "Apparuerunt ei Dii"; et cap. 20 eiusdem libri, pro eo quod Latina versio habet "Eduxit me Deus de domo patris mei," in Hebraeo Codice est "Eduxerunt me dii." Habet igitur singulare, et saepe...
Wherefore Cajetan, in his Commentary on this passage, said ignorantly that the name Elohim among the Hebrews lacks a singular. If, then, Elohim has the singular Eloha, why did Moses say אלהים ברא ("Elohim bara"), joining a plural with a singular, and not rather "Eloha bara" — especially since elsewhere Elohim is not rarely found in the sacred writings joined with a verb of the plural number, as in Genesis 30 [35:7], where we read "God appeared to him," in Hebrew it is "Gods appeared to him"; and in chapter 20 of the same book [20:13], where the Latin version has "God brought me out of my father's house," in the Hebrew Codex it is "Gods brought me out." Therefore it does have a singular, and often...91



...saepe iungitur verbo numeri pluralis. Quare non levis se ingerit nobis causa dubitandi et inquirendi cur Moses hoc loco, contra leges grammaticae, nomen pluralis numeri copulaverit cum verbo singularis numeri. Huiusmodi dubitationem et admirationem tollunt multi sane pii ac docti viri, eius rei causam fuisse dicentes quod Moses, fidei nostrae praecipua mysteria abunde praedoctus a Deo, voluerit in ipso scripturae suae exordio praeiacere velut semina quaedam Christianae doctrinae quam de mysterio sanctae Trinitatis habemus. Namque per nomen plurale אלהים (Elohim) multitudinem divinarum personarum, per verbum ברא (Bara) numeri singularis unitatem divinae essentiae insinuavit. Ita sensit Magister libro 2 Sentent. dist. 1, quem Scholastici Theologi prorsus omnes secuti sunt; cum quibus consentit Paulus Burgensis, Nicolaus de Lyra, Petrus Galatinus, Augustinus Eugubinus, Ambrosius Catharinus, aliique quam plurimi.
...is often joined with a verb of the plural number. Wherefore no slight cause of doubting and inquiring presents itself to us: why Moses, in this place, against the rules of grammar, coupled a noun of the plural number with a verb of the singular number. This doubt and wonder many truly pious and learned men remove, saying that the reason was that Moses — abundantly forelearned by God in the chief mysteries of our faith — wished, at the very opening of his Scripture, to lay down beforehand, as it were, certain seeds of the Christian doctrine which we hold concerning the mystery of the Holy Trinity. For by the plural noun אלהים (Elohim) he insinuated the multitude of the divine persons, and by the singular verb ברא (Bara) the unity of the divine essence. So thought the Master (Peter Lombard) in book 2 of the Sentences, dist. 1, whom absolutely all the Scholastic Theologians have followed; with whom agree Paul of Burgos, Nicholas of Lyra, Pietro Galatino, Agostino Steuco of Gubbio, Ambrosius Catharinus, and very many others.92



Catharinus autem, et hoc loco et libro 4 Animadversionum in Caietani scripta, acerbe eum insectatur, tanquam non satis pie de mysterio sanctae Trinitatis sentientem, propterea quod in commentario huius loci negaverit coniunctionem nominis pluralis cum verbo singulari esse adhibitam a Mose ad significandum mysterium Trinitatis, neque ex hoc modo loquendi Mosis posse Christianos argumentari esse multas personas divinas in una essentia, adversus Iudaeos. Verumtamen si hoc crimen est, non est profecto unius Caietani crimen proprium, sed cum aliis doctissimis et antiquioribus viris commune. Etenim centum annis ante Caietanum idem censuit Tostatus, et scriptum reliquit in commentario huius loci; in quodam autem suo Tractatu, quem de Trinitate edidit, pro eadem sententia adversus Nicolaum de Lyra pugnavit acerrime.
But Catharinus, both here and in book 4 of his Animadversions on Cajetan's writings, bitterly attacks him as not thinking piously enough about the mystery of the Holy Trinity, because in his commentary on this passage he denied that the joining of a plural noun with a singular verb was employed by Moses to signify the mystery of the Trinity, and [denied] that from this manner of Moses' speaking Christians can argue, against the Jews, that there are many divine persons in one essence. But if this is a crime, it is surely not the peculiar crime of Cajetan alone, but one shared with other most learned and more ancient men. For a hundred years before Cajetan, Tostatus held the same, and left it written in his commentary on this passage; and in a certain Treatise of his which he published on the Trinity, he fought most fiercely for the same view against Nicholas of Lyra.93



Et vero multis nec sane invalidis rationibus probari posset nullum in eiusmodi modo loquendi Mosis latere mysterium. Principio, omnium primus Magister sententiarum sensit in hoc loco Mosis recte significari mysterium Trinitatis: merito autem possumus mirari neminem priorum scriptorum — saltem Origenem et Hieronymum, Hebraice scientissimos et omnium scripturae vocum Hebraearum (praesertim autem quae ad mysteria nostrae fidei confirmanda vel illustranda faciunt) curiosissimos et observantissimos — nullum hoc loco mysterium contineri esse subodoratos.
And indeed it could be proved by many — and by no means invalid — reasons that no mystery lies hidden in this manner of Moses' speaking. In the first place, the Master of the Sentences was the very first of all to hold that in this passage of Moses the mystery of the Trinity is rightly signified; but we may justly wonder that none of the earlier writers — at least Origen and Jerome, most skilled in Hebrew and most curious and observant of all the Hebrew words of Scripture (and especially of those that serve to confirm or illustrate the mysteries of our faith) — caught any scent of a mystery being contained in this place.94



Deinde, discrepantia illa inter Elohim numeri pluralis et Bara numeri singularis non habet mysterium, sed idiomatismum linguae Hebraeae, in qua frequentes sunt eiusmodi discrepantiae: exempli causa, Isa. decimonono legitur "Tradam Aegyptum in manum Dominorum crudelium"; Hebraice est "Dominorum duri, seu fortis." Et Iosue cap. ultimo scriptum est "Non poteritis servire Deo: Dominus enim sanctus est"; Hebraice legitur "Quia Dii sancti ipse." Neque haec discrepantia reperitur tantum cum de Deo loquitur scriptura, sed etiam...
Next, that discrepancy between Elohim, of the plural number, and Bara, of the singular number, holds no mystery, but an idiom of the Hebrew tongue, in which such discrepancies are frequent: for example, in Isaiah 19 we read "I will deliver Egypt into the hand of cruel lords"; in Hebrew it is "of a hard, or strong, lords." And in Joshua, the last chapter [24:19], it is written "You shall not be able to serve God, for he is a holy Lord"; in Hebrew it reads "For he is a holy Gods." Nor is this discrepancy found only when Scripture speaks of God, but also...95



...etiam cum de aliis [loquitur]: veluti Genes. 42, ubi nos legimus "Locutus est Dominus terrae dure," Hebraei codices sic habent "Dixit nobis domini terrae." In Exodo quoque capite vigesimo sic est "Non habebis Deos alienos," pro quo Hebraice est "Non erit tibi Dii alieni." Et capite 21 Latina versio habet "Sin autem Dominus dederit illi uxorem," Hebraice vero est "Si domini eius dederit illi uxorem." Ex his palam est praedictam discrepantiam numeri singularis atque pluralis carere mysterio, cum Hebraice usitata sit, sive de Deo sive aliis de rebus sermo habeatur.
...also when it speaks of other things: as in Genesis 42, where we read "The lord of the land spoke to us harshly," the Hebrew codices have "The lords of the land said to us"; in Exodus too, chapter twenty, it stands thus, "You shall not have strange gods," for which in Hebrew it is "There shall not be to you strange gods"; and in chapter 21 the Latin version has "But if his master give him a wife," whereas in Hebrew it is "If his masters give him a wife." From these it is plain that the aforesaid discrepancy of singular and plural number holds no mystery, since it is customary in Hebrew whether the discourse is about God or about other things.96



Ad hoc, si Moses huiusmodi locutione indicare voluisset mysterium Trinitatis, profecto admodum improprie locutus esset: non enim congrue dicitur de personis divinis quod sint Dii; alioquin etiam posset dici quod sint multi Dii, vel tres Dii: quod tamen et in scriptura damnatur, et in Symbolo Athanasii. Nec iudicio Theologorum recte loqueretur si quis diceret "Personae divinae, vel Pater, Filius et Spiritus sanctus, creavit mundum," sed dici debet "crearunt": sicut non recte dicitur "Pater et Filius spirat Spiritum sanctum," sed "spirant."
Besides, if Moses had wished by such an expression to indicate the mystery of the Trinity, he would surely have spoken quite improperly: for it is not fitting to say of the divine persons that they are "Gods"; otherwise it could even be said that there are many Gods, or three Gods — which, however, is condemned both in Scripture and in the Athanasian Creed. Nor, by the judgment of theologians, would one speak rightly who said "The divine persons, or the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, created [singular] the world," but one must say "created [plural]": just as it is not rightly said "the Father and the Son breathes the Holy Spirit," but "breathe."97



Praeterea, si hic modus loquendi insolens et inusitatus fuisset in lingua Hebraea, novus et admirandus Hebraeis accidisset; quare Rabbini aliquid circa hoc fuissent commenti, nec tanto silentio rem tanti momenti plenamque mysterii et admirationis suppressissent. Quod si ob eam causam Moses iunxit nomen Elohim numeri pluralis cum verbo Bara numeri singularis, ut denotaret divinarum personarum pluralitatem cum unitate essentiae divinae, cur alias de Deo loquens (velut Genes. 20 et trigesimo quinto, quos locos paulo superius commemoravimus) coniunxit nomen Elohim cum verbis numeri pluralis? Sic enim et personarum divinarum multitudo et diversitas naturae divinae significari videbatur. Nec profecto bene consultum fuisset Iudaeorum ruditati atque tarditati, et ad idololatriam proclivitati: hinc enim illi occasionem cepissent existimandi multos esse Deos.
Moreover, if this manner of speaking had been strange and unusual in the Hebrew tongue, it would have struck the Hebrews as new and astonishing; wherefore the Rabbis would have devised something about it, and would not have suppressed in such silence a matter of such moment, full of mystery and wonder. And if for that reason Moses joined the plural noun Elohim with the singular verb Bara, to denote the plurality of the divine persons together with the unity of the divine essence, why, elsewhere speaking of God (as in Genesis 20 and 35, passages we mentioned a little above), did he join the noun Elohim with verbs of the plural number? For thus both the multitude of the divine persons and a diversity of the divine nature would seem to be signified. And it would surely not have been well advised, given the rudeness and slowness of the Jews and their proneness to idolatry: for from this they would have taken occasion to suppose that there are many Gods.98



Haec ego non eo disputavi ut pios et doctos homines, qui ex hoc etiam loco mysterium Trinitatis elicere studuerunt, reprehenderem, eorumque religiosum studium atque diligentiam damnarem; nec ut lectorem ab ea sententia deducerem: sed ut nimiam Catharini in reprehendendo Caietano aviditatem reprimerem, quin etiam nimiam eius asperitatem acerbitatemque mitigarem, et virum de mysteriis fidei nostrae bene sentientem, de Theologia vero optime meritum, ab ea suspicione quam Catharinus adversus eum immerito commovit purgarem atque vindicarem.
These things I have argued not in order to reprehend the pious and learned men who strove to draw the mystery of the Trinity even from this place, nor to condemn their religious zeal and diligence, nor to lead the reader away from that opinion; but in order to restrain Catharinus's excessive eagerness in reprehending Cajetan, and indeed to mitigate his excessive harshness and bitterness, and to clear and vindicate, from the suspicion which Catharinus undeservedly stirred up against him, a man who thinks rightly about the mysteries of our faith and has deserved most excellently of Theology.99



Sed revertamur ad contemplationem illius vocis "Deus," quae primum omnium hic nominatur in scriptura, quamvis id nominis primus omnium enunciasse legatur serpens, qui tentans Evam dixit "Cur praecepit vobis Deus," etc. Ex hoc loco apparet vere dici posse inde incipere doctrinam Christianorum ubi terminatur...
But let us return to the contemplation of that word "God," which here is named first of all in Scripture — although the serpent is read to have been the first of all to utter that name, who, tempting Eve, said "Why has God commanded you," etc. From this place it appears that it can truly be said that the doctrine of Christians begins where [the wisdom of the Gentiles] ends...100



...[termina]tur sapientia Gentilium: haec autem est cognitio Dei, in cuius investigatione ac perceptione maxima quaeque ingenia, omnibus saeculis, acerrimo studio et incredibili diligentia laborarunt atque desudarunt. Scire quispiam avet quis mundum hunc architectatus et fabricatus sit: ecce tibi Moses in exordio sui voluminis uno id verbo expedit, dicens "In principio creavit Deus Caelum et terram"; quasi diceret: Nemo putet mundum ex se suaque vi constare, nemo cogitet eum casu et fortuito extitisse; non enim aliter quam ab aliquo sapientissimo opifice, summo consilio et ratione, effici potuit: hic autem opifex Deus est.
...the wisdom of the Gentiles ends: and this [where Christian doctrine begins] is the knowledge of God, in the investigation and perception of which the greatest minds of every age have toiled and sweated with the keenest zeal and incredible diligence. Does someone long to know who architected and built this world? Behold, Moses at the opening of his volume settles it in a single word, saying "In the beginning God created Heaven and earth"; as if he said: Let no one think the world consists of itself and by its own power; let no one imagine that it came to be by chance and accident; for it could not have been made otherwise than by some most wise craftsman, with supreme design and reason — and this craftsman is God.101



Etenim, si qui videbant sphaeram illam Archimedis vel Posidonii, multorum praedicatione nobilitatam, in qua omnium Caelestium orbium conversiones, ut in Caelo fiunt, itidem ad unum omnes perfecte repraesentabantur, dubitare non poterant quin opus illud a summo ingenio et excellenti doctrina esset perfectum: quanto minus nobis, Caelum, terram totumque mundum contemplantibus, fas est dubitare eius operis designatorem et effectorem fuisse Deum! Recte igitur Scriptura quodam loco inquit "Qui creavit omnia, Deus est"; et Paulus de Deo loquens "Ex ipso," inquit, "et per ipsum et in ipso sunt omnia"; et Ioannes "Omnia per ipsum facta sunt, et sine ipso factum est nihil."
For if those who beheld that famous sphere of Archimedes or of Posidonius, ennobled by the praise of many — in which the revolutions of all the celestial orbs, as they occur in the heaven, were likewise all perfectly represented in one [device] — could not doubt that that work had been perfected by a supreme genius and excellent learning, how much less is it permitted to us, contemplating heaven, earth, and the whole world, to doubt that the designer and maker of this work was God! Rightly, therefore, does Scripture say in a certain place "He who created all things is God"; and Paul, speaking of God, says "From him, and through him, and in him are all things"; and John, "All things were made through him, and without him was made nothing."102



Sed enim, cum dicitur Deus fecisse mundum, satis ostenditur solum Deum fuisse eius conditorem, nec fuisse multos qui ad eum fabricandum simul operas suas viresque contulerint. Ad hanc enim removendam opinionem valet quod per Isaiam capite quadragesimo quarto ait Deus: "Ego sum Dominus faciens omnia, extendens Caelos solus, stabiliens terram, et nullus mecum."
But indeed, when God is said to have made the world, it is sufficiently shown that God alone was its founder, and that there were not many who together contributed their labors and strength to fashioning it. For toward removing this opinion [of many makers] it avails that God says through Isaiah, chapter forty-four: "I am the Lord, who make all things, who stretch out the Heavens alone, who establish the earth, and there is none with me."103



Porro, licet opificium mundi tantum sit quantum nullius mortalium intelligentia comprehendi queat, comparatione tamen Dei nihil est. Si enim terra cum Caelo collata instar puncti obtinet, quanti aestimari debet mundus cum Deo comparatus? Momentum staterae et gutta roris antelucani respectu Dei orbis terrae appellatur in capite 9 libri Sapientiae. Non igitur Deus efficiendo mundo exhausit potentiam suam, sed eo condito nihilominus integra et efficax fuit eius vis et potestas ad alios mundos condendos: non enim mundus effectus est adaequatus suae causae, hoc est, ut maximus sit, non tamen adaequatur cum Dei potentia.
Moreover, although the fabric of the world is so great that no mortal's understanding can comprehend it, yet in comparison with God it is nothing. For if the earth, set beside the Heaven, holds the place of a point, at how much should the world be valued when compared with God? In comparison with God the globe of the earth is called "the tipping of a balance and a drop of the morning dew," in chapter 9 of the book of Wisdom. Therefore God did not exhaust his power in making the world, but, it being founded, his force and power remained nonetheless whole and effective for founding other worlds: for the world is not an effect adequate to its cause — that is, though it be the greatest [of things], yet it is not commensurate with the power of God.104



Solet autem scriptura hoc maxime insigni praedicare et magnificare Deum, quod is fecerit Caelum et terram. Sic Abraham Geneseos 14: "Levo manum meam ad Dominum Deum excelsum, possessorem Caeli et terrae"; et ibidem Melchisedec: "Benedictus Abraham a Deo excelso, qui creavit Caelum et terram"; et David: "Adiutorium nostrum in nomine Domini, qui fecit caelum et terram"; Ionas etiam propheta sciscitantibus ex eo nautis respondit: "Hebraeus ego sum, et Dominum Deum caeli ego timeo, qui fecit mare et aridam. Et timuerunt viri timore magno," etc. Hieremias vero cap. 10 hac nota vult nos internoscere verum Deum a falsis diis: "Sic dicetis eis: Dii qui caelos et terram non fecerunt, pereant de terra, et de his quae sub [caelo sunt]."
Now Scripture is wont to proclaim and magnify God especially by this notable [title]: that he made Heaven and earth. So Abraham, in Genesis 14: "I lift up my hand to the Lord God most high, the possessor of Heaven and earth"; and there too Melchizedek: "Blessed be Abraham by the most high God, who created Heaven and earth"; and David: "Our help is in the name of the Lord, who made heaven and earth"; the prophet Jonah too, when the sailors questioned him, answered: "I am a Hebrew, and I fear the Lord God of heaven, who made the sea and the dry land. And the men feared with a great fear," etc. And Jeremiah, in chapter 10, wishes us to distinguish the true God from false gods by this mark: "Thus shall you say to them: Let the gods that have not made the heavens and the earth perish from the earth, and from under [the heaven]."105



...[sub] Caelo sunt. Et in cap. 32 ex eo quod Deus fecit Caelum et terram concludit nihil difficile illi esse posse: "Domine Deus, ecce tu fecisti Caelum et terram in fortitudine tua magna, et in brachio tuo extento: non erit tibi difficile omne verbum." Nec vero Deus mundum condidit eumque postea deseruit, et conservandum regendumque aliis tradidit, quemadmodum parentes ex se genitos aliis nutriendos educandosque committunt; ipse enim quem condidit perpetuo regit et conservat. Et ut ab alio quam a Deo mundus non potuit effici, ita nec ab alio conservari aut gubernari potest. Audi Iob, qui in 34 capite sic ait: "Quem constituit alium super terram? aut quem posuit super orbem quem fabricatus est?" Et Paulus, "Qui portat omnia verbo virtutis suae." Et auctor libri Sapientiae, "Quomodo posset aliquid permanere nisi tu voluisses? aut quod a te vocatum non esset, conservaretur?" Quod etiam pluribus verbis persequitur David in illo psalmo, cum ait: "Omnia a te expectant, ut des illis escam in tempore," et reliqua quae sequuntur.
...are [under] heaven. And in chapter 32 [Jeremiah], from the fact that God made Heaven and earth, he concludes that nothing can be difficult for him: "Lord God, behold thou hast made Heaven and earth by thy great power and by thy outstretched arm: no word shall be difficult for thee." Nor indeed did God found the world and then desert it, handing it over to others to be preserved and governed — as parents commit the children born of them to others to be nourished and brought up; for he himself perpetually rules and preserves what he founded. And just as the world could not be made by any other than God, so neither can it be preserved or governed by any other. Hear Job, who in chapter 34 says thus: "Whom did he appoint as another over the earth? or whom did he set over the world which he made?" And Paul: "Who upholds all things by the word of his power." And the author of the book of Wisdom: "How could anything endure unless thou hadst willed it? or what was not called by thee be preserved?" Which David too pursues at greater length in that psalm, when he says: "All things wait upon thee, that thou give them food in due season," and the rest that follows.106
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Quatuor esse animadverto nobiliores horum verborum interpretationes. Prima interpretatio est Mosem his verbis noluisse docere Caelum et terram esse condita ante primum diem, nec eorum effectionem tradere hoc loco, sed nomine Caeli et terrae totum hunc mundum corporeum (id quod fit crebro in sacris litteris) significare voluisse; ita ut consilium Mosis fuerit strictim et summatim veluti ante oculos ponere universum mundi opificium, deinde per sex dies ipsum particulatim explicare, quid quoquo die a Deo sit factum sigillatim enarrando: ut, si quis ita loquatur, "Hic architectus fabricatus est ingens hoc et magnificum palatium, et primo quidem altissimum firmissimumque iecit fundamentum ex magnis firmisque saxis compactum, tum amplissimos celsissimosque parietes excitavit," ceterasque deinceps partes eius palatii ab illo affabre designatas sigillatim exponeret. Haec interpretatio apprime placet Chrysostomo: memoratur etiam nec improbatur ab Augustino in capite tertio libri secundi contra Manichaeos, et libro undecimo de Civitate Dei capite 33. Basilius vero in homilia 3 super Genesim ait eam fuisse a maioribus traditam, sibi tamen non probari.
I observe that there are four nobler interpretations of these words. The first interpretation is that Moses by these words did not wish to teach that Heaven and earth were founded before the first day, nor to relate their making in this place, but wished by the name of "Heaven and earth" to signify this whole corporeal world (as is often done in the sacred writings); so that Moses' intent was, briefly and summarily, to set before the eyes, as it were, the whole fabric of the world, and then through six days to explain it part by part, narrating one by one what was made by God on each day — as if someone were to say, "This architect built this huge and magnificent palace, and first indeed laid a most deep and firm foundation, compacted of great firm stones, then raised up most ample and lofty walls," and should then set forth one by one the other parts of that palace skillfully designed by him. This interpretation pleases Chrysostom especially; it is also mentioned, and not disapproved, by Augustine in chapter 3 of the second book against the Manichees, and in book 11 of the City of God, chapter 33. But Basil, in the third homily on Genesis, says it was handed down by the ancients, yet is not approved by him.108



Et vero nec mihi admodum probatur: connexio enim et continuatio verborum Mosis eam respuere videtur. Nam cum Moses dixisset "In principio creavit Deus Caelum et terram," subdit "terra autem erat inanis et vacua": in qua sententia illa particula "autem" copulativa arguit proxime ante creationem terrae fuisse positam. Et certe Mosem his verbis tradere creationem Caeli et terrae non obscure videtur David indicare in psalmo 101, qui hunc ipsum Mosis locum spectans ait: "Initio tu, Domine, terram fundasti, et opera manuum tuarum sunt Caeli."
And indeed neither do I much approve it: for the connection and continuation of Moses' words seems to reject it. For when Moses had said "In the beginning God created Heaven and earth," he adds "but the earth was void and empty": in which sentence that copulative particle "but" shows that [the creation of heaven and earth] was set down just before the creation of the earth [i.e., as a real prior act, not a mere summary]. And surely David seems to indicate not obscurely that Moses by these words relates the creation of Heaven and earth, in Psalm 101 [102], who, looking to this very passage of Moses, says: "In the beginning thou, O Lord, didst found the earth, and the heavens are the works of thy hands."109



Altera interpretatio est Augustini in libro duodecimo Confessionum cap. septimo: is enim per caelum interpretatur naturam Angelicam, per terram materiam informem omnium corporum; ut a principio Deus res duas condiderit, velut duo totius entis creati extrema: alterum summum et prope Deum, qui est Angelus; alterum infimum et prope nihil, quae est materia prima. Verum hanc interpretationem non esse litteralem manifeste constat eo argumento, quod haec Mosis doctrina et narratio omnino est historica (ut supra docuimus cum regulas quasdam traderemus). Si autem est historica, proculdubio verba illius proprie, non figurate sunt accipienda: quid autem magis est praeter propriam et usitatam vocum significationem, aut magis extra communem loquendi consuetudinem, quam caeli nomine naturam Angelicam, terrae autem vocabulo materiam informem appellare?
The second interpretation is Augustine's, in book twelve of the Confessions, chapter seven: for he interprets "heaven" as the Angelic nature, and "earth" as the unformed matter of all bodies; so that in the beginning God founded two things, as the two extremes of the whole created being — the one highest and near to God, which is the Angel; the other lowest and near to nothing, which is prime matter. But that this interpretation is not the literal one is manifestly established by this argument: that this teaching and narration of Moses is wholly historical (as we taught above, when we laid down certain rules). And if it is historical, undoubtedly his words are to be taken properly, not figuratively; and what is more beyond the proper and customary signification of words, or more outside the common usage of speaking, than to call the Angelic nature by the name of "heaven," and unformed matter by the word "earth"?110



Quod si verba Mosis a propria eorum significatione ad figuratam et mysticam detorqueantur, cum eiusmodi significationes et interpretationes mysticae sint admodum variae et multiplices, nullam profecto ex hoc loco stabilem et certam de mundi creatione doctrinam et sententiam Mosis eruere possemus.
But if the words of Moses are wrested from their proper signification to a figurative and mystical one, then — since such mystical significations and interpretations are quite various and manifold — we could surely draw from this passage no stable and certain teaching and judgment of Moses concerning the creation of the world.111



Tertia interpretatio est eiusdem Augustini, qui in priori volumine de Genesi contra Manichaeos tam per caelum quam per terram significari putat materiam primam, ex qua constant quidem omnia corpora, sed primo et principaliter caelum et terra, ut ob eam causam eorum nominibus ea sit a Mose nuncupata. Sed haec Augustini sententia, quo planius intelligatur, ipsa eius verba hic subiiciam, quae sunt in capite septimo eius libri:
The third interpretation is of the same Augustine, who, in the earlier volume on Genesis against the Manichees, thinks that by both "heaven" and "earth" is signified prime matter — of which indeed all bodies consist, but first and principally heaven and earth, so that for that reason it was named by Moses with their names. But, that this opinion of Augustine may be understood more plainly, I shall here subjoin his own words, which are in the seventh chapter of his book:112



"Informis illa materia, quam de nihilo Deus fecit, appellata est primo caelum et terra: non quia iam hoc erat, sed quia hoc esse poterat; nam et caelum scribitur postea factum. Quemadmodum, si semen arboris considerantes dicamus ibi esse radices et robur et ramos et fructus et folia: non quia iam sunt, sed quia inde futura sunt. Isto genere locutionis etiam Dominus loquitur, cum dicit: 'Iam non dicam vos servos, quia servus nescit quid faciat Dominus eius; vos autem dixi amicos, quia omnia quaecumque audivi a Patre meo nota feci vobis': non quia iam factum erat, sed quia certissime futurum erat. Nam post paululum dicit illis: 'Adhuc multa habeo vobis dicere, sed non potestis portare modo.' Ut quid ergo dixerat 'Omnia quae audivi a Patre meo nota feci vobis,' nisi quia se sciebat hoc esse facturum?" Haec Augustinus.
"That unformed matter, which God made from nothing, was first called heaven and earth: not because it already was this, but because it could be this; for heaven too is written to have been made afterward. Just as, if, considering the seed of a tree, we should say that there are in it roots and trunk and branches and fruits and leaves — not because they already are, but because they are to come to be from it. By this kind of speech the Lord too speaks, when he says: 'I will no longer call you servants, for the servant knows not what his Lord does; but you I have called friends, because all things whatsoever I have heard from my Father I have made known to you' — not because it had already been done, but because it most certainly was to be. For a little after he says to them: 'I have yet many things to say to you, but you cannot bear them now.' Why, then, had he said 'All things that I have heard from my Father I have made known to you,' except because he knew that he was going to do this?" Thus Augustine.113



Sed expositio haec iisdem argumentis, quibus quae proxime a nobis confutata est, refelli potest. Praeterea vero, nimis durum et insolens videtur materiam primam appellari nomine caeli et terrae, quod haec corpora formanda essent ex illa: pari enim ratione appellari potuisset et aqua, et aër, et ignis, et quodlibet aliorum corporum. Nec fit credibile Mosem, haec scribentem Hebraeis rudibus et indoctis, voluisse eos docere materiam primam, quam vix satis docti et acu[ti]...
But this exposition can be refuted by the same arguments by which the one just confuted by us [was refuted]. Moreover, it seems too harsh and unusual that prime matter should be called by the name of heaven and earth on the ground that these bodies were to be formed from it: for by equal reasoning it could also be called water, and air, and fire, and any of the other bodies. Nor is it credible that Moses, writing these things for the rude and unlearned Hebrews, wished to teach them prime matter — which scarcely men sufficiently learned and acu[te]...114



...et acuti philosophi intelligentia comprehendere potuerunt. Remotum etiam a ratione videtur divinam Scripturam, quae toties Deum eo praedicat et magnificat quod creaverit caelum et terram (id quod sine dubio ex hoc Mosis loco accepit), significare voluisse Deum fecisse materiam primam: cum enim ea sit infima et vilissima rerum omnium a Deo conditarum, non ob eius creationem toties et tantopere Deum laudandum et praedicandum esse existimasset.
...and acute philosophers could comprehend by their understanding. It also seems far from reason that divine Scripture — which so often proclaims and magnifies God because he created heaven and earth (which it undoubtedly took from this passage of Moses) — should have wished to signify that God made prime matter: for since prime matter is the lowest and basest of all things founded by God, [Scripture] would not have thought that God was to be so often and so greatly praised and proclaimed on account of its creation.115



Quarta interpretatio est pervulgata apud Theologos, iam enim annis abhinc nongentis a plerisque Theologorum recepta et probata est. In ea enim fuit Beda, Alcuinus, Rabanus, Magister sententiarum, et eius vestigia persequentes Scholastici Theologi, itemque Nicolaus de Lyra, et Magister historiae scholasticae, Tostatus quoque, atque Catharinus. Horum communis est opinio nomine Caeli hoc loco intelligendum esse tantummodo caelum Empyreum, multis rebus maxime diversum a ceteris caelis.
The fourth interpretation is widespread among the theologians, for it has now for nine hundred years been received and approved by most of them. In it were Bede, Alcuin, Rabanus (Maurus), the Master of the Sentences (Peter Lombard), and the Scholastic theologians who follow in his footsteps; likewise Nicholas of Lyra, and the Master of the Scholastic History (Peter Comestor), Tostatus too, and Catharinus. Their common opinion is that by the name of "Heaven" in this place is to be understood only the Empyrean heaven, in many respects most different from the other heavens.116



Verum de hoc caelo empyreo, Augustini Eugubini non falsam modo, sed etiam perabsurdam, et a Christiana disciplina valde abhorrentem sententiam, velut in transcursu perstringere ac refellere non alienum duco. Is igitur in sua Cosmopaeia, inter alia quaedam paradoxa, hoc etiam tradidit, idemque repetiit in tractatu quem fecit de Naturis incorporeis: Caelum empyreum esse quippiam aeternum et increatum, hoc est, esse lucem et claritatem quandam manantem ex Dei essentia, in qua Deus est, et ad cuius participationem atque fruitionem tam boni Angeli quam viri iusti admittuntur.
But concerning this empyrean heaven, I think it not amiss to touch upon and refute in passing the opinion of Agostino Steuco of Gubbio (Eugubinus) — an opinion not only false, but even utterly absurd and greatly abhorrent to Christian teaching. For he, in his Cosmopoeia, among certain other paradoxes, handed down this too (and repeated it in the treatise he made On Incorporeal Natures): that the empyrean heaven is something eternal and uncreated — that is, that it is a certain light and brightness emanating from the essence of God, in which God is, and to the participation and enjoyment of which both the good Angels and just men are admitted.117



"Haec enim est," inquit, "illa aeterna lux et claritas Dei, quae in scriptura toties iustis hominibus pro mercede laborum promittitur": de qua intelligendum putat illud quod de Deo in Psalmo centesimo tertio canit David, "Amictus lumine sicut vestimento"; et illud Pauli, "Qui lucem habitat inaccessibilem"; et illud Domini apud Ioannem, "Clarifica me tu, Pater, claritate quam habui priusquam mundus fieret apud te." Huius lucis specimen quoddam datum est in transfiguratione Domini nostri, et in rubo Mosis, et in eius vultu ex colloquio et consuetudine cum Deo habita supra humanum obtutum resplendente.
"For this," he says, "is that eternal light and brightness of God, which in Scripture is so often promised to just men as the reward of their labors": of which he thinks is to be understood what David sings of God in Psalm 103, "Clothed with light as with a garment"; and Paul's words, "Who dwells in light inaccessible"; and the Lord's words in John, "Glorify thou me, Father, with the glory which I had with thee before the world was." A certain specimen of this light was given in the Transfiguration of our Lord, and in the bush of Moses, and in his face, shining beyond human gaze from the converse and intimacy he had with God.118



Hanc opinionem confirmat Eugubinus testimonio Basilii, qui homilia secunda super Genesim inquit arbitrari se ante molitionem huius mundi corporei fuisse lucem et claritatem quandam inenarrabilem, in qua versabantur Angeli, et quae iustis hominibus in divina scriptura crebro promittitur. Existimat hoc etiam vidisse Homerum quasi per nebulam, cum sedem et domicilium Deorum appellavit Olympum, hoc est, totum splendentem atque collucentem. Atque haec fuit Eugubini opinio: quam ego non tam refellendam, quam omnino explodendam atque execrandam, ac si fieri posset sempiterna oblivione sepeliendam iudico. Cuius enim ani[mus]...
Eugubinus confirms this opinion by the testimony of Basil, who in the second homily on Genesis says that he thinks there was, before the construction of this corporeal world, a certain ineffable light and brightness, in which the Angels dwelt, and which is often promised to just men in divine Scripture. He thinks that Homer too saw this, as if through a mist, when he called the seat and dwelling of the Gods "Olympus," that is, wholly shining and resplendent. And this was the opinion of Eugubinus: which I judge must not so much be refuted as utterly exploded and execrated, and, if it could be done, buried in everlasting oblivion. For whose mind...119



...[ani]mus non horreat audire rem esse aliquam quae Deus non est, Deo tamen ipsi coaeternam et increatam? Quid magis contrarium scripturae dici potest? cuius illae sunt tot in locis tam illustres sententiae: "Omnia per ipsum facta sunt"; et "Qui omnia creavit, Deus est"; et rursus "Creavit ut essent omnia"; apud Paulum etiam in primo capite Epistolae ad Colossenses, et in Symbolo fidei, "Deus pronunciatur ac declaratur conditor omnium rerum visibilium et invisibilium." Vix autem possum existimare quae fuerit Eugubini de suo illo empyreo Caelo mens, qui sensus, quae cogitatio. Ait esse lucem et claritatem quandam: sed qualis est ista lux? num accidens solitarium, et per se cohaerens? At repugnat hoc naturae accidentis, nec sine miraculo fieri potest.
...[whose] mind would not shudder to hear that there is something which is not God, yet coeternal with God himself and uncreated? What more contrary to Scripture could be said? — Scripture, whose are those illustrious sayings in so many places: "All things were made through him"; and "He who created all things is God"; and again "He created that all things might be"; and, in Paul, in the first chapter of the Epistle to the Colossians, and in the Creed, "God is proclaimed and declared the founder of all things visible and invisible." But I can scarcely conceive what Eugubinus's mind was about that empyrean Heaven of his, what his understanding, what his thought. He says it is a certain light and brightness: but what sort of light is this? Is it a solitary accident, cohering by itself? But this is repugnant to the nature of an accident, nor can it come to be without a miracle.120



An dicet esse substantiam? Sed utram? num corpoream? Verum qualis erit ista natura corporea, et ex quo genere corporum? Fuit igitur corpus aliquod ante mundi huius molitionem? Num incorpoream? Erit igitur spiritus aliquis et natura intelligens. Praeterea, si manat ista lux ex natura et maiestate Deitatis, haud dubie manabit ex necessitate naturae, hoc est tanta quanta est vis Divinitatis: erit igitur infinita; quo quid absurdius et incredibilius dici potest? Denique quocumque se verset Eugubinus, mille implicabitur et irretietur laqueis, nec se ulla ratione extricare poterit.
Or will he say it is a substance? But which? a corporeal one? But what sort of corporeal nature will it be, and of what kind of bodies? Was there, then, some body before the construction of this world? Or an incorporeal one? Then it will be some spirit and an intelligent nature. Moreover, if that light emanates from the nature and majesty of the Deity, it will doubtless emanate by necessity of nature — that is, as great as is the power of the Divinity: therefore it will be infinite; than which what more absurd and incredible could be said? In short, wherever Eugubinus turns, he will be entangled and ensnared in a thousand snares, nor will he be able to extricate himself by any reasoning.121



At enim vero dicet aliquis Eugubinum satis modeste hanc opinionem suam prodidisse, subiecisse enim eam iudicio et censurae Ecclesiae, paratum, si ab Ecclesia damnetur, eam quoque damnare. Recte istud quidem: sed quanto satius fuisset tam perversum et impium dogma non evulgare, quam cum istiusmodi correctione relinquere in scriptis, quod lectori non admodum cauto et erudito errandi praebeat occasionem? Itaque vere dici potuisset Eugubino, quod in quendam scite dixit Cato: "Quare," inquit, "culpam deprecari, quam ea carere maluisti?"
But indeed someone will say that Eugubinus put forth this opinion of his modestly enough, for he submitted it to the judgment and censure of the Church, prepared, if it be condemned by the Church, to condemn it himself. That, indeed, is right: but how much better it would have been not to publish so perverse and impious a dogma, than to leave it in his writings with a correction of this sort, which gives a not very cautious and learned reader occasion to err? And so it could truly have been said to Eugubinus what Cato cleverly said to a certain man: "Why," he says, "have you preferred to beg pardon for a fault, rather than to be free of it?"122



Lux autem illa et claritas supercaelestis, in qua Deus esse dicitur, et qua beati omnes perfruuntur, vel est ipsemet Deus, cuius inenarrabilis decor, pulchritudo, et vis illuminandi et laetificandi tam hominum quam Angelorum mentes similitudine ac nomine lucis exprimitur; vel est vita aeterna iustis hominibus promissa, quae, eo quod habet in se clarissimam Dei cognitionem cum summa laetitia et gaudio coniunctam, lux rite nominatur; vel est claritas qua caelum empyreum omni ex parte mirabiliter collucet, simul cum ipso caelo condita. Ex quo perspicuum fit, propter supradictas scripturae sententias quae commemorantur ab Eugubino, non modo esse absurdum, sed etiam ridiculum, caelum empyreum esse lucem quandam coaeternam Deo prorsus increatam, et ex Dei natura et maiestate naturaliter manantem, arbitrari.
But that supercelestial light and brightness, in which God is said to be, and which all the blessed fully enjoy, is either God himself — whose ineffable comeliness, beauty, and power of illuminating and gladdening the minds both of men and of Angels is expressed by the likeness and name of light; or it is the eternal life promised to just men, which, because it has in itself the clearest knowledge of God joined with the highest joy and gladness, is rightly named "light"; or it is the brightness with which the empyrean heaven marvelously shines on every side, founded together with the heaven itself. From which it becomes clear that, on account of the aforesaid sayings of Scripture cited by Eugubinus, it is not only absurd but even ridiculous to think that the empyrean heaven is a certain light coeternal with God and wholly uncreated, naturally emanating from the nature and majesty of God.123



Sed omisso Eugubini figmento, videamus quale esse velint caelum empyreum supradicti Theologi, quod hoc loco a Mose caeli vocabulo significari arbitrantur. Affirmant esse corpus totius mundi altissimum...
But, leaving aside Eugubinus's fiction, let us see what sort the aforesaid theologians wish the empyrean heaven to be — which they think is signified in this place by Moses by the word "heaven." They affirm that it is the highest body of the whole world...124



...altissimum et amplissimum, penitus immobile et impassibile, totum lucens — non luce densa quae radios fundat et quae sit oculis mortalium conspicua, sed luce tali qualis esse dicitur in elemento ignis, quod supra aërem orbi lunae subsidet. Porro Caelum empyreum dicunt a principio creatum esse, plenum ornatumque atque distinctum novem Angelorum ordinibus, et Divinae potentiae claritate atque maiestate, supra quam dici aut etiam cogitari possit, decorari atque illustrari. Hic Deum suam essentiam clarissime videndam beatis mentibus aperire; huc evolare iustorum animos, corpore solutos nullaque peccati macula infectos; hic denique post resurrectionem omnes iustos simul cum corporibus suis commoraturos.
...the highest and most ample body, utterly immobile and impassible, wholly shining — not with a dense light that pours forth rays and is visible to mortal eyes, but with such a light as is said to be in the element of fire, which lies above the air, beneath the orb of the moon. Moreover, they say the empyrean Heaven was created from the beginning, full and adorned and distinguished with the nine orders of Angels, and decorated and illumined with the brightness and majesty of Divine power beyond what can be said or even thought. Here God opens his essence to be most clearly seen by the blessed minds; hither fly the souls of the just, freed from the body and stained by no spot of sin; here, finally, after the resurrection, all the just will dwell together with their bodies.125



Putant etiam Caelum hoc significari a scriptura, quotiescumque ea dicit "Caelum Caeli" vel "Caeli Caelorum": veluti cum David ait "Caelum caeli Domino," et "Laudate Dominum caeli caelorum"; et Moses, "Domini caelum est, et caelum caeli." Atque hoc Caelum Damascenus, libro secundo de Fide orthodoxa capite sexto, existimat esse tertium illud Caelum, ad quod Paulus 2 Corinth. 12 raptum se esse dicit: ut per primum Caelum intelligatur aëreum, per secundum id omne quod est sydereum, per tertium vero ipsum empyreum, quod etiam in scriptura vocatur Terra viventium et Regio vivorum. David enim dixit "Portio mea in terra viventium," et "Placebo Domino in regione vivorum"; quin etiam simpliciter dicitur Terra, Dominus enim dixit "Beati mites, quoniam ipsi possidebunt terram."
They think also that this Heaven is signified by Scripture, as often as it says "the Heaven of Heaven" or "the Heavens of Heavens": as when David says "The heaven of heaven [is] for the Lord," and "Praise the Lord, you heavens of heavens"; and Moses, "Behold, the heaven is the Lord's, and the heaven of heaven." And this Heaven, Damascene (in the second book of On the Orthodox Faith, ch. 6) thinks is that third Heaven to which Paul (2 Cor. 12) says he was caught up: so that by the first Heaven is understood the aerial, by the second all that is starry, and by the third the empyrean itself — which in Scripture is also called "the land of the living" and "the region of the living." For David said "My portion is in the land of the living," and "I will please the Lord in the region of the living"; nay, it is even called simply "the earth/land," for the Lord said "Blessed are the meek, for they shall possess the earth."126



Tum quod, sicut inter elementa sola terra est immobilis, ita inter Caelos empyreum; tum quod quemadmodum terra nunc est domicilium hominum mortalem vitam viventium, ita post resurrectionem Caelum empyreum erit sedes iustorum hominum beatam vitam perpetuo aevo degentium.
Both because, as among the elements the earth alone is immobile, so among the Heavens [the immobile one is] the empyrean; and because, just as the earth is now the dwelling of men living the mortal life, so after the resurrection the empyrean Heaven will be the seat of the just, who will pass the blessed life for eternity.127



Quod autem Moses hoc loco nomine Caeli empyrei Caeli creationem tradere voluerit, tribus argumentis confirmant. Primum argumentum petitur ex ipsa scriptura, quae in hac narratione Mosis distinguit Caelum a firmamento et aquis supra firmamentum factis secundo die, et a sole et luna ceterisque astris quae quarto die sunt condita. Cum igitur per firmamentum intelligatur octava sphaera, per aquas supra firmamentum locatas nonum Caelum (quod vocant crystallinum), per solem autem lunamque et astra septem orbes planetarum: relinquitur per caelum in principio factum non aliud posse intelligi quam caelum empyreum; cumque scriptura toties praedicet hoc Caelum, ut supra diximus, non est credibile eius creationem praetermissam esse a Mose, sed cum sit primum omnium, primo etiam loco esse traditam.
Now that Moses in this place, by the name of "Heaven," wished to hand down the creation of the empyrean Heaven, they confirm by three arguments. The first argument is drawn from Scripture itself, which in this narration of Moses distinguishes "Heaven" from the firmament and the waters above the firmament made on the second day, and from the sun and moon and the other stars founded on the fourth day. Since, therefore, by the firmament is understood the eighth sphere, by the waters placed above the firmament the ninth Heaven (which they call the crystalline), and by the sun and moon and stars the seven orbs of the planets — it remains that by the "heaven" made in the beginning nothing else can be understood than the empyrean heaven; and since Scripture so often proclaims this Heaven (as we said above), it is not credible that its creation was passed over by Moses, but, since it is the first of all, it was handed down in the first place too.128



Alterum argumentum ductum est ex quadam convenientia et congruentia: si enim Deus propter statum hominis mortalis, et ad huius brevis vitae usus et commoda, tot Caelos condidit qui irrequieta conversione circumagantur, quanto magis consentaneum fuit facere Caelum aliquod quod esset statui hominis post resurrectionem, animo...
The second argument is drawn from a certain fitness and congruity: for if God, for the sake of the state of mortal man and for the uses and conveniences of this brief life, founded so many Heavens that are whirled about in restless revolution, how much more fitting was it to make some Heaven that would suit the state of man after the resurrection — [a state in which man], in soul...129



...animo simul et corpore beatam et immortalem vitam agentis maxime congruens domicilium? Si quaerat quispiam quid opus fuerit Caelum empyreum creari in exordio mundi, cuius futurus non erat usus nisi post saeculi consummationem: respondent isti creari debuisse a principio, tum quod sit corpus incorruptibile, omnia autem corpora incorruptibilia ab initio sunt facta; tum quod huiusmodi Caelum est conditum propter statum gloriae iustorum. Duplex autem gloria expectatur, altera spiritualis, corporalis altera, non solum in humani corporis glorificatione, sed in totius etiam mundi renovatione, ut Paulus docet in capite octavo Epistolae quam scripsit ad Romanos.
...[man] living, in soul and body together, the blessed and immortal life, [would have] a most fitting dwelling? If someone should ask what need there was for the empyrean Heaven to be created at the beginning of the world, whose use was not to be until after the consummation of the age: they answer that it had to be created from the beginning, both because it is an incorruptible body, and all incorruptible bodies were made from the beginning; and because such a Heaven was founded for the state of the glory of the just. Now a twofold glory is awaited, the one spiritual, the other corporeal — [consisting] not only in the glorification of the human body, but also in the renovation of the whole world, as Paul teaches in the eighth chapter of the Epistle he wrote to the Romans.130



In exordio autem mundi gloria spiritualis inchoata est in sanctis et beatis Angelis, quorum aequalitas in Evangelio promittitur iustis: quare conveniebat ut etiam gloria corporalis a principio inchoaretur in aliquo corpore, quod esset velut exemplar eius gloriae quam universa creatura corporalis post iustorum resurrectionem expectat. Vide sanctum Thomam 1 parte, quaestione 66, articulo tertio.
And at the beginning of the world the spiritual glory was begun in the holy and blessed Angels, equality with whom is promised to the just in the Gospel: wherefore it was fitting that the corporeal glory too should be begun from the beginning in some body, which would be, as it were, the exemplar of that glory which the whole corporeal creation awaits after the resurrection of the just. See St. Thomas, part 1, question 66, article 3.131



Tertium argumentum nititur veterum et nobilium scriptorum, qui hoc idem senserunt, auctoritate; et, ut tacitus praeteream quos supra nominavi, certe ante nongentos annos Beda primus omnium perspicuis et disertis verbis hanc huius loci Mosaici intelligentiam et sententiam tradit in suo Hexamero, brevi quidem sed vere aureo libello, qui superioribus annis sub nomine et inscriptione Iunilii Afri falso est evulgatus, cum certis argumentis constet auctorem eius fuisse Bedam. In eo igitur libello Beda prope initium ita scribit:
The third argument rests on the authority of ancient and noble writers who held this same view; and, to pass over in silence those I named above, certainly nine hundred years ago Bede, first of all, in clear and eloquent words, hands down this understanding and interpretation of this Mosaic passage in his Hexameron — a brief but truly golden booklet, which in former years was falsely published under the name and title of Junilius Africanus, although by certain arguments it is established that its author was Bede. In that booklet, then, Bede near the beginning writes thus:132



"Caelum, quod in principio Deum fecisse scribit Moses, ipsum est Caelum superius, quod, ab omni huius mundi volubili statu secretum, divinae gloriae praesentia manet semper quietum. Nam de nostro Caelo, in quo sunt posita luminaria huic saeculo necessaria, in sequentibus scriptura quomodo vel quando sit factum declarat: non ergo superius illud Caelum, quod mortalium omnium est inaccessibile conspectibus, inane creatum est et vacuum, ut terra, quae nil in prima sua creatione virentium germinum vel viventium produxit animantium; quia nimirum suis incolis mox creatum, hoc est beatissimis Angelorum agminibus impletum est." Haec Beda, quo loco etiam Beatum Hieronymum laudat huius sententiae suffragatorem.
"The Heaven which Moses writes that God made in the beginning is that higher Heaven, which, set apart from all the whirling state of this world, remains ever at rest in the presence of the divine glory. For concerning our Heaven, in which are placed the lights necessary for this age, Scripture in what follows declares how and when it was made: that higher Heaven, then — which is inaccessible to the sight of all mortals — was not created empty and void, as the earth was, which in its first creation produced none of the green sprouts or of the living animals; because, doubtless, when created it was at once filled with its inhabitants, that is, with the most blessed hosts of the Angels." Thus Bede, in which place he also cites the blessed Jerome as a supporter of this opinion.133



Praeterea citatur in eandem sententiam Basilius, qui in secunda et tertia homilia super Genesim affirmat Caelum in principio factum esse diversum a firmamento, quod factum est secundo die: illud enim esse supremum, super quod sit lux inenarrabilis, in qua tam Angeli quam animi hominum beati versantur. Similia quaedam scribit Theodoretus in Quaestionibus suis super Genesim, quaestione undecima et decimaquarta. In Catena vero Lippomani ponitur sententia Diodori, Episcopi Tharsensis, quem Chrysostomi magistrum fuisse ferunt; is ait non esse hoc loco nomine Caeli intelligendum Caelum quodcumque est oculis mortalium...
Moreover, Basil is cited for the same opinion, who in the second and third homilies on Genesis affirms that the Heaven made in the beginning is different from the firmament that was made on the second day: for that [first heaven] is the supreme one, above which is the ineffable light, in which both the Angels and the blessed souls of men dwell. Theodoret writes some similar things in his Questions on Genesis, questions 11 and 14. And in Lippomanus's Catena is placed the opinion of Diodore, Bishop of Tarsus (whom they report to have been Chrysostom's teacher); he says that in this place, by the name of "Heaven," no heaven that is [visible] to the eyes of mortals is to be understood...134



...[Caelum quodcumque est oculis] mortalium aspectabile, sed superius quoddam et divinius, quod Caelum Caeli vocatur in scriptura. Damascenus autem libro secundo de Fide orthodoxa capite sexto, idem ferme scribens de hoc caelo, inquit esse ipsum mundi supremum terminum, sedem Angelorum, et sublimius omni Caelo sydereo, quod in sacris litteris appellatur Caelum Caeli, et a Paulo Tertium Caelum. Subiungit praeterea Caelum hoc cognitum fuisse a sapientibus huius mundi et memoriae proditum: vocari enim ab ipsis ἄναστρον, hoc est instellatum (starless), quae Mosis propria sunt sua facientibus dogmata.
...[any heaven that is] visible to the eyes of mortals, but a certain higher and more divine one, which in Scripture is called "the Heaven of Heaven." And Damascene, in the second book of On the Orthodox Faith, ch. 6, writing almost the same about this heaven, says it is the supreme boundary of the world, the seat of the Angels, and more sublime than all the starry Heaven — which in the sacred writings is called "the Heaven of Heaven," and by Paul "the Third Heaven." He adds besides that this Heaven was known to the wise of this world and recorded in memory: for it is called by them ἄναστρον (anastron), that is, "starless" — they making the things proper to Moses their own dogmas.135



Quin enim Ioannes Picus Mirandulanus, in suo Heptaplo capite primo secundae expositionis, duos nominat Hebraeorum sapientes, Abraham Hispanum insignem Astrologum, et Isaac in Philosophia nobilem, quorum uterque tradidit Caelum empyreum: Isaac vero putavit eum orbem esse adumbratum ab Ezechiele per sapphirum in similitudinem throni, ut color sapphiri lucis nitorem, throni autem similitudo stabilitatem et immobilitatem eius Caeli declaret. Quid igitur praedicti scriptores putaverint per Caelum hoc loco intelligendum esse, satis est expositum.
Indeed, Giovanni Pico della Mirandola, in his Heptaplus, ch. 1 of the second exposition, names two Hebrew sages — Abraham the Spaniard, a distinguished Astrologer, and Isaac, noble in Philosophy — both of whom handed down [the doctrine of] the empyrean Heaven: and Isaac thought that this orb was adumbrated by Ezekiel through the "sapphire" in the likeness of a throne, so that the color of sapphire declares the splendor of light, and the likeness of a throne the stability and immobility of that Heaven. What, then, the aforesaid writers thought is to be understood by "Heaven" in this place has been sufficiently expounded.136



Nomine autem terrae censent significari a Mose materiam primam, vel informem omnino (ut videtur sensisse beatus Augustinus, sicut paulo supra diximus, et ex scholasticis in secunda Sent. Marsilius et Gabriel), vel non quidem omnino informem, sed habentem tantummodo generalem quandam formam corporis, velut corpulentam quandam massam, quae totum illud vacuum quod est intra Caeli empyrei ambitum occupabat et implebat; et ab initio erat corpulenta quaedam massa rudis et indigesta, ex qua deinceps corpora omnia, tam caelestia quam sublunaria, composita et conformata sunt.
But by the name of "earth" they think prime matter is signified by Moses — either wholly unformed (as the blessed Augustine seems to have held, as we said a little above, and among the scholastics, on the second [book] of the Sentences, Marsilius [of Inghen] and Gabriel [Biel]); or not indeed wholly unformed, but having only a certain general form of body, like a corpulent mass, which occupied and filled all that void within the compass of the empyrean Heaven; and from the beginning it was a corpulent mass, rude and unsorted, out of which afterward all bodies, both celestial and sublunary, were composed and formed.137



Existimant autem ruditatem et informitatem huiusmodi materiae fuisse adumbratam a Mose tripliciter: primo, nomine terrae, quod ut terra subiacet aliis omnibus elementis et est locus omnium mistorum, sic materia subiecta est omnibus formis quae ex eius quasi utero gignuntur et in eius sinu et gremio continentur. Deinde insinuari vocabulo aquae, cum dicitur "Spiritus Domini ferebatur super aquas": propterea quod, quemadmodum aqua est maxime formabilis et quoquo modo figurabilis, ita est materia tractabilis et flexibilis a quolibet agente, et ad quamvis formam accipiendam facile comparari et accommodari potest. Postremo significari eam vocabulo Abyssi, illis verbis "Et tenebrae erant super faciem abyssi." Vox enim Abyssi significat profunditatem quandam visu impenetrabilem; non est autem dissimilis huius materiae natura, quippe non est per se comprehensibilis, sed, auctore Platone, spuria tantum et adulterina notione cognoscitur. Aristoteli autem placet eius notitiam capi ex analogia ad materiam rerum artificialium. Hanc opinionem memorat Lyranus, et probat Tostatus, et [...] tribuitur...
Now they think that the rudeness and formlessness of such matter was adumbrated by Moses in three ways: first, by the name of "earth," because, as earth lies beneath all the other elements and is the place of all compound things, so matter is subject to all the forms which are generated, as it were, from its womb, and are contained in its bosom and lap. Next, it is insinuated by the word "water," when it is said "the Spirit of the Lord was borne over the waters": because, just as water is most formable and shapeable in any way, so matter is tractable and flexible by any agent, and can easily be procured and accommodated to receive any form whatever. Finally, it is signified by the word "Abyss," in those words "And darkness was over the face of the abyss." For the word "Abyss" signifies a certain depth impenetrable to sight; and the nature of this matter is not unlike it, for it is not comprehensible in itself, but (on Plato's authority) is known only by a spurious and adulterate notion. Aristotle, however, holds that the knowledge of it is grasped by analogy to the matter of artificial things. This opinion Nicholas of Lyra mentions, and Tostatus approves, and [...] it is attributed...138



...tribuitur ea Bedae, Strabo, Hugoni, sed male. Porro hanc illi opinionem confirmant etiam testimonio scripturae, quae in capite undecimo libri Sapientiae tradit fecisse Deum orbem terrarum ex materia invisa, seu (ut est in codicibus Graecis, et ita solet usurpari ab Augustino) ex materia informi. "Si mundus," inquiunt, "ex materia informi est conditus, eius materiam ante alia in principio esse conditam, eiusque effectionem a Mose primo loco esse traditam, maxime consentaneum est."
...it is attributed to Bede, [Walafrid] Strabo, and Hugh [of St. Victor], but wrongly. Moreover, they confirm this opinion also by the testimony of Scripture, which in the eleventh chapter of the book of Wisdom relates that God made the world "from unseen matter" — or (as it is in the Greek codices, and as Augustine is wont to use it) "from formless matter." "If the world," they say, "was founded from formless matter, it is most fitting that its matter was founded before other things in the beginning, and that its making was handed down by Moses in the first place."139



Est autem huius sententiae perquam affine et simillimum quod docet Philastrius Episcopus Brixiensis in catalogo haereseon: insimulat enim haereseos eos qui dicunt Mosem nomine terrae in principio creatae significare voluisse terram hanc nostram elementarem, cum a Mose significetur alia quaedam terra, quae est velut matrix omnium rerum, quae in scriptura vocatur Hyle, hoc est materia invisibilis et incomposita, quae a Deo facta est in principio: haec autem nostra terra facta est, deinde et fundata super aquam, sicut dixit David "Qui firmavit terram super aquas." Illa vero matrix omnium rerum terra immensa est, et aquam et terram vi sua continens. Haec Philastrius.
And very akin and most similar to this opinion is what Philastrius, Bishop of Brescia, teaches in his catalogue of heresies: for he charges with heresy those who say that Moses, by the name of the "earth" created in the beginning, wished to signify this our elemental earth — whereas by Moses some other "earth" is signified, which is, as it were, the matrix of all things, which in Scripture is called Hyle, that is, invisible and uncomposed matter, which was made by God in the beginning; but this earth of ours was made afterward, and founded upon the water, as David said "Who established the earth above the waters." But that earth which is the matrix of all things is immense, containing both water and earth by its own power. Thus Philastrius.140



Ceterum nomine terrae non esse intelligendam materiam informem, quae primo et ante alia creata fuerit a Deo, sanctus Thomas prima parte, quaestione sexagesima sexta, articulo primo, ad hunc modum argumentatur: per materiam primam per se creatam ante alia omnia, vel intelligunt isti vere materiam primam nudam omni forma — at cum huiusmodi materia sit ens in pura potentia, existentiam (qua est) omnem a forma accipiens, non potest sine forma creari aut existere: efficeretur enim ut actu esset sine ullo actu, et existeret sine ulla existentia; vel per materiam informem intelligunt non materiam primam, sed materiam generali quadam forma corporis tantum praeditam — at contendit beatus Thomas talem non fuisse productam a Deo in principio mundi.
But that by the name of "earth" formless matter — created first and before other things by God — is not to be understood, St. Thomas, in the first part, question sixty-six, article one, argues in this way: by "prime matter created of itself before all other things," these men either truly understand prime matter bare of all form — but since such matter is being in pure potency, receiving the whole existence by which it [exists] from form, it cannot be created or exist without form (for it would be brought about that it should be in act without any act, and exist without any existence); or by "formless matter" they understand not prime matter, but matter endowed only with a certain general form of body — but the blessed Thomas contends that such was not produced by God at the beginning of the world.141



Etenim subiectum generationis substantialis est ens in potentia, et non hoc aliquid, ut docet Aristoteles in quinto libro Physicorum; nec in uno composito potest esse nisi una duntaxat forma substantialis, quocirca ex illa materia corporea nullum aliud corpus formari et generari potuisset. Sed has beati Thomae rationes multi et docti viri (quorum ego sententiae libenter subscribo) infirmas iudicant: nam nihil prohibet, quin etiam fortasse necessarium est, in quibusdam corporibus multas esse formas substantiales; nec materia prima est proximum subiectum generationis praeterquam elementorum: in generatione enim mistorum, elementa ipsa proximae materiae ac subiecti vicem implent, sicut semen in generatione animalium. Nec est probabile materiam primam a formis accipere existentiam qua est actu in mundo, sed eam, cum sit per se ingenerabilis et incorruptibilis, habere quoque existentiam naturae suae convenientem, ne, cum millies quotidie formas induat et exuat, necesse sit eam millies etiam quotidie exi[stentiam]...
For the subject of substantial generation is being in potency, and not "this something," as Aristotle teaches in the fifth book of the Physics; nor in one composite can there be more than a single substantial form, wherefore from that corporeal matter no other body could have been formed and generated. But these arguments of the blessed Thomas many learned men (whose opinion I gladly subscribe to) judge weak: for nothing prevents — nay, perhaps it is even necessary — that in certain bodies there be several substantial forms; nor is prime matter the proximate subject of generation, except of the elements: for in the generation of compounds, the elements themselves fill the place of the proximate matter and subject, just as seed in the generation of animals. Nor is it probable that prime matter receives from forms the existence by which it is actual in the world, but rather that it, being of itself ingenerable and incorruptible, has also an existence suited to its own nature — lest, since it puts on and off forms a thousand times daily, it be necessary for it a thousand times daily also [to lose and reacquire] its exi[stence]...142



...[exi]stentiam suam deperdere, et denuo acquirere: quo nihil improbabilius dici potest. Verum hanc controversiam in quinto libro nostro de Philosophia longa nos et accurata disputatione tractavimus.
...lose its own existence and acquire it anew: than which nothing more improbable can be said. But this controversy we have treated, in the fifth book of our work On Philosophy, with a long and careful disputation.143



Expectat, opinor, lector, ut quid ego sentiam de hac quarta interpretatione tam vulgata, tam multis probata, et a nobis tam fuse et diligenter adhuc exposita, paucis aperiam. Equidem cum istius opinionis auctoribus partim consentio, partim dissentio: assentior esse Caelum empyreum quale propemodum ab istis describitur, et esse in principio mundi factum, et fortasse hoc loco nomine caeli a Mose comprehensum.
The reader expects, I think, that I should briefly disclose what I myself think about this fourth interpretation, so widespread, approved by so many, and hitherto so fully and diligently expounded by us. For my part, I partly agree and partly disagree with the authors of that opinion: I agree that there is an empyrean Heaven, much as it is described by them, and that it was made at the beginning of the world, and perhaps in this place was comprehended by Moses under the name of "heaven."144



Quamquam illuc adduci non possum ut credam eiusmodi caelum fuisse ab antiquis et ethnicis Philosophis non modo cognitione perceptum, sed etiam scriptis proditum: eius namque caeli natura non solum fugit hominis sensus, sed etiam humanam rationem excedit; quippe cum nec motu, nec lumine, nec proprio aliquo effectu et defluxu nobis possit innotescere, his autem solis tribus viis gentiles Philosophi naturam Caeli et investigarunt et compertam habuerunt. Nam caelum illud ἄναστρον positum ab antiquis non fuit empyreum, ut putavit Damascenus, sed nonum caelum primo deprehensum a Ptolemaeo, tantae tarditatis in motu ut centum annis non amplius quam unum gradum absolvat.
Yet I cannot be brought to believe that such a heaven was, by the ancient and pagan Philosophers, not only perceived by knowledge but even recorded in writings: for the nature of that heaven not only escapes man's senses, but also exceeds human reason; since it can become known to us neither by motion, nor by light, nor by any proper effect and emanation — and by these three ways alone did the gentile Philosophers investigate and ascertain the nature of the Heaven. For that heaven called ἄναστρον (starless), posited by the ancients, was not the empyrean (as Damascene thought), but the ninth heaven, first detected by Ptolemy, of such slowness in motion that in a hundred years it completes no more than a single degree.145



Non assentior autem istis nomine caeli hoc loco unum duntaxat caelum empyreum significari: etenim consilium et propositum Mosis in hac doctrina tradenda id profecto fuit, ut aperiret Hebraeis originem et primordia, molitoremque ac opificem rerum omnium corporearum, quas illi et cernebant et propter earum magnitudinem, pulchritudinem, vim atque efficientiam magnopere mirabantur; et doceret eas res non esse deos, nec divino cultu et honore dignas esse, sed esse veri Dei opera, quae, cum ex aeternitate nulla fuissent, aliquando primum ex nihilo a Deo sunt facta: ut hac ratione et Hebraeos deduceret ab errore Gentilium huiusmodi res pro diis colentium atque venerantium, et per earum rerum aspectum atque contemplationem ad unius Dei, omnium conditoris, notitiam, amorem, cultumque eorum animos excitaret atque subveheret.
But I do not agree with these men that by the name of "heaven" in this place only the empyrean heaven is signified: for the design and purpose of Moses in handing down this teaching was assuredly this — to open to the Hebrews the origin and beginnings, and the builder and maker, of all corporeal things, which they both beheld and at whose magnitude, beauty, power, and efficacy they greatly marveled; and to teach them that these things are not gods, nor worthy of divine worship and honor, but are the works of the true God, which, since they had been nothing from eternity, were at some time first made from nothing by God: so that by this reasoning he might both lead the Hebrews away from the error of the Gentiles, who worship and venerate such things as gods, and, through the sight and contemplation of these things, rouse and raise their minds to the knowledge, love, and worship of the one God, the founder of all.146



Huic autem consilio et proposito Mosis valde alienum et dissentaneum erat statim in principio suae historiae tradere Hebraeis caelum empyreum, quod non modo humanis sensibus est incompertum, sed etiam humana ratione vel sapientissimis Philosophis fuit incomprehensibile. Sanctus praeterea Hieronymus in Epistola centesima trigesima nona ad Cyprianum scribit Mosem in libro Geneseos creationem tantum rerum visibilium exposuisse. Deinde David, Mosem aemulatus, hanc eius sententiam "In principio creavit Deus Caelum et terram" ferme eisdem verbis expressit in Psalmo 101, dicens: "Initio tu, Domine, terram fundasti, et opera manuum tuarum sunt caeli"; quod autem per caelum non intellexerit Da[vid]...
But to this design and purpose of Moses it was very alien and discordant to hand down to the Hebrews, right at the beginning of his history, the empyrean heaven — which is not only unknown to human senses, but was also incomprehensible to human reason, even to the wisest Philosophers. Moreover, St. Jerome, in the Epistle one hundred thirty-nine, to Cyprian, writes that Moses in the book of Genesis expounded only the creation of visible things. Then David, emulating Moses, expressed this opinion of his — "In the beginning God created Heaven and earth" — in almost the same words in Psalm 101 [102], saying: "In the beginning, O Lord, thou didst found the earth, and the heavens are the works of thy hands"; but that David did not understand by "heaven" [the empyrean]...147



...[David] caelum tantummodo empyreum [non intellexerit], aperte declarant praedictis verbis proxime consequentia, subiunxit enim de caelis: "Ipsi peribunt, tu autem permanes; et omnes sicut vestimentum veterascent. Et sicut opertorium mutabis eos, et mutabuntur." Haec autem in caelum empyreum nulla ratione convenire possunt, utpote quod secundum Theologos sit prorsus impassibile et immutabile, nec post consummationem saeculi ullo modo innovandum atque commutandum. Suffragatur etiam huic sententiae Basilius, quippe in homilia secunda super Genesim ait Caelum, quod in principio factum est, similiter ut terram, esse ab initio factum incompositum et inornatum, postea vero esse decoratum luce, et Sole, Luna, omnibusque astris mirabiliter distinctum et exornatum. Ex quo intelligitur Caelum in principio factum Basilio videri id quod postea luce et syderibus est illustratum, quod de Caelo empyreo dici non potest.
...that David [did not understand] by "heaven" only the empyrean, the words immediately following clearly declare; for he subjoined about the heavens: "They shall perish, but thou remainest; and all of them shall grow old like a garment. And as a vesture thou shalt change them, and they shall be changed." But these things can in no way fit the empyrean heaven, inasmuch as, according to the Theologians, it is wholly impassible and immutable, and is in no way to be renewed and changed after the consummation of the age. Basil also supports this opinion, for in the second homily on Genesis he says that the Heaven made in the beginning was, like the earth, made at first uncomposed and unadorned, but afterward was decorated with light, and marvelously distinguished and adorned with the Sun, Moon, and all the stars. From which it is understood that the Heaven made in the beginning seemed to Basil to be that which afterward was illumined with light and stars — which cannot be said of the empyrean Heaven.148



Ego igitur arbitror nomine caeli hoc loco intelligendum esse universum corpus caeleste, cunctos orbes complectens: ita ut in principio Deus creaverit substantiam et numerum omnium caelorum, sine luce tamen, motu, et distinctione syderum; postea vero tribuit eis lucem, et suum cuique caelo motum, et accendit in eis sydera, magna vi et potestate ad agendum pollentia. Itaque corpus caeleste factum est ab initio perfectum, quod attinet ad substantiam, numerum, ordinem seu dispositionem, magnitudinem, figuram, denique partium densitatem et raritatem; deinde vero multa sunt illis addita primo et quarto die, hoc est, suus cuique orbi Angelus motor, proprius cuiusque motus, decor lucis, et astrorum distinctio, denique singularis et mira cuiusque caeli vis et potentia agendi.
I therefore think that by the name of "heaven" in this place is to be understood the whole celestial body, embracing all the orbs: so that in the beginning God created the substance and number of all the heavens, yet without light, motion, and the distinction of the stars; but afterward he gave them light, and to each heaven its own motion, and kindled in them the stars, mighty with great force and power to act. And so the celestial body was made perfect from the beginning, as regards substance, number, order or arrangement, magnitude, figure, and finally the density and rarity of its parts; but afterward many things were added to them on the first and fourth days — that is, to each orb its motor Angel, its proper motion, the beauty of light, and the distinction of the stars, and finally the singular and wondrous force and power of acting of each heaven.149



Atque hoc et intellectu facilius et creditu promptius erit, postquam secundi diei opificium fuerit expositum: tunc enim ostendemus per firmamentum non posse intelligi aut octavam sphaeram solam, aut eam una cum subiectis ipsi septem planetarum orbibus; nec per aquas super firmamentum locatas intelligi debere nonum Caelum, crystallinum vulgo appellatum.
And this will be both easier to understand and readier to believe after the work of the second day has been expounded: for then we shall show that by the "firmament" cannot be understood either the eighth sphere alone, or it together with the seven planetary orbs subject to it; nor that by the "waters placed above the firmament" the ninth Heaven, commonly called the crystalline, ought to be understood.150



Porro nomine Terrae interpretor et intelligo id quod nomen ipsum prae se fert et significat — verum, inquam, terrae elementum: cum enim doctrina haec Mosis (ut saepe diximus) historica sit, verba eius proprie, non figurate seu allegorice sunt accipienda; namque ob hanc potissimum causam Tertullianus valde reprehendit Hermogenem, quod quam Moses vocat terram inanem et vacuam, is proprias vocum notiones depravans dixerit esse materiam primam.
Furthermore, by the name of "Earth" I interpret and understand what the name itself presents and signifies — truly, I say, the element of earth: for since this teaching of Moses (as we have often said) is historical, his words are to be taken properly, not figuratively or allegorically; for it was chiefly for this reason that Tertullian greatly reproved Hermogenes, because what Moses calls "earth void and empty," he (depraving the proper notions of the words) said was prime matter.151



Nec aliter quam nos Basilius, Ambrosius, Theodoretus, Chrysostomus, Beda in Hexamero, denique quotquot memini me legisse scriptores Graecos et Latinos ante Augustinum, nomine terrae interpretati sunt. Et vero huic opinioni magnam fidem astruit quod Moses eodem nomine terrae, in opere tertii et sexti diei enarrando, pro vero elemento terrae (ut fatentur omnes) utitur; nec...
And no otherwise than we do, Basil, Ambrose, Theodoret, Chrysostom, Bede in the Hexameron — and, finally, as many Greek and Latin writers before Augustine as I remember having read — interpreted [it] by the name of "earth." And indeed great credence is added to this opinion by the fact that Moses uses this same name "earth," in narrating the work of the third and sixth days, for the true element of earth (as all confess); nor...152



...[eodem nomine terrae pro vero elemento terrae uti]tur; nec est verisimile tam parvo intervallo nomen terrae tam ambigue et obscure usurpasse, hoc est, primo pro materia informi, deinde vero pro elemento terrae. Ad hoc, terram fuisse initio mundi factam declaravit David, cum dixit "Initio tu, Domine, terram fundasti"; pro illa autem voce Latina "Initio," Hebraice est vox proprie significans "prius et ante alia." Quod si terra non est facta in principio, quando igitur est facta, aut ubi eius effectio narratur a Mose? Respondent tertio die esse factam: at eo die legimus dixisse Deum, non ut terra fieret, sed ut appareret arida, hoc est, ut quae erat obruta aquis extaret, et ex siccata idonea fieret sedes et locus generationis et habitationis, tam stirpium quam animantium.
...[Moses uses this same word "earth"] for the true element of earth; nor is it likely that within so small a space he used the name "earth" so ambiguously and obscurely — that is, first for formless matter, then for the element of earth. Besides, that the earth was made at the beginning of the world David declared, when he said "In the beginning, O Lord, thou didst found the earth"; and for that Latin word "In the beginning," the Hebrew has a word properly signifying "first and before other things." But if the earth was not made in the beginning, when, then, was it made, or where is its making narrated by Moses? They answer that it was made on the third day: but on that day we read that God said, not that the earth should be made, but that the dry land should appear — that is, that what was overwhelmed by waters should stand out, and, being dried, should become a suitable seat and place of generation and habitation, both of plants and of living things.153



Quid quod non sit credibile aquam esse productam ante terram, legimus autem ante tertium diem separatas esse aquas superiores ab inferioribus, quin etiam ante primum diem audimus Mosem dicentem "Spiritus Domini ferebatur super aquas"? Postremo, durissimum est, et quod animus respuat credere, Mosem per omnia illa verba — "Terra erat inanis et vacua, et tenebrae erant super faciem abyssi, et Spiritus Domini ferebatur super aquas" — non aliud quam materiam primam nobis insinuare voluisse. Sententiam autem illam productam ex libro Sapientiae, "Creavit Deus orbem terrarum ex materia invisa seu informi," ita reor intelligendam esse ut eam Beda in Hexameron interpretatur: ait enim significari congeriem illam corporum indigestam et inornatam — videlicet caeli, terrae, et aquae — in exordio mundi ante alia conditam; haec enim appellatur materia, quod ex his, vel in his corporibus, facta sunt quaecumque postea per sex dies facta memorantur.
Furthermore, it is not credible that water was produced before the earth; yet we read that before the third day the upper waters were separated from the lower, and even before the first day we hear Moses saying "the Spirit of the Lord was borne over the waters." Finally, it is most harsh, and a thing the mind shrinks from believing, that Moses by all those words — "The earth was void and empty, and darkness was over the face of the abyss, and the Spirit of the Lord was borne over the waters" — wished to insinuate to us nothing but prime matter. And that opinion drawn from the book of Wisdom, "God created the world from unseen or formless matter," I think is to be understood as Bede interprets it in the Hexameron: for he says there is signified that unsorted and unadorned heap of bodies — namely of heaven, earth, and water — founded at the beginning of the world before other things; for this is called "matter," because from these, or in these, bodies were made all the things that afterward, over the six days, are recorded to have been made.154



Dicitur autem materia invisa vel informis, quod eiusmodi corpora initio facta sunt sine luce et sine eo decore, formositate, et ornatu quem postmodum acceperunt. Sic etiam exponit ea verba Glossa interlinearis; et hoc ipsum innuit Sanctus Paulus ad Hebraeos undecimo, cum dixit "Fide intelligimus aptata esse saecula verbo Dei, ut ex invisibilibus visibilia fierent": invisibilia vocat caelum, terram, et aquam, prout erant ab initio ante primam diem. Sic autem esse hoc loco accipiendum terrae vocabulum, ut nos diximus, censent Basilius, Ambrosius, Chrysostomus, et omnes Graeci, et Beda in Hexameron, atque Hugo in suis Annotationibus in Hexameron, et in principio primi libri de Sacramentis.
And it is called "unseen" or "formless" matter, because such bodies were made at the beginning without light, and without that comeliness, beauty, and adornment which they afterward received. So too the interlinear Gloss expounds those words; and St. Paul intimates this very thing, in Hebrews 11, when he said: "By faith we understand that the ages were framed by the word of God, so that from things invisible the visible should come to be" — he calls "invisible" the heaven, earth, and water, as they were from the beginning before the first day. And that the word "earth" is to be taken in this place as we have said is the view of Basil, Ambrose, Chrysostom, and all the Greeks, and of Bede in the Hexameron, and of Hugh [of St. Victor] in his Annotations on the Hexameron and at the beginning of the first book On the Sacraments.155



Ac licet Moses hoc loco duorum tantummodo elementorum explicate faciat mentionem, terrae nimirum et aquae, reliqua duo tacitus praeteriens, attamen simul facta esse omnia quattuor elementa censet Basilius homilia secunda, et Damascenus libro secundo capite quinto, Beda item in Hexameron. Quin Basilius, inquit (eumque secutus Beda): "Etiamnum videre est reliqua tria elementa multifariam intra terram contineri: namque ignem latere intra terram — perpetua eructatio flammarum et ignium velut ex monte Aethna aliisque locis, et complurium..."
And although Moses in this place makes explicit mention of only two elements — namely earth and water — silently passing over the other two, nevertheless that all four elements were made at the same time is the view of Basil (homily 2), and of Damascene (book 2, ch. 5), and likewise Bede in the Hexameron. Indeed Basil — and Bede following him — says: "Even now one may see the other three elements contained in manifold ways within the earth: for fire lurks within the earth (the perpetual belching of flames and fires, as from Mount Etna and other places), and of many..."156



...[et] complurium aquarum igneo calore ferventium eruptio ex terra satis indicat. Quantum aëris intra sua viscera terra cohibeat, frequentes terraemotus propter spiritum intus agitatum atque conflictatum sunt indices, ut omittam interiores cavernas et specus terrae multo aëre completos. Quanta vero aquarum vis interiori complexu terrae contineatur, perennes fontium scaturigines et fluminum origines, necnon effosio puteorum, aperte ostendunt. Quare nemini mirandum accidat Mosem nomine terrae reliqua etiam elementa comprehendisse. Quamquam sunt qui putent non obscure indicatum a Mose aërem illis verbis "Spiritus Domini ferebatur super aquas," ut non aliud sit Spiritus quam agitatus aër.
...[and] the eruption from the earth of many waters boiling with fiery heat sufficiently indicates it. How much air the earth holds within its bowels, frequent earthquakes — caused by the spirit (wind) stirred and conflicting within — are tokens, to say nothing of the inner caverns and caves of the earth filled with much air. And how great a force of water is contained in the inner embrace of the earth, the perennial springs of fountains and the origins of rivers, and also the digging of wells, plainly show. Wherefore let it be no wonder to anyone that Moses comprehended the other elements too under the name of "earth." Although there are those who think that air was not obscurely indicated by Moses in those words "the Spirit of the Lord was borne over the waters," so that the "Spirit" is nothing but agitated air.157



Elementum vero ignis esse praeteritum a Mose, quis miretur, qui sciat nec paucos nec ignobiles Philosophos addubitasse num sit aliquod elementum ignis supra aërem, Lunae globo subiectum, quosdam vero etiam audacter negasse? Nec est non verisimile, quod quidam graves auctores tradiderunt, Mosem rudi populo scribentem duo tantummodo elementa exposuisse, terram et aquam, quod haec sola sub aspectum cadant, et ex ipsis cetera corpora et manifeste et magna ex parte composita sint, et in ipsis tanquam in loco naturali commorentur.
But that the element of fire was passed over by Moses — who would wonder, who knows that not a few, and not undistinguished, Philosophers doubted whether there is any element of fire above the air, beneath the globe of the Moon, and some even boldly denied it? Nor is it improbable, as certain weighty authors have handed down, that Moses, writing for a rude people, expounded only two elements, earth and water, because these alone fall under sight, and from them the other bodies are both manifestly and for the most part composed, and abide in them as in their natural place.158



Aristoteles libro secundo de Caelo, textu decimo septimo, ex eo quod caelum sempiterna conversione circumagitur, argumentatur opus illi fuisse centro quodam immobili — non quidem Mathematico, sed Physico — circa quod caelum volvatur: hoc autem aliud quam terram esse non posse; posita autem terra, alia quoque elementa necessario ponenda esse. Etenim natura non fert unum contrarium sine altero, ne, si unum dumtaxat fuerit, trahat ad se omnia et in se unum convertat, sed utrumque contrarium facit, ut mutua concertatione utriusque vis eorum temperetur atque moderetur: quare si est terra corpus gravissimum et infimum, erit quoque ignis levissimus corporum, supremumque locum appetens; haec si fuerint extrema, necesse est alia duo, quae sunt intermedia, non deesse, praesertim cum secundum qualitates activas aqua sit contraria igni, terra vero aëri. Simili ferme ratione in Timaeo de necessitate quattuor elementorum philosophatur Plato.
Aristotle, in the second book On the Heavens, text 17, from the fact that the heaven is turned around in eternal revolution, argues that it needed some immobile center — not indeed a Mathematical one, but a Physical one — about which the heaven might revolve; and that this can be nothing other than the earth; and the earth being posited, the other elements too must necessarily be posited. For nature does not bear one contrary without the other, lest, if there be only one, it draw all things to itself and convert them into itself alone; but it makes both contraries, so that by the mutual contention of the two their force may be tempered and moderated: wherefore if earth is the heaviest and lowest body, fire too will be the lightest of bodies, seeking the highest place; and if these be the extremes, the other two, which are intermediate, must necessarily not be lacking — especially since, according to active qualities, water is contrary to fire, and earth to air. By almost the same reasoning Plato philosophizes, in the Timaeus, about the necessity of the four elements.159



Est autem hoc loco intelligendum, quae vel Astrologi vel Philosophi de terra (ingenti nominis sui gloria) subtiliter et docte tradiderunt, ea vel omnia, vel certe praecipua, plurimis ante saeculis in Sacra Scriptura inveniri tradita. Et primo quidem, terram factam esse a Deo in loco suo naturali, ubi nunc est, non debet in dubio verti: existimandum enim est Deum ita fecisse res omnes ut naturis earum maxime congruebat, nec fecisse quicquam in statu violento et contra eius naturam; est autem contra naturam terrae, eique violentum, esse extra locum suum naturalem. Nec sane potuisset tanta terrae moles extra locum suum naturalem, nisi miraculose velut suspensa, teneri. Atque hoc aperte docet nos Scriptura:...
But it is here to be understood that whatever the Astrologers or Philosophers (with great glory to their name) have subtly and learnedly handed down about the earth — these things, either all or at least the chief, are found handed down in Sacred Scripture many ages before. And first, that the earth was made by God in its own natural place, where it now is, ought not to be called into doubt: for it must be thought that God so made all things as best suited their natures, and made nothing in a violent state and against its nature; but it is against the nature of the earth, and violent to it, to be outside its natural place. Nor indeed could so great a mass of earth be held outside its natural place, except miraculously, as if suspended. And this Scripture plainly teaches us:...160



...quippe Psalmo 118 sic ait, "Fundasti terram, et permanet." Utrumque verbum profecto — et Fundandi et Permanendi — arguit terram in suo loco naturali esse a Deo factam; extra illum enim nec vere diceretur fundata, nec permanere potuisset. Ob eandem etiam causam, cum de creatione terrae agit Scriptura, alicubi dicit eam fuisse a Deo creatam et formatam, alibi vero fundatam et firmatam sive stabilitam, haud dubie indicans factam esse in suo loco, extra quem nec bene fundari nec firmari poterat. Huc etiam pertinet elegans illa descriptio fundationis terrae, quam metaphorice — ab aedificatione ingentis et magnifici cuiusdam palatii sumptam — tradit Iob in capite trigesimo octavo: "Ubi eras," inquit, "quando ponebam fundamenta terrae? Quis posuit mensuras eius, si nosti? vel quis tetendit super eam lineam? super quo bases illius solidatae sunt? aut quis demisit lapidem angularem eius?"
...for in Psalm 118 [119] it says thus, "Thou hast founded the earth, and it abideth." Both words indeed — "to found" and "to abide" — argue that the earth was made by God in its natural place; for outside it, it would neither truly be said to be founded, nor could it have abided. For the same reason too, when Scripture treats of the creation of the earth, in one place it says it was created and formed by God, in another founded and made firm or stable, doubtless indicating that it was made in its place, outside which it could neither be well founded nor made firm. To this also belongs that elegant description of the founding of the earth which Job, in chapter 38, sets forth metaphorically, taken from the building of some huge and magnificent palace: "Where wast thou," he says, "when I laid the foundations of the earth? Who determined its measurements, if thou knowest? or who stretched the line upon it? upon what are its bases made fast? or who laid its cornerstone?"161



Terram autem esse immobilem optimis argumentis probat Aristoteles lib. 2 de Caelo, textu 90. Sed hoc ipsum, annis ante Aristotelem septingentis, in sacris litteris proditum reperimus. David enim psalmo 92 dixit "Firmavit Deus orbem terrae, qui non commovebitur"; et in Psalmo 103, "Fundasti terram super stabilitatem suam, non inclinabitur in saeculum saeculi"; et Salomon initio libri Ecclesiastae, "Terra autem in aeternum stat"; et in prioris libri Paralipomenon cap. 16, "Deus fundavit orbem immobilem." Eandem vero terrae immobilitatem metaphorice describit David in Psalmo 74, cum inducit Deum de terra dicentem "Ego confirmavi columnas eius," ea similitudine declarans naturalem terrae gravitatem, per quam in medio mundi collocata firma et immobilis permanet.
That the earth is immobile, Aristotle proves with the best arguments in book 2 On the Heavens, text 90. But this very thing, seven hundred years before Aristotle, we find handed down in the sacred writings. For David said in Psalm 92 [93], "God has made firm the globe of the earth, which shall not be moved"; and in Psalm 103 [104], "Thou hast founded the earth upon its stability; it shall not be inclined for ever and ever"; and Solomon at the beginning of Ecclesiastes, "But the earth stands for ever"; and in the first book of Paralipomenon, ch. 16, "God founded the immovable globe." And David describes this same immobility of the earth metaphorically in Psalm 74 [75], when he brings in God saying of the earth, "I have made firm its columns," by that likeness declaring the natural heaviness of the earth, by which, placed in the middle of the world, it remains firm and immobile.162



Sed enim quispiam fortasse opponet nobis quod scriptum est apud Iob c. 9 de Deo, "Qui transtulit montes, qui commovet terram de loco suo." Verum hoc solvitur: eo enim loco Scriptura loquitur non de motu totius elementi terrae, sed aliquarum eius partium, qualis fieri solet in terraemotu, in quo terra, incluso intus spiritu concussa et tremefacta, commovetur.
But indeed someone will perhaps object to us what is written in Job, ch. 9, of God: "Who removed the mountains, who moves the earth out of its place." But this is resolved: for in that place Scripture speaks not of the motion of the whole element of earth, but of some of its parts, such as is wont to happen in an earthquake, in which the earth, shaken and made to tremble by the spirit (wind) shut up within, is moved.163



Esse autem terram in medio mundi loco (quod vocant centrum) locatam, et Mathematici docent, et confirmat Aristoteles in 2 libro de Caelo text. 98; et multo ante traditum est in Scriptura. Nam apud Philosophos sursum et deorsum ita disponuntur in mundo (qui rotundus est), ut sursum quidem ponant in caelo lunae, deorsum autem in centro mundi: quippe centrum, comparatione totius circumferentiae, est locus infimus, et undique a circumferentia maxime distans. At divina Scriptura, sicut sursum assignat caelo, ita deorsum affigit terrae, quo indicat eam esse in centro mundi locatam. Salomon enim Proverb. 25, "Caelum," inquit, "sursum, et terra deorsum"; et Moses capite quarto Deuteronomii ita scribit, "Dominus ipse est Deus in Caelo sursum et in terra deorsum"; David quoque, cum in Psalmo 102 exprimere vellet maximam quandam distantiam, dixit "secundum altitudinem Caeli a terra," etc. Non esset autem maxima distantia inter Caelum et terram, nisi terra in medio mundi loco esset posita...
That the earth is placed in the middle place of the world (which they call the center) both the Mathematicians teach and Aristotle confirms in book 2 On the Heavens, text 98; and it was handed down long before in Scripture. For among the Philosophers, "up" and "down" are so arranged in the world (which is round) that they put "up" in the heaven of the moon, but "down" at the center of the world: for the center, in comparison with the whole circumference, is the lowest place, and farthest distant on all sides from the circumference. But divine Scripture, as it assigns "up" to heaven, so attaches "down" to the earth, whereby it indicates that the earth is placed at the center of the world. For Solomon, Proverbs 25, says "Heaven above, and the earth beneath"; and Moses, in the fourth chapter of Deuteronomy, writes thus, "The Lord himself is God in Heaven above and on the earth beneath"; David too, when in Psalm 102 [103] he wished to express a certain greatest distance, said "according to the height of Heaven from the earth," etc. But there would not be the greatest distance between Heaven and earth, unless the earth were placed in the middle place of the world...164



...[esset posi]ta. Ad extremum, terram esse sphaericam multis rationibus demonstratum est a Mathematicis, et ab Aristotele in libro 2 de Caelo text. 104; quod etiam non obscure indicat sacra Scriptura, quae toties appellat orbem terrae: vox enim illa "Orbis" ostendit terram esse rotundam, et in figuram orbis conglobatam. Idem quoque intelligitur ex illis verbis quae sunt apud Isaiam capite 40, "Qui sedet super gyrum terrae," vel ut habet Hebraica lectio "Qui sedet super globum terrae"; Septuaginta autem verterunt "Qui tenet gyrum terrae." Ex quo liquet futiles et commentitias fuisse veterum quorumdam opiniones de figura terrae: Anaximander enim dixit eam esse columnarem, Anaximenes mensae similem, Leucippus tympano, Democritus disco.
...[unless the earth were placed in the middle]. Finally, that the earth is spherical has been demonstrated by many arguments by the Mathematicians, and by Aristotle in book 2 On the Heavens, text 104; which sacred Scripture too indicates not obscurely, since it so often calls [it] "the orb (globe) of the earth": for that word "Orbis" shows that the earth is round, and gathered into the figure of a globe. The same is also understood from those words in Isaiah, ch. 40, "Who sits upon the circle of the earth," or, as the Hebrew reading has, "Who sits upon the globe of the earth"; but the Seventy [LXX] rendered, "Who holds the circle of the earth." From which it is clear that the opinions of certain ancients about the figure of the earth were futile and fabricated: for Anaximander said it was column-shaped, Anaximenes like a table, Leucippus like a drum, Democritus like a disc.165



Porro, quidam olim mirati sunt, hodieque mirantur, super quo fundata et firmata terra tanto aevo perstet immota: non enim in animum inducere possunt tantam terrae molem et pondus, nulla re subnixum firmatumque, velut suspensum teneri posse, ne in aliquam partem propendens moveatur. Quamobrem existimarunt nonnulli eius rei non aliam reddi posse rationem quam omnipotentiam Dei miraculose terrae molem ita sustinentis. Aristoteles in libro secundo de Caelo, text. 78, sex vel septem commemorat opiniones veterum de causa firmitatis et stabilitatis terrae, quarum antiquissima est opinio Thaletis, terram fundatam esse super aquas, et veluti insidentem et innatantem aquis sustentari: quam et ipse reprobat et confutat Seneca libro sexto Naturalium quaest. capite sexto.
Furthermore, some of old wondered, and today still wonder, upon what the earth, founded and made firm, stands unmoved through so long an age: for they cannot bring themselves to believe that so great a mass and weight of earth, propped and made firm by nothing, can be held as if suspended, lest, inclining to some side, it be moved. Wherefore some thought that no other reason for this could be given than the omnipotence of God, miraculously sustaining the mass of the earth thus. Aristotle, in book 2 On the Heavens, text 78, records six or seven opinions of the ancients about the cause of the earth's firmness and stability, of which the most ancient is the opinion of Thales — that the earth was founded upon the waters, and is sustained as resting and floating upon the waters: which Seneca too rejects and confutes, in book 6 of the Natural Questions, ch. 6.166



Nam, ut multa praetermittam argumenta, profecto quod de terra quaeritur, idem graviori ratione quaeri potest de aqua, super quo ipsa fulciatur atque sustentetur, cum etiam sit corpus grave: quin immo, cum terra sit gravior quam aqua, magis est rationi consentaneum aquam sustentari a terra quam terram ab aqua; cui rei manifestam et certam fidem facit sub qualibet aqua subsidere terram velut eius fundamentum. Cumque in corporibus simplicibus et uniformibus par sit ratio unius cuiuslibet particulae atque totius elementi, si elementum terrae maneret super aqua, etiam partes omnes terrae super aqua manerent, quas tamen in aquam proiectas non supernatare aquis, sed in imum demergi cernimus.
For, to pass over many arguments, surely what is asked about the earth can, with a weightier reason, be asked about the water — upon what it is propped and sustained, since it too is a heavy body: nay rather, since earth is heavier than water, it is more consonant with reason that water be sustained by earth than earth by water; a thing made manifestly and certainly credible by the fact that, beneath any water, earth settles as its foundation. And since in simple and uniform bodies the reasoning of any one particle and of the whole element is the same, if the element of earth were to remain upon water, then all the parts of earth too would remain upon water — which, however, when thrown into water, we see not to float upon the waters, but to sink to the bottom.167



Verumtamen opinioni Thaletis favere ac suffragari videtur divina Scriptura, quae non uno in loco ait terram esse super aquas. Etenim in capite 20 Exodi sic est: "Non facies tibi sculptile, neque omnem similitudinem quae est in Caelo desuper, et quae in terra deorsum, nec eorum quae sunt in aquis sub terra." Sed clarius hoc docet David psalmo 23, "Quia ipse super maria," inquit, "fundavit eum" (scilicet orbem terrarum), "et super flumina praeparavit eum"; et in psalmo 135, "Qui firmavit terram super aquas." Hanc sententiam sequitur auctor libri quarti Esdrae in capite ultimo, et Iustinus martyr in responsione ad quaestiones Orthodoxorum, respondens ad quaest. 130. Denique hoc indicare videntur verba...
Yet divine Scripture seems to favor and support the opinion of Thales, for in more than one place it says the earth is upon the waters. For in chapter 20 of Exodus it stands thus: "Thou shalt not make to thyself a graven thing, nor any likeness that is in Heaven above, or that is in the earth beneath, nor of those things that are in the waters under the earth." But David teaches this more clearly in Psalm 23 [24], "For he," he says, "has founded it" (namely the globe of the earth) "upon the seas, and has prepared it upon the rivers"; and in Psalm 135 [136], "Who established the earth above the waters." This opinion the author of the fourth book of Ezra follows, in the last chapter, and Justin Martyr, in his response to the Questions of the Orthodox, answering question 130. Finally, these words seem to indicate this...168



...[Denique hoc indicare videntur] verba illa Petri, quae sunt in capite tertio posterioris Epistolae: "Caeli erant prius, et terra de aqua et per aquam consistens Dei verbo." Verum neque haec, nec si quae alia obiici possunt, abducere nos debent a vera sententia: pro certo enim habendum est nihil in sacris litteris tradi quod contrarium sit manifestis experimentis verisque rationibus. At necessariis argumentis ostenditur terram naturaliter super aquam esse non posse; dicere autem terram super aquis miraculose a Deo sustineri, hominis est ad commentitiae opinionis suae defensionem quidvis stolide effingentis, et omnipotentia Dei (cum nec opus est et minime decet) temere abutentis.
...[Finally, these words of Peter seem to indicate this], in the third chapter of his latter Epistle: "The heavens were before, and the earth standing out of water and through water, by the word of God." But neither these, nor any other objections that can be raised, ought to lead us away from the true opinion: for it must be held for certain that nothing is handed down in the sacred writings which is contrary to manifest experience and true reasonings. And by necessary arguments it is shown that the earth cannot naturally be upon the water; while to say that the earth is sustained upon the waters miraculously by God is [the part] of a man who, to defend his fabricated opinion, foolishly invents anything whatever, and rashly abuses the omnipotence of God when there is no need and it is least fitting.169



Causam vero stabilitatis et firmitatis terrae esse naturalem eius gravitatem, quae, cum summa sit, suopte nutu ac pondere petit infimum mundi locum, hoc est centrum, in quo locata naturaliter quiescit, nec inde nisi per vim extrahi potest, et recta ratio ostendit et vera philosophia demonstrat. Non igitur mirandum est terram, cum sit in centro, manere immotam: quin potius ingentis miraculi esset si quoquam alio moveretur; quocunque enim extra centrum ferretur, necesse esset eam sursum ascendere, omnis enim locus qui in circulo est extra centrum centro superior est. Atque hoc idem significare voluit David, cum dixit in Psalmo 103, "Fundasti terram super stabilitatem suam, non inclinabitur in saeculum saeculi," stabilitatem vocans summum illud gravitatis pondus, quo fit ut terra in centro immota permaneat. Huc etiam spectat illud Iob in capite 26, "Qui appendit terram super nihilum," hoc est super nullo fundamento seu firmamento: non enim terra in centro posita quoquam alio eget fundamento quo fulciatur et sustentetur.
But that the cause of the stability and firmness of the earth is its natural heaviness — which, since it is supreme, by its own inclination and weight seeks the lowest place of the world, that is, the center, in which, being placed, it naturally rests, and from which it cannot be drawn except by force — both right reason shows and true philosophy demonstrates. It is not, therefore, to be wondered at that the earth, since it is at the center, remains unmoved: nay rather, it would be a vast miracle if it were moved anywhere else; for wherever it were carried outside the center, it would necessarily ascend, since every place in the circle that is outside the center is higher than the center. And David wished to signify this same thing, when he said in Psalm 103 [104], "Thou hast founded the earth upon its stability; it shall not be inclined for ever and ever" — calling "stability" that supreme weight of heaviness by which it comes about that the earth remains unmoved at the center. To this also looks that passage of Job, ch. 26, "Who hangs the earth upon nothing," that is, upon no foundation or support: for the earth, placed at the center, needs no other foundation by which it may be propped and sustained.170



Nec vero quod Scriptura inquit terram fundatam esse super aquam huic veritati adversatur: namque id varie exponitur. Quidam enim id referunt ad primum illum statum terrae, cum ea in exordio mundi creata est a Deo aquis operta, ut illud "super aquam" idem valeat quod "in aqua" (id quod respuit lectio Graeca); et hanc interpretationem assignat Basilio Euthymius, explanans psalmum vicesimum tertium, quo loco ait Chrysostomum simpliciter accepisse verba illa Davidis, existimantem re vera terram super aquis esse fundatam, ut eo miraculo clarius eluceret Dei omnipotentia. Ipse autem Euthymius arbitratur verba Davidis non esse intelligenda de toto elemento aquae vel terrae, sed de iis aquis sive marinis sive fluvialibus quae subterraneis meatibus cursus suos agunt: etenim magna quaedam flumina terram subterlabi longinquis intervallis, et post emergere in apertum, in confesso est apud omnes.
Nor indeed does what Scripture says — that the earth was founded upon water — oppose this truth: for it is variously expounded. For some refer it to that first state of the earth, when at the beginning of the world it was created by God covered with waters, so that "upon water" means the same as "in water" (which the Greek reading rejects); and Euthymius assigns this interpretation to Basil, in explaining the twenty-third psalm, where he says that Chrysostom took those words of David simply, thinking that the earth really was founded upon the waters, so that by that miracle God's omnipotence might shine the more clearly. But Euthymius himself thinks that David's words are to be understood not of the whole element of water or earth, but of those waters, whether of the sea or of rivers, which run their courses through subterranean passages: for it is agreed among all that certain great rivers glide beneath the earth at long intervals and afterward emerge into the open.171



Verumtamen similior vero est eorum sententia qui, terram super aquis esse factam, interpretantur terram esse factam superiorem, celsiorem, et eminentiorem aquis. Cum enim lingua Hebraea careat comparativis, ad eorum vim exprimendam utitur particula "super," "prae," et aliis similibus. Sic David, "Super mel ori meo"; et "super aurum et lapidem pretiosum multum"...
Yet more like the truth is the opinion of those who, [taking] "the earth was made upon the waters," interpret that the earth was made higher, loftier, and more eminent than the waters. For since the Hebrew language lacks comparatives, to express their force it uses the particle "above" (super), "prae," and others similar. So David, "[sweeter] than honey to my mouth"; and "[more to be desired] than gold and much precious stone"...172



...[super aurum et la]pidem pretiosum multum. Restat una quaestio breviter expedienda: an opinio Philosophorum et Mathematicorum affirmantium universae terrae ambitum et magnitudinem certa ratione ab ipsis compertam et comprehensam esse repugnet divinae Scripturae, quae initio libri Ecclesiastici sic ait, "Latitudinem terrae et profundum abyssi quis dimensus est?" (quasi dicat, nullus); et Deus ait Iob capite 38 eius libri, "Nunquid considerasti latitudinem terrae?" Ex his duobus locis videtur elici posse quod aiunt Mathematici et philosophi esse homini incomprehensibile. Verumtamen respondendum est nullam esse repugnantiam: supradictis namque verbis Scripturae non significatur impossibilitas, sed raritas et difficultas.
...[more to be desired] than gold and much precious stone. There remains one question to be briefly dispatched: whether the opinion of the Philosophers and Mathematicians — who affirm that the circumference and magnitude of the whole earth has been ascertained and comprehended by them by a sure method — is repugnant to divine Scripture, which at the beginning of the book of Ecclesiasticus says thus, "The breadth of the earth and the depth of the abyss, who has measured?" (as if to say, no one); and God says in Job, ch. 38, "Hast thou considered the breadth of the earth?" From these two passages it seems it can be drawn that what the Mathematicians and philosophers claim is incomprehensible to man. But it must be answered that there is no repugnance: for by the aforesaid words of Scripture is signified not impossibility, but rarity and difficulty.173



Illa enim interrogatio "Quis," ut bene Hieronymus annotavit, aliquando significat in sacris litteris raritatem et difficultatem (ut in illa sententia Salomonis "Quis potest dicere, mundum est cor meum?", vel in illa eiusdem "Mulierem fortem quis inveniet?"); aliquando vero simpliciter negat et denotat impossibilitatem (exempli causa, "Quis prior dedit illi, et retribuetur ei?", vel "Quis restitit Deo et pacem habuit?", vel "Quis est homo qui vivet et non videbit mortem?"). Vel responderi potest Scripturam loqui de latitudine terrae non simpliciter, sed eius tantum quae est extra aquas et est inhabitabilis, cuius amplitudo adhuc incognita est mortalibus, quotidie repertis novis terris atque gentibus; vel agit Scriptura de latitudine solius terrae, rationes autem Mathematicorum valent in universo globo qui ex terra simul et aqua est conflatus; vel denique Scriptura loquitur de exacta et infallibili cognitione amplitudinis terrae, quam Mathematici non tradunt.
For that interrogative "Who" (as Jerome well noted) sometimes signifies in the sacred writings rarity and difficulty (as in that saying of Solomon, "Who can say, My heart is clean?", or in that other of his, "A valiant woman, who shall find?"); but sometimes it simply denies and denotes impossibility (for example, "Who has first given to him, and it shall be repaid him?", or "Who has resisted God and had peace?", or "What man is he that shall live and not see death?"). Or it can be answered that Scripture speaks of the breadth of the earth not simply, but only of that which is outside the waters and is inhabitable, whose extent is still unknown to mortals, new lands and nations being discovered daily; or Scripture treats of the breadth of the earth alone, while the Mathematicians' reasonings hold for the whole globe, which is formed of earth and water together; or, finally, Scripture speaks of the exact and infallible knowledge of the earth's extent, which the Mathematicians do not hand down.174



Nec enim inter omnes constat quantum spatii terrae respondeat uni gradui caelestis circuli; ex quo variae philosophorum et Mathematicorum de dimensione ambitus terrae opiniones extiterunt. Etenim secundum Mathematicos, quos secutus est Aristoteles libro secundo de Caelo, ambitus terrae continebat quadringinta millia stadiorum, hoc est quinquaginta millia miliarium Italicorum; secundum Hipparchum (teste Plinio), miliaria triginta quattuor mille sexcenta viginti quinque; secundum Eratosthenem (ut refert Macrobius in Somnium Scipionis), unum et triginta mille et quingenta milliaria; secundum Ptolemaeum, viginti duo mille et quingenta (quam opinionem etiam Basilius Homilia in Hexameron nona commemorat); secundum Alphraganum plurimosque (ut ait ipse) Sapientes, viginti mille et quadringenta miliaria; secundum Fernelium, viginti quattuor millia quingenta quattuordecim; secundum recentiores (non modo Astronomiae peritos, sed etiam qui pene totum Oceanum pernavigarunt) miliaria novies et decies mille superque octoginta.
For it is not agreed among all how much space of earth corresponds to one degree of the celestial circle; whence various opinions of philosophers and Mathematicians about the dimension of the earth's circumference have arisen. For according to the Mathematicians, whom Aristotle followed in book 2 On the Heavens, the circumference of the earth contained four hundred thousand stadia, that is fifty thousand Italian miles; according to Hipparchus (on Pliny's testimony), thirty-four thousand six hundred and twenty-five miles; according to Eratosthenes (as Macrobius relates in [his commentary on] the Dream of Scipio), thirty-one thousand five hundred miles; according to Ptolemy, twenty-two thousand five hundred (which opinion Basil too mentions in the ninth homily on the Hexameron); according to Alfraganus and very many Sages (as he himself says), twenty thousand four hundred miles; according to Fernel, twenty-four thousand five hundred and fourteen; according to more recent men (not only those skilled in Astronomy, but also those who have sailed almost the whole Ocean), nineteen thousand and eighty miles.175



Tanta autem haec magnitudo terrae, si cum octava sphaera (in qua sunt inerrantia sydera) comparetur, instar puncti obtinere dicitur: ambitus enim octavi caeli continet ambitum globi qui ex terra...
But this great magnitude of the earth, if it be compared with the eighth sphere (in which are the fixed stars), is said to hold the place of a point: for the circumference of the eighth heaven contains the circumference of the globe which is [formed] of earth...176



...[qui ex] terra et aqua constat, vicies et bis millies superque sexcenties et duodecies eoque amplius: quod aestimantibus manifestum sit quanta sit terrae parvitas, si cum supremo omnium Caelo empyreo comparetur.
...which consists of earth and water, twenty-two thousand six hundred and twelve times and even more: so that it is manifest to those who reckon how great is the smallness of the earth, if it be compared with the empyrean Heaven, supreme of all.177



Verse 2. But the earth was void and empty, and darkness was over the face of the abyss.178
Vers. 2. Terra autem erat inanis et vacua, et tenebrae erant super faciem abyssi.



Hebraice sunt duae voces, תהו ובהו (Tohu Vabohu), quas Interpretes tam in linguam Graecam quam Latinam varie transtulerunt. Noster Interpres Latinus vertit "Inanis et vacua"; Pagninus, "Desolata et inanis"; alii, "Inculta et vacua"; Septuaginta, "Invisibilis et incomposita"; Aquila, "Vanitas et nihil"; Symmachus, "Otiosum et indigestum"; Theodotio, "Inane et nihilum"; Paraphrasis Onkeli ad verbum habet "Desolata et vacua"; Ionathae autem, "Vacua hominibus et iumentis." Periti linguae Hebraeae docent vocem תהו (Tohu) proprie significare vanum seu vanitatem, videlicet quod finem non assequitur cuius gratia factum est: hac voce in 1 Regum cap. 12 appellantur idola, cum dicitur "Nolite declinare post vana, quae non proderunt vobis neque eruent vos, quia vana sunt," ubi bis ponitur vox תהו (Tohu). Vox autem בהו (Bohu) proprie significat inane, vacuum, et nihilum, latens etiam et obscurum; unde quidam putant ductam esse vocem Italicam "Buio," quae significat obscurum et tenebrosum.
In Hebrew there are two words, תהו ובהו (Tohu Vabohu), which the translators have variously rendered, both into Greek and into Latin. Our Latin translator rendered "void and empty"; Pagninus, "desolate and void"; others, "untilled and empty"; the Septuagint, "invisible and uncomposed"; Aquila, "vanity and nothing"; Symmachus, "idle and unsorted"; Theodotion, "empty and nothingness"; the Paraphrase of Onkelos has, word for word, "desolate and void"; but [the Targum of] Jonathan, "empty of men and beasts." Those skilled in the Hebrew tongue teach that the word תהו (Tohu) properly signifies "vain" or "vanity" — namely, that which does not attain the end for whose sake it was made: by this word, in 1 Kings (1 Samuel) ch. 12, the idols are called [vain], when it is said "Turn not aside after vain things, which shall not profit you nor deliver you, for they are vain," where the word Tohu is set twice. And the word בהו (Bohu) properly signifies "empty, void, and nothing," also "hidden and obscure"; whence some think the Italian word "Buio" (which means dark and shadowy) is derived.179



His autem verbis Moses ante oculos nostros ponit qualis fuerit in exordio mundi status terrae: erat enim sine luce, sine ullo ornatu et decore, vacua hominibus, animantibus, et plantis; non distincta in montes, valles, campos, et colles; non eminens et extans supra aquas, sed omni ex parte altissime aquis operta; denique talis ut vere posset appellari materia invisibilis et informis (sic enim in libro Sapientiae cap. 11 appellatur, cum dicitur "Manum Dei fecisse orbem terrarum ex materia invisa seu informi"). Caietanus putat eo tempore fuisse terram puram, quod nullum in se haberet corpus mistum: verum cum tunc esset tota aquis confusa et perfusa, non poterat summam siccitatem habere, quae est velut insigne elementi terrae; ut igitur fuerit pura secundum substantiam, secundum qualitates tamen pura esse non potuit.
By these words Moses sets before our eyes what the state of the earth was at the beginning of the world: for it was without light, without any adornment and beauty, empty of men, animals, and plants; not distinguished into mountains, valleys, plains, and hills; not eminent and standing out above the waters, but on every side most deeply covered with waters; finally, such that it could truly be called "invisible and formless matter" (for so it is called in the book of Wisdom, ch. 11, when it is said that "the hand of God made the world from unseen or formless matter"). Cajetan thinks that at that time the earth was pure, in that it had in itself no mixed body; but since it was then wholly confounded and drenched with waters, it could not have the supreme dryness which is, as it were, the distinguishing mark of the element earth: so that, although it was pure in respect of substance, yet in respect of qualities it could not be pure.180



Illam autem sententiam "Et tenebrae erant super faciem abyssi": Pagninus vertit "Tenebrae erant in superficie voraginis." Vox autem Hebraea חשך (Choshech), quam pluraliter Interpres noster vertit "Tenebras," posse etiam Latine verti "Obscuritas," servato eodem numero singulari. Pro illo "Super faciem," Hebraice est על פני (Al-pene), significans pluraliter "superficies": quo denotatur, ut inquit Caietanus, totam aquam omni ex parte (hoc est tam versus nostrum hemisphaerium quam versus oppositum) fuisse obscuram et tenebrosam, nondum enim lux ulla...
But that sentence, "And darkness was over the face of the abyss": Pagninus rendered "Darkness was on the surface of the gulf." And the Hebrew word חשך (Choshech), which our [Latin] translator rendered in the plural "darkness," can also be rendered in Latin "obscurity," keeping the same singular number. For that "Over the face," in Hebrew it is על פני (Al-pene), signifying in the plural "surfaces": whereby it is denoted, as Cajetan says, that the whole water on every side (that is, both toward our hemisphere and toward the opposite) was dark and shadowy, for as yet no light...181



...[nondum enim lux] ulla erat a Deo creata. תהום (Tehom) vero Hebraice significat proprie voraginem, abyssum, et magnam profunditatem aquarum. Basilius ita definit abyssum: "Est," inquit, "abyssus copiosa aqua, ad cuius fundum non facile penetrari potest deorsum versus." Augustinus super Psalmum 41: "Abyssus," inquit, "est profunditas impenetrabilis et incomprehensibilis; et fere dici solet in aquis, ibi enim est altitudo ubi profunditas quae penetrari usque ad fundum non potest; atque hinc ducta similitudine, abyssum multam vocat Scriptura Dei iudicia, ut quae sint humana ratione et intelligentia incomprehensibilia."
...[for as yet no light] had been created by God. But תהום (Tehom), in Hebrew, properly signifies a gulf, an abyss, and a great depth of waters. Basil defines the abyss thus: "An abyss," he says, "is a copious water, to whose bottom one cannot easily penetrate downward." Augustine, on Psalm 41 [42]: "An abyss," he says, "is a depth impenetrable and incomprehensible; and it is commonly said of waters, for there is height where there is a depth that cannot be penetrated to the bottom; and hence, by a similitude drawn from this, Scripture calls the judgments of God 'a great abyss,' as being incomprehensible to human reason and understanding."182



Fuisse autem tunc ingentem aquarum magnitudinem non est dubitandum: Caietanus quidem certe censet maiorem tunc fuisse aquarum vim et copiam quam tempore diluvii, quo tempore quindecim cubitis omnes terrae montes excessit aqua. In exordio autem mundi tanta fuit aquarum altitudo, ut linea ducta a circumferentia terrae ad extimam aquae circumferentiam longe maior fuerit quam linea ducta a centro terrae ad eius superficiem (quae tamen est semidiameter terrae, minimum longitudine continens ter circiter mille millaria). Nec mirum hoc cuidam videri vult Caietanus: quanto enim superius est elementum, tanto grandius est secundum omnes dimensiones; quin etiam opinatur aquam tunc decuplo ampliorem fuisse quam terram, quod nimirum tanta sit naturalis aquae proportio ad terram.
That there was then a vast magnitude of waters is not to be doubted: Cajetan indeed certainly thinks that there was then a greater force and abundance of waters than at the time of the flood, at which time the water exceeded all the mountains of the earth by fifteen cubits. But at the beginning of the world the height of the waters was so great that a line drawn from the circumference of the earth to the outermost circumference of the water was far greater than a line drawn from the center of the earth to its surface (which, however, is the semidiameter of the earth, containing in length at the least about three thousand miles). And Cajetan would have it seem no wonder to anyone: for the higher an element is, the larger it is in all its dimensions; nay, he even thinks that the water then was tenfold larger than the earth, because such is the natural proportion of water to earth.183



Beda vero, ne hac quidem altitudine aquae contentus, affirmat in Hexamerum totum illud mundi spatium quod inter empyreum et terram continebatur plenum fuisse aqua — hoc est (ut ego interpretor) materia quaedam humida et aquea, et velut nebulosa, non aequaliter densa vel rara, sed quae et densius coacta in elementarem aquam verti posset, et magis tenuata in aërem raresceret, et ex qua mirabili ratione concreta etiam orbes caelestes conficerentur.
But Bede, not content even with this height of water, affirms in his Hexameron that all that space of the world which was contained between the empyrean and the earth was full of water — that is (as I interpret it) of a certain humid and watery matter, and as it were nebulous, not equally dense or rare, but such as could, more densely compacted, be turned into elemental water, and, more rarefied, thin out into air, and from which, concreted by a wondrous method, even the celestial orbs might be formed.184



Sed de primaevis mundi tenebris memorabile est, ac vere paradoxum, quod Basilius et Theodoretus hoc loco tradunt. Aiunt enim supra primum caelum fuisse a Deo, ante hunc mundum corporatum et aspectabilem, factam lucem quandam inaccessibilem, in qua versabantur Angeli multis saeculis ante huius mundi molitionem conditi. Creato autem deinde caelo, quoniam ipsum est corpus continuum et solidum, opacavit et obtenebravit omnia quae intra eius ambitum facta sunt, videlicet obiectu suo obstans ne lumen illud supremum terram et aquam illuminare posset; atque hanc isti putant esse causam cur, creato caelo, tenebrae fuerint super terram et aquam. Ad hanc commentationem adducti videntur odio nugarum Manichaeorum asserentium tenebras esse quandam substantiam aeternam, et principium rerum non minus quam lucem. Similia vero eorum quae de primis tenebris tradunt Basilius et Theodoretus, etiam B. Petrum docere solitum, auctoritate et testimonio Clementis Romani, in Hexameron confirmat Beda.
But concerning the primeval darkness of the world there is a memorable, and truly paradoxical, thing that Basil and Theodoret hand down in this place. For they say that, above the first heaven, there was made by God — before this corporeal and visible world — a certain inaccessible light, in which the Angels dwelt, founded many ages before the construction of this world. But when the heaven was then created, since it is a continuous and solid body, it darkened and overshadowed all the things that were made within its compass, namely by its interposition obstructing [the light], so that that supreme light could not illuminate the earth and water; and this they think is the cause why, the heaven being created, there was darkness over the earth and water. They seem to have been led to this speculation by hatred of the trifles of the Manichees, who assert that darkness is a certain eternal substance, and a principle of things no less than light. And that things similar to what Basil and Theodoret hand down about the first darkness were wont to be taught by the blessed Peter too, Bede confirms in his Hexameron, by the authority and testimony of Clement of Rome.185



Sed profecto, si quod verba istorum in speciem prae se ferunt hoc ipsi senserunt et significare voluerunt, difficile est eorum opinionem approbare. Etenim lux illa supercaelestis aut erat spiritualis tantum, aut corporalis: si tantum spiritualis, certe tametsi nullum fuisset impedimentum caeli, nihilo magis tamen terram et aquam illuminare potuisset; nec caelum, quod est corpus, vim spiritualem illius lucis impedire; nec, cum Moses sine dubio hic agat de tenebris corporalibus, eiusmodi tenebrae ex privatione illius lucis spiritualis existere potuissent. Sin autem ea lux erat corporalis, non utique per se cohaerere et constare poterat, sed eam in aliquo corpore inhaerere necesse erat: quare fuisset aliquod corpus a Deo conditum ante caelum et terram, quod adversatur et Mosi hoc loco, et Davidi in Psalmo centesimo primo, dicentibus "In Principio creasse Deum Caelum et terram."
But surely, if these men felt and meant to signify what their words present on the surface, it is difficult to approve their opinion. For that supercelestial light was either only spiritual or corporeal: if only spiritual, then certainly, even had there been no obstruction from the heaven, it could no more have illuminated the earth and water; nor could the heaven, which is a body, obstruct the spiritual power of that light; nor, since Moses here doubtless treats of corporeal darkness, could such darkness arise from the privation of that spiritual light. But if that light was corporeal, it could not cohere and subsist by itself, but had to inhere in some body: wherefore there would have been some body created by God before heaven and earth — which is opposed both to Moses in this place, and to David in Psalm 101 [102], who say "In the beginning God created Heaven and earth."186



Quod autem in exordio mundi tenebrae fuerint et obscuritas ante lucem, etiam Paulus nos docuit, cum in undecimo capite Epistolae ad Hebraeos inquit "Fide intelligimus aptata esse saecula verbo Dei, ut ex invisibilibus visibilia fierent"; et in capite quarto posterioris Epistolae ad Corinthios, "Deus," inquit, "qui dixit de tenebris lucem splendescere." Erat igitur a principio terra aquis circumtecta, et quasi circumamicta. Quocirca David in Psalmo centesimo tertio de terra loquens, "Abyssus," inquit, "sicut vestimentum amictus eius"; et Iob capite tricesimo octavo originem aquarum describens, "Quis conclusit ostiis mare, quando erumpebat quasi de vulva procedens, cum ponerem nubem vestimentum eius, et caligine illud quasi pannis infantiae obvolverem?"
That at the beginning of the world there was darkness and obscurity before the light, Paul too taught us, when in the eleventh chapter of the Epistle to the Hebrews he says "By faith we understand that the ages were framed by the word of God, so that from things invisible the visible should come to be"; and in the fourth chapter of the latter Epistle to the Corinthians, "God," he says, "who commanded light to shine out of darkness." Therefore from the beginning the earth was covered round with waters, and as it were clothed about. Wherefore David, in Psalm 103 [104], speaking of the earth, says "The deep, like a garment, is its clothing"; and Job, in chapter 38, describing the origin of the waters, "Who shut up the sea with doors, when it broke forth as issuing from the womb? when I made a cloud its garment, and wrapped it in mist as in the swaddling-bands of infancy?"187



And the Spirit of the Lord was borne over the waters.188
Et Spiritus Domini ferebatur super aquas.



Pagninus vertit, "Spiritus Domini sufflabat in superficie aquarum." Paraphrasis Onkeli habet, "Spiritus a facie Dei flabat super facies aquarum." Ionathas vero, "Spiritus seu ventus misericordiarum, sive gratia, flabat super facies aquarum." Hebraice enim est vox pluralis numeri "Facies," quam et noster interpres et Septuaginta omiserunt. Vocis Hebraeae רוח (Ruah), quae Latine vertitur "Spiritus," quadruplex significatio est in sacris litteris saepe usurpata: vel pro aëre seu vento, vel pro Spiritu Sancto, vel pro natura incorporea (sic dicitur "Deus Spiritus" et "Angelus"), vel (ut paulo infra ostendam) pro vi quadam et impetu motioneque et efficacia.
Pagninus rendered, "The Spirit of the Lord was blowing on the surface of the waters." The Paraphrase of Onkelos has, "A spirit from the face of God was blowing over the faces of the waters." But [the Targum of] Jonathan, "A spirit, or wind, of mercies — or of grace — was blowing over the faces of the waters." For in Hebrew there is a plural noun "Faces," which both our [Latin] translator and the Septuagint omitted. Of the Hebrew word רוח (Ruah), which is rendered in Latin "Spirit," there is a fourfold signification often used in the sacred writings: either for air or wind, or for the Holy Spirit, or for an incorporeal nature (so it is said "God is a Spirit," and "an Angel"), or (as I shall show a little below) for a certain force and impulse and motion and efficacy.189



Verbum מרחפת (Merachepheth), id est "Ferebatur," Septuaginta verterunt "Superferebatur" (haec enim eorum translatio saepenumero citatur ab Augustino); et alii, "movebat se," seu "agitabat," seu "volitabat"; alii "sufflabat" vel "flabat." Hieronymus in Quaestionibus Hebraicis super Genesim affirmat praedictum verbum Hebraeum proprie significare "incubare" sive "confovere," similitudine volucrum quae ova calore suo fovent et animant; ex quo censet perspicue [intelligi]...
The verb מרחפת (Merachepheth), that is "was borne," the Septuagint rendered "was borne over" (for this translation of theirs is often cited by Augustine); and others, "moved itself," or "stirred," or "fluttered"; others, "was breathing" or "was blowing." Jerome, in the Hebrew Questions on Genesis, affirms that the aforesaid Hebrew verb properly signifies "to brood" or "to cherish/warm," by the likeness of birds, which warm and quicken their eggs by their own heat; from which he thinks it is clearly [understood]...190



...perspicue intelligi Mosem hoc loco per Spiritum Domini non significare aërem aut ventum, sed Spiritum Sanctum, qui dicitur spiritus omnia vivificans, fovens et perficiens. Eandem verbi Hebraei interpretationem (ait Basilius) hoc loco se ex quodam Syro, magno viro, accepisse — haud dubie indicans Ephraem suum, et aequalem, et perquam familiarem. Eandem quoque verbi Hebraei notionem et interpretationem maxime probat Diodorus Episcopus Tharsensis.
...clearly understood that Moses in this place, by "the Spirit of the Lord," signifies not air or wind, but the Holy Spirit, who is called the spirit that vivifies, fosters, and perfects all things. Basil says that in this place he received the same interpretation of the Hebrew verb from a certain Syrian, a great man — doubtless meaning his own Ephraem [the Syrian], his contemporary and very close friend. The same notion and interpretation of the Hebrew verb Diodore, Bishop of Tarsus, especially approves.191



Sed antequam Patrum interpretationes exponam, libet explodere novam et mirabilem Caietani expositionem, quam nemo (quod equidem sciam) aut veterum aut etiam recentiorum, ne per suspicionem quidem attigit. Existimat Caietanus his verbis metaphorice significari Angelos, qui Caelos (praesertim autem primum mobile) maxima celeritate movent: ita ut "Spiritus Dei" significet Angelum (ita crebro appellatum in Scriptura, David enim dixit "Qui facit Angelos suos spiritus"); "Super aquas" significat Caelos, nam et Hebraice vocantur שמים (Schamaim), ab aquis ducto vocabulo, et Caelum crystallinum (quod putat Caietanus primum mobile), cum sit totum diaphanum et perlucidum, nomine aquae rite nominatur; illa autem particula "Super" denotat excellentiam Angeli supra Caelum quod movet, non enim ab eo continetur vel pendet, sed potius ei supereminet et praesidet.
But before I expound the interpretations of the Fathers, I would like to explode the novel and astonishing exposition of Cajetan, which no one (as far as I know), of the ancients or even of the more recent, has so much as touched by surmise. Cajetan thinks that by these words are metaphorically signified the Angels, who move the Heavens (and especially the primum mobile) with the greatest speed: so that "the Spirit of God" signifies an Angel (so frequently so called in Scripture, for David said "Who makes his Angels spirits"); "upon the waters" signifies the Heavens, for in Hebrew too they are called שמים (Schamaim), a word derived from "waters," and the crystalline Heaven (which Cajetan thinks is the primum mobile), since it is wholly diaphanous and translucent, is rightly named by the name of "water"; and that particle "Super" (above) denotes the excellence of the Angel above the Heaven which it moves, for it is not contained by it or dependent on it, but rather is supereminent over it and presides over it.192



"Ferebatur," seu (ut proprie sonat verbum Hebraeum) "Volitabat" aut "Incubabat," ostendit qualis sit motus Caeli qui fit ab Angelo: si enim legamus "Volitabat," declaratur summa eius motus celeritas; sin autem legamus "Incubabat," demonstratur vitalis eius vis et efficacia, est enim motus caelestis (ut tradit Aristoteles initio libri octavi Physicorum) quasi vita rerum sublunarium, per hunc enim (ut idem docet in primo libro de Caelo) impertitur Deus omnibus rebus esse ac vivere, aliis quidem clarius, aliis vero obscurius. Atque haec est Caietani interpretatio.
"Was borne," or (as the Hebrew verb properly sounds) "was fluttering" or "was brooding," shows what the motion of the Heaven is which is caused by the Angel: for if we read "was fluttering," the supreme speed of its motion is declared; but if we read "was brooding," its vital force and efficacy is shown, for the celestial motion (as Aristotle hands down at the beginning of the eighth book of the Physics) is, as it were, the life of sublunary things, since through it (as he also teaches in the first book On the Heavens) God imparts to all things being and life, to some more clearly, to others more obscurely. And this is Cajetan's interpretation.193



Quam esse durissimam, omnino extortam et violentam, minimeque cum proposito et verbis ipsius Mosis congruentem, quilibet per se videre potest, adeo ut nostra confutatione non egeat. Certo, ante factam lucem quid opus fuit conversione Caeli? Etenim motus caeli non fit nisi ad dispensandum lumen. Deinde, nomine aquarum significari caelos, locutio est nimium figurata, et in Scriptura insolens, nec historicae narrationi Mosis conveniens. Absurdum etiam est facere Mosem, tam parvo intervallo, tam ambigue utentem vocabulo aquarum — primo quidem pro caelo, deinde autem in enarrando opere secundi, tertii, et quinti diei, pro vero aquae elemento. Sed dimittamus Caietanum, et aliorum interpretationes ad iudicium et examen vocemus.
That this is most harsh, wholly forced and violent, and least congruent with the purpose and words of Moses himself, anyone can see for himself, so that it needs no refutation from us. Certainly, before light was made, what need was there of the revolution of the Heaven? For the motion of the heaven occurs only for dispensing light. Next, that "heavens" should be signified by the name of "waters" is too figurative a locution, and unusual in Scripture, and not befitting the historical narration of Moses. It is also absurd to make Moses, within so small a space, use the word "waters" so ambiguously — first for the heaven, then, in narrating the work of the second, third, and fifth days, for the true element of water. But let us dismiss Cajetan, and call the interpretations of others to judgment and examination.194



Tertullianus in libro quem scripsit adversus Hermogenem contendit per Spiritum Domini hoc loco non Deum, sed ventum significari. Haec interpretatio probatur maxime Theodoreto, qui...
Tertullian, in the book he wrote against Hermogenes, contends that by "the Spirit of the Lord" in this place is signified not God, but wind. This interpretation is especially approved by Theodoret, who...195



...qui in quaestione 8 super Genesim putat Mosem his verbis subindicasse elementum aëris, sicut tradiderat elementum terrae et aquae. Illud autem "Ferebatur" ait demonstrare mobilitatem et agitationem naturalem ipsius aëris seu venti, vel naturalem aëris situm, qui est undique supereminere aquis, ipsas circundando. Appellatur autem spiritus Dei, vel quod a Deo immissus erat (non enim tunc erant causae naturales excitantes ventum), vel quod ille ventus esset admodum validus et vehemens: mos enim est Scripturae, cum rem quampiam insignem et eximiam significare vult, adiungere ei nomen Dei, sicut dicitur "Mons Dei," "Cedrus Dei," "Bellum Dei vel Domini," "Civitas Dei." Hanc expositionem memorat Basilius hoc loco et Diodorus (ut citatur in Catena), nec improbant tamen, licet postponant ei quae est de Spiritu sancto.
...who, in question 8 on Genesis, thinks that Moses by these words hinted at the element of air, just as he had handed down the element of earth and water. And that "was borne," he says, demonstrates the natural mobility and agitation of the air or wind itself, or the natural position of the air, which is on every side to be supereminent over the waters, surrounding them. And it is called "the Spirit of God," either because it had been sent in by God (for there were not then natural causes exciting wind), or because that wind was very strong and vehement: for it is the custom of Scripture, when it wishes to signify some notable and outstanding thing, to add to it the name of God — as it is said "the Mountain of God," "the Cedar of God," "the War of God or of the Lord," "the City of God." This exposition Basil mentions in this place, and Diodore (as cited in the Catena), nor do they disapprove it, although they put it after the one concerning the Holy Spirit.196



Cum igitur haec interpretatio a Tertulliano et Theodoreto maxime probata sit, nec a Basilio et Diodoro aliisque viris gravissimis damnata, nulla profecto ratio erat cur Catharinus eam non modo ut falsam, sed ut parum piam, tam severe reiiceret et condemnaret. Nam quod quidam aiunt, licet vox "Spiritus" interdum in Scriptura ponatur pro vento, nunquam tamen eam cum adiunctione "Dei" vel "Domini" sumi pro vento, sed tantum pro Spiritu Sancto, falsum esse coarguit Theodoretus manifesto exemplo ex Psal. Davidis 147, ubi sic est, "Flabit spiritus eius, et fluent aquae": significatur enim, immisso vento a Deo, aquas frigore conglaciatas deliquari atque diffluere.
Since, therefore, this interpretation was especially approved by Tertullian and Theodoret, and not condemned by Basil and Diodore and other most weighty men, there was surely no reason why Catharinus should reject and condemn it so severely — not only as false, but as insufficiently pious. For what some say — that although the word "Spirit" is sometimes put in Scripture for "wind," yet it is never taken for "wind" with the addition of "of God" or "of the Lord," but only for the Holy Spirit — Theodoret proves false by a manifest example from Psalm 147 of David, where it stands thus, "His wind shall blow, and the waters shall flow": for it signifies that, a wind being sent in by God, the waters frozen by cold melt and flow away.197



Potuisset idem aliis permultis Scripturae testimoniis convincere: cuiusmodi est illud Exod. 15, "Flavit spiritus eius [tuus], et operuit eos mare"; et in Cantico trium puerorum, "Benedicite imber et ros Domino, benedicite omnis spiritus Dei Domino"; et apud Iob cap. 27, "Donec superest halitus in me, et spiritus Dei in naribus meis, non loquentur labia mea iniquitatem"; et apud Isaiam cap. 30, "Nutrimenta eius, ignis et ligna multa: flatus Domini sicut torrens sulphuris succendens eam"; et capit. 40, "Exsiccatum est foenum, et cecidit flos, quia spiritus Domini sufflavit in eo."
He could have proved the same by very many other testimonies of Scripture: such as that of Exodus 15, "Thy wind blew, and the sea covered them"; and in the Canticle of the Three Children, "Bless the Lord, rain and dew; bless the Lord, every wind (spirit) of God"; and in Job, ch. 27, "As long as breath remains in me, and the breath (spirit) of God in my nostrils, my lips shall not speak iniquity"; and in Isaiah, ch. 30, "Its nourishment is fire and much wood: the breath of the Lord, like a torrent of brimstone, kindling it"; and ch. 40, "The hay is withered, and the flower is fallen, because the wind (spirit) of the Lord has blown upon it."198



Existimant autem probatores huius interpretationis propterea Mosem hoc loco fecisse mentionem spiritus, id est aëris seu venti, quod indicare vellet omnia elementa initio fuisse a Deo condita, hoc est terram, aquam, et aërem; nam de igne, utrum sit elementum aliquod separato in mundi loco positum, magna lis est etiamnum inter philosophos. Et sane priora duo manifesta sunt, etiam vulgo, visu tactuque; tertium et tactu et auditu; quartum autem (id est ignis, qui est supra aërem proxime subiectus orbi lunae) nullo sensu notus est. Et propterea fortasse Deus creavit aërem cum motu et agitatione, ut ea ratione creatio ipsius omnibus innotesceret, aërem quippe vulgus indoctum non nisi ex motu eius deprehendit. Alii censent mentionem esse factam spiritus, scilicet venti, quod eius ministerio mox usurus esset Deus ad separandam aquam a terra, vel certe ad exsiccandam terram, quae segregatis aquis lutulenta et caenosa remanserat.
Now the approvers of this interpretation think that Moses in this place made mention of the spirit — that is, of air or wind — because he wished to indicate that all the elements were founded by God at the beginning, namely earth, water, and air; for about fire, whether it is some element placed in a separate place of the world, there is great dispute even now among the philosophers. And indeed the first two are manifest even to the common people, by sight and touch; the third, by touch and hearing; but the fourth (that is, fire, which is above the air, next beneath the orb of the moon) is known by no sense. And therefore perhaps God created the air with motion and agitation, so that by this means its creation might become known to all, since the unlearned common people do not perceive air except by its motion. Others think mention was made of the spirit — namely, wind — because God was soon to use its ministry to separate the water from the earth, or at least to dry the earth, which, the waters being segregated, had remained muddy and miry.199



Altera interpretatio est ferme omnium Patrum, tam Graecorum quam Latinorum, per Spiritum Dei hoc loco vel solum vel praecipue ac principaliter significari Spiritum sanctum: quam sententiam secuta est Ecclesia Catholica in benedictione fontium, in qua de Spiritu sancto haec canit, "Tu super aquas futurus eos ferebaris"; et iterum, "Deus, cuius Spiritus super aquas inter ipsa mundi primordia ferebatur, ut iam tum virtutem sanctificationis aquarum natura conciperet."
The second interpretation, that of nearly all the Fathers (both Greek and Latin), is that by "the Spirit of God" in this place is signified, either solely or chiefly and principally, the Holy Spirit: which opinion the Catholic Church has followed in the blessing of the fonts, in which it sings thus of the Holy Spirit, "Thou wast borne over the waters, about to [sanctify] them"; and again, "God, whose Spirit was borne over the waters at the very beginnings of the world, that even then the nature of the waters might conceive the power of sanctification."200



Placuit autem maxime Patribus haec interpretatio, tum quod per eam sacramentum regenerationis spiritualis (quae fit per aquam et Spiritum sanctum — in cuius rei signum et argumentum, cum Dominus noster baptizatus est in Iordane supra Iordanis aquas, Spiritus sanctus in specie columbae apparuit) ostenditur praemonstrata fuisse in prima mundi et hominis origine, in qua Spiritus Domini ferebatur super aquas; tum maxime, quod per eam patefit et innotescit mysterium Trinitatis in ipso mundi et divinae scripturae exordio: nam illud "In Principio" denotat Filium; illud autem "Creavit Deus" indicat Deum Patrem; hoc autem "Spiritus Domini ferebatur super aquas" demonstrat Spiritum sanctum.
This interpretation especially pleased the Fathers, both because by it the sacrament of spiritual regeneration (which is done through water and the Holy Spirit — in sign and proof of which, when our Lord was baptized in the Jordan, above the waters of the Jordan, the Holy Spirit appeared in the form of a dove) is shown to have been prefigured in the first origin of the world and of man, in which the Spirit of the Lord was borne over the waters; and especially because by it the mystery of the Trinity is made manifest and known at the very beginning of the world and of divine Scripture: for that "In the beginning" denotes the Son; that "God created" indicates God the Father; and this "The Spirit of the Lord was borne over the waters" demonstrates the Holy Spirit.201



Certe negari nullo modo potest Spiritum sanctum in sacris litteris saepenumero dici auctorem creandi caelos et terram, omniaque fovendi, vivificandi, conservandi. David enim cecinit, "Verbo Domini caeli firmati sunt, et Spiritu oris eius omnis virtus eorum"; et alio loco, "Emittes Spiritum tuum, et creabuntur, et renovabis faciem terrae"; et Iob inquit, "Spiritus Domini ornavit caelos"; et in libro Sapientiae multa praeclara de Spiritu Dei praedicantur.
Certainly it can in no way be denied that the Holy Spirit is in the sacred writings frequently called the author of creating the heavens and the earth, and of fostering, vivifying, and preserving all things. For David sang, "By the word of the Lord the heavens were established, and all their power by the spirit of his mouth"; and in another place, "Thou shalt send forth thy Spirit, and they shall be created, and thou shalt renew the face of the earth"; and Job says, "The Spirit of the Lord adorned the heavens"; and in the book of Wisdom many excellent things are proclaimed of the Spirit of God.202



Sed quid sibi vult illud verbum "Ferebatur," seu (ut legit Augustinus) "Superferebatur super aquas"? Basilius inquit non aliud esse "Ferebatur" quam fovebat et vivificabat aquas, praeparans eas ad mox futuram foecunditatem. Augustinus ait illud "Superferebatur" significare Deum esse superiorem rebus quas condidit, nec ulla necessitate nec rei alicuius indigentia impulsum esse ad fabricandum mundum, sed sua modo bonitate et benignitate: qui enim ob indigentiam operatur, operibus ipse suis subiicitur potius quam superfertur. Beda in Hexameron sic ait, "Spiritus Domini ferebatur super aquas, non corporalibus locis, sed excellentia potestatis, quia subiacebat voluntati creatoris quicquid deinde formandum et perficiendum inchoaverat." Tostatus sic interpretatur: "Voluntas et mens Dei opificis ferebatur super aquas, quasi mente pertractans et designans quaecumque statuerat ex aquis facere, ad similitudinem hominis opificis spectantis et considerantis materiam sibi subiectam, quemadmodum ex ea fingere possit opus ad similitudinem eius formae quam animo suo conceptam et informatam habet."
But what does that word "was borne" — or (as Augustine reads) "was borne over the waters" — mean? Basil says that "was borne" is nothing other than that it fostered and vivified the waters, preparing them for the fertility soon to come. Augustine says that "was borne over" signifies that God is superior to the things he founded, and was impelled to fashion the world by no necessity and by need of nothing, but only by his own goodness and kindness: for he who works because of need is subjected to his own works rather than borne above them. Bede, in the Hexameron, says thus, "The Spirit of the Lord was borne over the waters, not in corporeal places, but by the excellence of power, because whatever he had begun, thereafter to be formed and perfected, lay subject to the will of the Creator." Tostatus interprets thus: "The will and mind of God the maker was borne over the waters, as if pondering and designing in his mind whatever he had determined to make from the waters — after the likeness of a human craftsman looking at and considering the material set before him, [to see] how from it he might fashion a work after the likeness of that form which he holds conceived and shaped in his mind."203



Tertia interpretatio est, per spiritum Domini significari non ventum, nec Spiritum sanctum, sed vim et impetum, et efficaciam quandam vitalem et foecunditatis plenam, aquis impressam a Deo. Frequens enim est in Scriptura per spiritum Dei significari subitam...
The third interpretation is that by "the Spirit of the Lord" is signified neither wind, nor the Holy Spirit, but a certain force and impulse, and a vital efficacy full of fertility, impressed upon the waters by God. For it is frequent in Scripture that by "the Spirit of God" is signified a sudden [force]...204



...[per spiritum Dei significari] subitam quandam vim et extraordinariam Dei motionem ad aliquid magnum et eximium agendum. Sic legimus spiritum Domini irruisse in Sampsonem, et discerpsisse leonem; et in Saulem, et minutatim concidisse bovem; in Elisaeum quoque, et statim prophetare coepisse. Hac etiam significatione dicitur spiritus Dei sustulisse Eliam in caelum, et rapuisse Philippum; et apud Danielem capite decimo quarto dicitur Angelus Domini apprehendisse Habacuc in vertice eius, et portasse in capillo capitis, et posuisse in Babylonem super lacu leonum "in impetu spiritus sui." Ideo autem Moses docere voluit in principio vim et efficaciam Dei affuisse aquis, ut intelligeretur quaecunque postea ex aquis iussu Dei puncto temporis facta esse narrantur, non esse facta nativa facultate et potestate aquarum, sed supernaturali virtute Dei, qui aquis illis aderat.
...[that by 'the Spirit of God' is signified] a certain sudden force and extraordinary motion of God for doing something great and outstanding. Thus we read that the spirit of the Lord rushed upon Samson, and he tore apart the lion; and upon Saul, and he cut the ox to pieces; upon Elisha too, and he straightway began to prophesy. In this signification also the spirit of God is said to have lifted up Elijah into heaven, and to have caught away Philip; and in Daniel, ch. 14, the Angel of the Lord is said to have seized Habakkuk by the crown of his head, and carried him by the hair of his head, and set him in Babylon over the lions' den, "in the impulse of his spirit." And so Moses wished to teach at the beginning that the force and efficacy of God was present in the waters, so that it might be understood that whatever is afterward narrated to have been made from the waters at God's command in a moment of time, was not made by the native faculty and power of the waters, but by the supernatural power of God, who was present in those waters.205



Sicut etiam cum dicitur Sampson, irruente in eum spiritu Dei, discerpsisse leonem, significatur non id fecisse Sampsonem naturali robore et propriis viribus, sed mirabili quadam virtute tunc ei a Deo indita. Hanc expositionem solam amplectitur Chrysostomus homil. tertia in Genesim. Augustinus autem in libro super Genesim imperfecto, capite quarto, ait per Spiritum Dei tria posse intelligi: vel Spiritum sanctum, vel ventum seu aërem, vel vitalem quandam creaturam qua universus orbis visibilis movetur atque continetur.
Just as, also, when Samson is said — the spirit of God rushing upon him — to have torn apart the lion, it is signified that Samson did this not by natural strength and his own powers, but by a certain wondrous power then implanted in him by God. This exposition alone Chrysostom embraces, in the third homily on Genesis. But Augustine, in the unfinished book on Genesis, ch. 4, says that by "the Spirit of God" three things can be understood: either the Holy Spirit, or wind or air, or a certain vital creature by which the whole visible world is moved and held together.206



Atque hae sunt tres nobiliores, et vero etiam probabiliores, huius loci interpretationes; quarum quae sit potissima, lectoris arbitrio existimandum relinquo. Mihi certe prima et tertia, secundum sensum litteralem, quemadmodum secunda secundum sensum mysticum, maxime probatur. Illud fortasse cuipiam mirandum accidet, cur Moses, sicut terrae, ita etiam aquae Deum esse creatorem aperte non docuerit. Respondemus id quod tradit Augustinus libro 11 de Civitate Dei capite ultimo, satis id insinuasse Mosem. Nam cum dixisset "In principio Deum creasse terram," proxime declaravit qualis sit creata, nimirum inanis et vacua, et aquis tenebrosis undique operta: quibus verbis involute docetur terram creatam esse simul cum aqua, neque enim creari debuit aqua ante caelum et terram.
And these are the three nobler — and indeed also the more probable — interpretations of this passage; of which is the best, I leave to be judged at the reader's discretion. To me, certainly, the first and third, according to the literal sense — just as the second, according to the mystical sense — are most approved. Perhaps it will seem a wonder to someone why Moses, just as [he taught] God to be the creator of the earth, did not also openly teach [him to be the creator] of the water. We answer (what Augustine hands down in book 11 of the City of God, last chapter) that Moses sufficiently insinuated it. For when he had said "In the beginning God created the earth," he next declared what sort it was created — namely, void and empty, and on every side covered with dark waters: by which words it is implicitly taught that the earth was created together with the water, for water ought not to have been created before heaven and earth.207



Solius autem terrae creationem aperte tradidit Moses, quia eius nomine etiam aquam comprehendi voluit, quod ex utroque elemento unus globus et quasi unum corpus conflatur. Quin videtur aqua esse facta propter terram — non prout terra simplex est elementum (sic enim ignobilior est quam aqua), sed ut est sedes et quasi mater omnium viventium. Deum autem effectorem esse et conditorem aquarum omnium, multis in locis explicatissime traditur in sacris litteris: veluti in capite 20 [Exodi], et in Apocalypsi capite 14, et in lib. Iudith cap. 9 sic est, "Deus caelorum, et creator aquarum, et dominus totius creaturae."
But Moses openly handed down the creation of the earth alone, because by its name he wished water too to be comprehended, since from both elements one globe and, as it were, one body is formed. Nay, water seems to have been made for the sake of the earth — not insofar as the earth is a simple element (for so it is baser than water), but insofar as it is the seat and, as it were, the mother of all living things. That God is the maker and founder of all the waters is handed down most explicitly in many places of the sacred writings: as in chapter 20 [of Exodus], and in the Apocalypse, ch. 14, and in the book of Judith, ch. 9, it stands thus, "God of the heavens, and creator of the waters, and Lord of every creature."208



Non praeteribo tacitus, celeriter tamen perstringam, quod a quibusdam non incuriosis rerum antiquarum aestimatoribus observatum et proditum est: multa eorum quae hic traduntur a Mose simillima reperiri in veterum poëtarum, Theologorum, et philosophorum monimentis; et quia eos omnes Moses multis saeculis antecessit, credibile fit illa ex Mosaicis hausta esse fontibus. Moses tradit in exordio mundi fuisse terram inanem et vacuam, itemque tenebras et abyssum, Spiritum Domini et aquas: quae ad unum omnia Mercurius Trismegistus expressit in Pimandro. Sic enim ait, "Erant tenebrae infinitae in abysso, et aqua, et spiritus tenuis intelligibilis, quae divina virtute erant in ipso Chao."
I will not pass over in silence — though I shall touch it briefly — what has been observed and reported by certain not incurious appraisers of ancient things: that many of the things here handed down by Moses are found very similar in the monuments of the ancient poets, theologians, and philosophers; and since Moses preceded them all by many ages, it becomes credible that those things were drawn from the Mosaic springs. Moses hands down that at the beginning of the world there was earth void and empty, and likewise darkness and abyss, the Spirit of the Lord and the waters: all of which, every one, Mercury Trismegistus expressed in the Pimander. For he says thus, "There was infinite darkness in the abyss, and water, and a fine intelligible spirit, which by divine power were in the very Chaos."209



Plato exponens in Timaeo quemadmodum aggressus sit Deus fabricare mundum, "Quicquid erat," inquit, "non tranquillum et quietum, sed immoderate agitatum et quasi fluctuans, id assumpsit, et ex inordinato ad ordinem adduxit." Quam sententiam ex hoc loco Mosis accepisse Platonem, auctor est Iustinus martyr in posteriori Apologia pro Christianis. Anaxagoras censuit omnia fuisse primo confusa et indigesta, deinde accessisse mentem, quae ea distinguendo et separando mundum effecit. Hesiodus (ut refert Aristoteles libro primo Metaphysicorum, et libro quarto Physicorum, et in libello qui inscribitur adversus Xenophanem, Zenonem, et Gorgiam) dixit primum omnium fuisse Chaos, tum amplissimam tellurem extitisse. Et Aristoteles quidem putat Deum fecisse Chaos tanquam receptaculum et locum corporum gignendorum; in eo autem libello quem dixi ait Hesiodum per Chaos intellexisse nihil, et ex nihilo fecisse caelum et terram.
Plato, expounding in the Timaeus how God set about to fashion the world, says, "Whatever was — not tranquil and quiet, but immoderately agitated and, as it were, fluctuating — that he took up, and brought from disorder to order." That Plato received this opinion from this passage of Moses, Justin Martyr is the authority, in the latter Apology for the Christians. Anaxagoras held that all things were at first confused and unsorted, and then Mind came, which, by distinguishing and separating them, made the world. Hesiod (as Aristotle relates in the first book of the Metaphysics, the fourth book of the Physics, and in the booklet entitled Against Xenophanes, Zeno, and Gorgias) said that first of all there was Chaos, then the most ample earth came into being. And Aristotle indeed thinks that God made Chaos as a receptacle and place for the bodies to be generated; but in that booklet I mentioned, he says that Hesiod understood by "Chaos" nothing, and from nothing made heaven and earth.210



Ovidius in primo libro Metamorphoseos initio sententiam Hesiodi et Anaxagorae de mundi origine secutus, ita scribit: "Unus erat toto naturae vultus in orbe, / Quem dixere Chaos, rudis indigestaque moles, / Nec quicquam nisi pondus iners, congestaque eodem / Non bene iunctarum discordia semina rerum."
Ovid, at the beginning of the first book of the Metamorphoses, following the opinion of Hesiod and Anaxagoras about the world's origin, writes thus: "There was one face of nature in the whole world, which they called Chaos — a rude and unsorted mass, nothing but inert weight, and the discordant seeds of things not well joined, heaped together in the same place."211



Eugubinus in Cosmopaeia annotavit veteres Graeciae sapientes materiam omnium rerum appellasse ὕλην, paululum mutata voce pro ἰλύν, quae vox significat caenum et limum: et vero materia ex qua sunt cuncta ferme condita, secundum Mosem, fuit terra caenosa et limosa, hoc est terra aquis confusa et permixta. Porro noctem seu tenebras praecessisse creationem mundi, praeter Mercurium et Hesiodum, etiam Thales Milesius sensit: rogatus enim utra prior fuisset, nox an dies, respondit, priorem fuisse noctem. Aristoteles etiam testificatur antiquissimos Theologos tria fecisse mundi principia: Chaos, Noctem, et Oceanum. Homerus certe Oceanum et Thetin primos fecit deorum parentes, et deos inducit iurantes per aquam stygiam, quasi per rem omnium vetustissimam et honoratissimam. Thales vero, primus philosophorum in Graecia, aquam fecit rerum omnium principium.
Eugubinus (Steuco), in his Cosmopoeia, noted that the ancient sages of Greece called the matter of all things ὕλη (hylē), the word slightly changed from ἰλύς (ilys), which means mud and slime: and indeed the matter from which nearly all things were founded, according to Moses, was muddy and slimy earth — that is, earth confused and mingled with waters. Furthermore, that night or darkness preceded the creation of the world, besides Mercury [Trismegistus] and Hesiod, Thales of Miletus too held: for when asked which was earlier, night or day, he answered that night was earlier. Aristotle also testifies that the most ancient theologians made three principles of the world: Chaos, Night, and Ocean. Homer certainly made Ocean and Thetis the first parents of the gods, and brings in the gods swearing by the Stygian water, as by the most ancient and most honored thing of all. And Thales, the first of philosophers in Greece, made water the principle of all things.212



Quod autem Moses ait de spiritu Dei movente et praeparante aquas ad rerum procreationem, dogma est Stoicorum asserentium omnia quae sunt in mundo uno divino Spiritu procreari, regi, atque contineri. Idemque Virgilius elegantissimis illis versibus expressit:
But what Moses says about the spirit of God moving and preparing the waters for the procreation of things is the doctrine of the Stoics, who assert that all things in the world are procreated, ruled, and held together by one divine Spirit. The same thing Virgil expressed in those most elegant verses:213



"In the beginning, a Spirit within nourishes the Heaven and the lands, and the watery plains, the shining globe of the Moon and the Titanian stars; and Mind, infused through the members, stirs the whole mass, and mingles itself with the great body."214
"Principio Caelum, ac terras, camposque liquentes, / Lucentemque globum Lunae, Titaniaque astra / Spiritus intus alit: totamque infusa per artus / Mens agitat molem, et magno se corpore miscet."



Hunc spiritum fortasse appellavit amorem Hesiodus, quem etiam constituit mundi principium; Plato vero animam mundi. Denique aquam pertinere ad mundi generationem et originem, sententia fuit Stoicorum, quam Seneca libro tertio Naturalium quaestionum capite decimotertio eleganter his verbis expressit: "Aqua," ait, "Thales valentissimum elementum est, hoc fuisse primum putat, ex hoc surrexisse omnia. Sed nos quoque aut in eadem sententia eius, aut in ultima sumus. Dicimus enim ignem esse qui occupet mundum, et in se cuncta convertat; hunc evanidum considere, et nihil relinqui aliud in rerum natura, igne restincto, quam humorem; in hoc futuri mundi speciem latere. Ita ignis exitus mundi est, humor primordium." Hactenus Seneca. Sed haec, a nobis nunc obiter dicta et raptim collecta, aliena a proposito minime sectantibus satis esse debent.
This spirit Hesiod perhaps called "Love," which he also made the principle of the world; but Plato, the soul of the world. Finally, that water pertains to the generation and origin of the world was the opinion of the Stoics, which Seneca, in the third book of the Natural Questions, ch. 13, elegantly expressed in these words: "Water," he says, "Thales [holds] is the most powerful element; he thinks this was first, and that from it all things arose. But we too are either in the same opinion as he, or in the last [opposite] one. For we say that it is fire which seizes the world and converts all things into itself; that this, fading away, subsides, and that nothing else is left in the nature of things, the fire being extinguished, than moisture; that in this lies hidden the appearance of the world to come. Thus fire is the world's end, moisture its beginning." Thus far Seneca. But these things, now said by us in passing and hastily gathered, ought to suffice for those who do not at all pursue what is foreign to the purpose.215



Translator’s notes
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	Cajetan (Cardinal Tommaso de Vio), preface to his Commentaries on Genesis. The proverb "de lidio in quinternum" = merely copying from one page/quire to another. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "A bold opinion of Cajetan, deserving correction." This closes the section of interpretive rules; the verse-by-verse commentary on "In principio" begins on printed p. 28. ↩
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	Marginal gloss: "...thus no reckoning of days is had." The Adam/Seth example, then a second resolution: "days of the age" = future times, up to Judgment Day. ↩
	New scripture lemma (Gen. 1:1, the verb). ↩
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	Marginal gloss: "Basil argues that more worlds than one could have been created by God." Citation: Aristotle, On the Heavens 1 (text 94). ↩
	Marginal gloss (begins here): "That the world was made by God by no necessity, but freely." ↩
	Marginal gloss: "The various opinions of the philosophers about the making of the world." Sentence continues onto printed p. 39 (the survey: Epicureans, Strato, Peripatetics, Plato, Anaxagoras). ↩
	Citation: Eusebius, Praep. Evang. 11.15. The Peripatetic "emanation by necessity" and Plato's restriction (God makes only the immortal; the demiurge-gods make the rest). ↩
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	Marginal gloss: "Rupert's [question]: why God did not say 'let there be heaven, and let there be earth,' as he said of the other things." Citations: Rupert of Deutz, De Trinitate et operibus eius, bk. 1, ch. 4; 4 Ezra (2 Esdras) 6. Rupert's threefold answer begins on printed p. 40. ↩
	Conclusion of Rupert of Deutz's threefold answer (begun on printed p. 39) to why Gen. 1:1 lacks the "He said / Let there be" formula. "Hyle" = Greek hylē, prime matter. ↩
	Pererius's reservation about Rupert: it sits ill with Rom. 4:17, Ps. 33:6, and Ps. 148:2–5. Marginal citation: "ch. 3 & 4" (the Psalms cited). ↩
	New scripture lemma (the subject of Gen. 1:1, Hebrew Elohim). ↩
	On Elohim as a plural form applied also to angels, judges, and rulers. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "The question why Moses spoke thus, 'Gods created.'" The singular Eloha attested in Job 12 & 36 and Habakkuk 1 & 3. ↩
	Pererius corrects Cajetan (Elohim does have a singular). Hebrew plural-verb constructions cited from Gen. 35:7 and 20:13. Sentence continues onto printed p. 41. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Authors who hold that the mystery of the Trinity was here insinuated by Moses." The Trinitarian reading of plural Elohim + singular Bara (Peter Lombard, Sentences 2.1, and his followers). ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Catharinus's animadversion against Cajetan — but not a just one." Pererius defends Cajetan: the non-Trinitarian reading was held earlier by Tostatus too. ↩
	Pererius leans toward the skeptical view: that Peter Lombard was the first to find the Trinity here, and the Hebrew-expert Fathers (Origen, Jerome) did not. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "It is shown to be false that by the name Elohim three divine persons are understood." Pererius's grammatical explanation: plural noun + singular verb/adjective is a Hebrew idiom (Isa. 19:4; Josh. 24:19). Sentence continues onto printed p. 42. ↩
	Continuing the grammatical case (from p. 41): the plural-noun idiom occurs of non-divine subjects too — Gen. 42:30 (the plural "lords" of one man, Joseph), Exod. 20:3, Exod. 21:4. ↩
	First reason against the Trinitarian reading: it would imply "Gods," condemned by the Athanasian Creed. ↩
	Further reasons: the Rabbis' silence; the inconsistency with Elohim + plural verb elsewhere; the danger of suggesting polytheism to the Jews. ↩
	Pererius's stated aim: not to deny the Trinitarian reading, but to defend Cajetan against Catharinus's harshness. ↩
	Marginal citation: Genesis 3 (the serpent's words to Eve, Gen. 3:1). Sentence continues onto printed p. 43. ↩
	Christian doctrine begins (with the knowledge of God) where pagan wisdom leaves off; Gen. 1:1 settles the question of the world's maker in one word. ↩
	The argument from design — the planetary sphere (orrery) of Archimedes/Posidonius (cf. Cicero, De natura deorum 2). Marginal citations: Heb. 3 (3:4); Rom. 11 (11:36); John 1 (1:3). ↩
	God alone the maker — against polytheism. Isaiah 44:24. ↩
	The world is nothing compared with God (Wisdom 11:22–23, cited by Pererius as "ch. 9" — likely a slip or a variant chapter division); hence God's power was not exhausted and could make other worlds. ↩
	Marginal citations: "God is frequently proclaimed in Scripture under that title — that he was the Creator of heaven and earth"; Ps. 123 (124):8; Jonah 1:9–10. Also Gen. 14:22–23 (Abraham and Melchizedek) and Jer. 10:11. Sentence continues onto printed p. 44. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "That the world was both created by God alone, and is preserved and governed [by him alone]." Citations: Jer. 32:17; Job 34:13; Heb. 1:3; Wisdom 11:25–26; Ps. 103 (104):27. ↩
	New scripture lemma. Pererius will give four interpretations of it. ↩
	Marginal glosses: "Four interpretations"; "The opinion of Chrysostom." The first reading: "heaven and earth" = the whole world named summarily, then unfolded over six days. ↩
	Pererius rejects the first interpretation: the "but" of v. 2 and Ps. 102:25 show v. 1 reports a real act of creation, not a summary. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "The opinion of Augustine." The second reading (Confessions 12.7): heaven = the angels, earth = prime matter — rejected as non-literal. ↩
	The same objection raised earlier against allegorizing this passage (cf. the first interpretive rule, p. 24). ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Another opinion of the same Augustine." The third reading (De Genesi contra Manichaeos): both words = prime matter. ↩
	Quotation from Augustine, De Genesi contra Manichaeos (the seed analogy and John 15:15). Marginal citation: John 15. ↩
	Pererius rejects the third interpretation too (prime matter could equally be named any element; Moses would not teach so subtle a notion to the unlearned Hebrews). Sentence continues onto printed p. 46. ↩
	Final reason against the third (prime-matter) interpretation, carried over from printed p. 45. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "The common opinion of the theologians: that here by the word 'heaven' the Empyrean heaven is signified." The fourth (and standard scholastic) reading. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "The novel and absurd opinion of Eugubinus about the empyrean heaven is exploded." Agostino Steuco, Cosmopoeia and De perenni philosophia / on incorporeal natures. ↩
	Steuco's supporting texts. Marginal citations: 1 Tim. 6 (6:16); John 17 (17:5); Matt. 17 (Transfiguration); Exod. 3 (the burning bush); Exod. 34 (Moses' shining face). Also Ps. 103 (104):2. ↩
	Steuco invokes Basil (Hexaemeron, hom. 2) and Homer's "Olympus." Pererius's vehement condemnation begins; the sentence continues onto printed p. 47. ↩
	Marginal citations: John 1 (1:3); Heb. 3 (3:4); Wisdom 1 (1:14); also Col. 1:16 and the Nicene Creed. Pererius begins dismantling Steuco's "light" philosophically: is it an accident? ↩
	The dilemma: accident, corporeal substance, or incorporeal? And if it emanates by necessity, it would be infinite — absurd. ↩
	Pererius grants Steuco's submission to the Church, but faults the publishing of the error. The Cato quip. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "What the inaccessible light is, which God is said to inhabit." Pererius's orthodox alternatives for the "inaccessible light." ↩
	Marginal gloss: "What the empyrean heaven is according to the theologians." Turning to the positive scholastic account. Sentence continues onto printed p. 48. ↩
	The scholastic description of the empyrean: the highest, immobile, luminous body; created full of the nine angelic orders; the abode of God's vision and of the blessed. ↩
	Marginal citations: Ps. 113 (115):16; Ps. 148:4; Deut. 10:14; Ps. 141 (142):6; Ps. 114 (116):9; Matt. 5:4(5). John Damascene, De fide orthodoxa 2.6; 2 Cor. 12:2. ↩
	Two reasons the empyrean is also called "earth/land": its immobility, and its being the eternal dwelling of the just. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "By what reasons it is here shown that by 'heaven' the empyrean is signified." First argument: by elimination among the spheres (8th = firmament, 9th = crystalline = waters above, 7 planetary orbs). ↩
	Second argument (fitness): if God made the revolving heavens for mortal life, all the more a resting heaven for the risen. Sentence continues onto printed p. 49. ↩
	Why the empyrean was made at the start though used only at the end: incorruptible bodies are made from the beginning, and it is for the glory-state of the just. Rom. 8:19–21. ↩
	Marginal citations: Matt. 22 (22:30); Luke 20 (20:36) — the just made equal to the angels. Aquinas, Summa I, q. 66, a. 3. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Bede's Hexameron falsely ascribed to Junilius." Third argument: from authority. ↩
	Quotation from Bede's Hexameron (the higher heaven created already full of angels). ↩
	Further authorities: Basil (Hexaemeron hom. 2–3), Theodoret (Questions on Genesis 11 & 14), Diodore of Tarsus (via Lippomanus's Catena). Sentence continues onto printed p. 50. ↩
	Continuing Diodore of Tarsus / the authorities (from p. 49). John Damascene, De fide orthodoxa 2.6; the third heaven of 2 Cor. 12. The Greek ἄναστρον = "starless." ↩
	Marginal gloss: "The empyrean heaven was known to the philosophers." Pico, Heptaplus; the Hebrew sages "Abraham Hispanus" (Abraham ibn Ezra) and Isaac; Ezekiel 1 & 10 (the sapphire throne). ↩
	Marginal gloss: "What the theologians think is signified by the word 'earth.'" The earth = prime matter, either wholly unformed or with a general bodily form. ↩
	Three adumbrations of formless matter — "earth," "water," "abyss." Marginal citations: Gen. 1:2; Plato, Timaeus. Sentence continues onto printed p. 51. ↩
	The earth = matter view (mis)attributed to Bede, Strabo, Hugh; supported by Wisdom 11:18 ("materia invisa / informis"). ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Philastrius's remarkable opinion about prime matter." Philastrius of Brescia, Diversarum hereseon liber; Hyle = Greek hylē (matter); Ps. 135 (136):6 (cited in the margin as Ps. 139). ↩
	Marginal gloss: "St. Thomas's argument that formless matter was not created of itself — whether it is sound." Aquinas, Summa I, q. 66, a. 1. ↩
	Pererius sides with those who reject Aquinas's arguments (allowing plurality of substantial forms and matter's own existence). Aristotle, Physics 5. Sentence continues onto printed p. 52. ↩
	Closes the digression on prime matter's existence; cross-reference to Pererius's own De communibus … principiis, bk. 5. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "The author's opinion: what ought to be understood by the 'heaven' created in the beginning." Pererius begins his own qualified position. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "It is proved that the empyrean heaven was not known to the Gentiles." Pererius: the ancients' "starless heaven" was the ninth (precessing) sphere of Ptolemy (1° per century), not the empyrean. ↩
	Pererius's key argument: Moses' aim was to teach the Hebrews about the visible world (to wean them from idolatry); so "heaven" should not mean only the (invisible) empyrean. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Moses expounded to the Hebrews only the creation of visible things." Jerome, Letter 139 (to Cyprian); Ps. 102:25. Sentence continues onto printed p. 53. ↩
	Ps. 102:26–27 (the heavens perish and grow old — not the immutable empyrean); Basil, Hexaemeron hom. 2 (the heaven made first is the one later adorned with sun, moon, stars). ↩
	Marginal gloss: "What is to be understood by 'heaven' here, according to the author." Pererius's own view: "heaven" = the whole celestial body (all the orbs), created in substance at first and completed on days 1 and 4. ↩
	A forward reference to his treatment of the second day (the firmament and the waters above it). ↩
	Marginal glosses: "What ought to be understood by 'earth' here, according to the author"; "Hermogenes is rightly reprehended by Tertullian." Pererius's view: "earth" = the literal element. Tertullian, Against Hermogenes. ↩
	The Fathers (Basil, Ambrose, Theodoret, Chrysostom, Bede) and all pre-Augustine writers take "earth" literally; Moses uses the same word literally on days 3 and 6. Sentence continues onto printed p. 54. ↩
	Marginal citation: Ps. 101 (102):26. Defending the literal "earth": on day 3 only the dry land appeared; the earth itself was made in the beginning. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "A passage of the book of Wisdom, ch. 11, is explained." Wisdom 11:18 reinterpreted (per Bede): "formless matter" = the rough heap of heaven/earth/water, not prime matter. ↩
	Heb. 11:3; the interlinear Gloss; the Fathers (Basil, Ambrose, Chrysostom, the Greeks, Bede, Hugh of St. Victor) for the literal "earth." ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Why Moses made mention only of earth and water, and not of the construction of air and fire." Basil (Hexaemeron hom. 2), John Damascene (De fide orthodoxa 2.5), Bede. Sentence continues onto printed p. 55. ↩
	The other elements lurk within the earth: fire (volcanoes), air (earthquakes, caverns), water (springs). Some read the "Spirit over the waters" as air. ↩
	Fire omitted because even philosophers doubted the existence of elemental fire below the moon; Moses gives the two visible elements. ↩
	Aristotle, On the Heavens 2 (text 17): the revolving heaven needs an immobile physical center (= earth); the four elements are necessary (cf. Plato, Timaeus). ↩
	Marginal glosses: "Most of what the Philosophers and Mathematicians truly handed down about the earth was recorded in the sacred writings many ages before"; "That the earth was made by God in its natural place." Sentence continues onto printed p. 56. ↩
	Ps. 118 (119):90; Job 38:4–6 — the earth founded in its place. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "That the earth is immobile, Aristotle proved, and long before him David sang." Aristotle, On the Heavens 2 (text 90); Ps. 93:1; Ps. 104:5; Eccles. 1:4; 1 Chron. 16:30; Ps. 75:4. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "A passage of Job, ch. 9, is explained." Job 9:5–6 — about earthquakes (partial motion), not the whole earth. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "That the earth is placed at the center of the world." Aristotle, On the Heavens 2 (text 98); Prov. 25:3; Deut. 4:39; Ps. 102 (103):11. Sentence continues onto printed p. 57. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "That the earth is round." Aristotle, On the Heavens 2 (text 104); Isa. 40:22; the discredited shapes (Anaximander, Anaximenes, Leucippus, Democritus). ↩
	Marginal gloss: "The question: on what foundation the earth remains always immobile." Aristotle, On the Heavens 2 (text 78); Thales (earth floats on water); Seneca, Natural Questions 6.6. ↩
	Pererius's refutation of Thales: water cannot bear the heavier earth, and parts of earth sink rather than float. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Whether according to divine Scripture the earth is upon the waters." Exod. 20:4; Ps. 23 (24):2; Ps. 135 (136):6; 4 Ezra; ps.-Justin, Questions to the Orthodox. Sentence continues onto printed p. 58. ↩
	2 Peter 3:5 ("the earth standing out of water"). Pererius: appealing to a miracle to save the literal "earth on water" is a foolish abuse of God's omnipotence. ↩
	The earth's stability = its gravity drawing it to the center; Ps. 104:5; Job 26:7 ("hangs the earth upon nothing"). ↩
	Marginal gloss: "A passage of David is explained, which is in Psalm 23." Reconciling "earth upon water" (Ps. 24:2): Basil/Euthymius/Chrysostom; the subterranean rivers. ↩
	Marginal citations: Ps. 118 (119):103 ("sweeter than honey"); Ps. 18 (19):11 ("more than gold and precious stone"). Pererius's preferred reading: "upon the waters" = a Hebrew comparative, "higher than the waters." Sentence continues onto printed p. 59. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "A passage of Ecclesiasticus, about the knowledge of the breadth or circumference of the earth, is examined." Ecclus. 1:3; Job 38:18. ↩
	Marginal citations: Prov. 20:9; Prov. 31:10; Rom. 11:35; Job 9:4; Ps. 88 (89):49. The interrogative "Who" = difficulty, not impossibility; several harmonizations. ↩
	Marginal glosses: "The variety of opinions about the magnitude of the earth's circumference"; "Aristotle, On the Heavens, bk. 2, text 112." The discordant estimates (400,000 stadia ≈ 50,000 mi; Hipparchus 34,625; Eratosthenes 31,500; Ptolemy 22,500; Alfraganus 20,400; Fernel 24,514; recent navigators ~19,080). ↩
	The earth a mere point compared with the firmament. Sentence continues onto printed p. 60. ↩
	The eighth heaven's circumference is some 22,612 times the earth-globe's — hence the earth is tiny against the empyrean. ↩
	New scripture lemma (Gen. 1:2a). ↩
	Marginal gloss: "What it is that the earth was void and empty." The translations of Tohu wa-Bohu (Vulgate, Pagninus, LXX, Aquila, Symmachus, Theodotion, Onkelos, ps.-Jonathan) and the Hebrew sense (Tohu = vanity, cf. 1 Sam. 12:21; Bohu = void/obscure). ↩
	The earth's state in Gen. 1:2 = without light/adornment, undifferentiated, water-covered (cf. Wisdom 11:18); Cajetan's "pure earth" qualified by Pererius. ↩
	The Hebrew of "darkness over the face of the abyss" — Choshech (darkness/obscurity), Al-pene (over the surfaces); the whole water dark on both hemispheres. Sentence continues onto printed p. 61. ↩
	Marginal glosses: "What the abyss is"; "Basil, hom. 2 on the Hexaemeron"; "Ps. 55." Tehom = abyss/great depth (Basil; Augustine on Ps. 42:8). ↩
	Marginal glosses: "How great was the force of waters at the beginning of the world"; "Gen. 7" (the flood, 15 cubits above the mountains). Earth's radius ≈ 3,000 miles; Cajetan: the primordial water tenfold the earth. ↩
	Bede: the whole space between empyrean and earth full of a nebulous humid matter — convertible into water, air, and even the heavenly orbs. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "The remarkable opinion of Basil and Theodoret about the primeval darkness of the world — this opinion is refuted [next page]." The pre-mundane inaccessible light blocked by the opaque created heaven (against the Manichees); Bede cites ps.-Clement. Pererius refutes it on printed p. 62. ↩
	Refutation of the Basil/Theodoret darkness theory (from p. 61): a spiritual light wouldn't light up bodies and couldn't be blocked; a corporeal light would imply a body before heaven and earth (against Gen. 1:1 and Ps. 102). ↩
	Pererius's own view: darkness preceded light (Heb. 11:3; 2 Cor. 4:6); the earth was covered with water (Ps. 104:6; Job 38:8–9). ↩
	New scripture lemma (Gen. 1:2c). Marginal gloss: "Ibidem" (the same place). ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Variant reading." The translations (Pagninus, Onkelos, ps.-Jonathan) and the fourfold sense of Ruah. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "The fourfold meaning of the word 'Spirit.'" The verb Merachepheth = "to brood" (Jerome) — the basis for the Holy-Spirit reading. Sentence continues onto printed p. 63. ↩
	The verb's brooding sense supports "Spirit of the Lord" = Holy Spirit (Jerome, Basil via Ephraem, Diodore of Tarsus). ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Cajetan's novel interpretation." Cajetan: "Spirit of God" = the angels moving the heavens (Ps. 104:4 "who makes his angels spirits"). ↩
	Cajetan's reading of "was borne" as the angel-driven motion of the heaven (Aristotle, Physics 8; On the Heavens 1). ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Cajetan's interpretation is refuted." Pererius's objections: no need of heaven's motion before light; "waters = heavens" too figurative; Moses wouldn't use "waters" so ambiguously. ↩
	The first interpretation (Spirit = wind): Tertullian (Against Hermogenes), Theodoret. Sentence continues onto printed p. 64. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "The first opinion, of Tertullian and Theodoret, who say that by 'the Spirit' is understood air." "Of God" as a Hebrew superlative (Mountain of God, etc.). ↩
	Pererius defends the wind-reading against Catharinus: "Spirit of God" can mean wind (Ps. 147:18). ↩
	Further proofs that "spirit of God/the Lord" = wind/breath: Exod. 15:10; Dan. 3:64–65 (Canticle of the Three Children); Job 27:3; Isa. 30:33; Isa. 40:7. ↩
	Why "air/wind": to complete the manifest elements (earth, water, air; fire being disputed); air is known only by its motion; the wind also for drying the land. Sentence continues onto printed p. 65. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "The second interpretation, approved by almost all the Fathers and Theologians, which by 'Spirit' in this place understands the Holy Spirit." The font-blessing liturgy (Easter Vigil). ↩
	Marginal glosses: "John 3"; "Matt. 3"; "Mention is made of the Trinity at the beginning of the world." Baptism prefigured (Matt. 3:16); the Trinity in Gen. 1:1–2. ↩
	Marginal citations: Ps. 32 (33):6; Ps. 103 (104):30; Job 26:13; Wisdom 1 & 7. The Holy Spirit as creator/quickener. ↩
	The senses of "was borne (over)": Basil (fostered/quickened the waters), Augustine (God's superiority and freedom), Bede (excellence of power), Tostatus (the maker's mind designing). ↩
	Marginal gloss: "The third interpretation, of Chrysostom." Spirit = a God-given vital, fecundating power in the waters. Sentence continues onto printed p. 66. ↩
	The third interpretation (Spirit = a sudden divine force), continued from p. 65, with biblical examples: Judg. 14 (Samson), 1 Sam. 11 (Saul), 2 Kings 2 (Elijah), Acts 8 (Philip), Bel & the Dragon (Dan. 14, Habakkuk). (The printed "in veritate eius" is corrected here to "in vertice eius," the crown of his head.) ↩
	Chrysostom alone holds the "divine force" reading (hom. 3 on Genesis); Augustine (De Genesi ad litteram imperfectus 4) lists three options. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "The author's judgment. Why Moses did not mention the creation of water here." Pererius's verdict (1st & 3rd literal, 2nd mystical); water's creation is implied (Augustine, City of God 11, last ch.). ↩
	"Earth" comprehends water (one globe); water made for the earth as the seat of life. Exod. 20:11; Rev. 14:7; Judith 9:17(12). ↩
	Marginal gloss: "That the ancient Sages of the Gentiles handed down many things similar to this teaching of Moses." Hermes Trismegistus, Poimandres. ↩
	Pagan parallels: Plato (Timaeus, via Justin Martyr); Anaxagoras (Nous); Hesiod (Chaos), with Aristotle's reports. ↩
	Ovid, Metamorphoses 1.5–9. ↩
	Further parallels: Steuco on hylē/ilys (matter as mud); the priority of night (Thales); the three principles (Chaos, Night, Ocean); Homer's Ocean & Thetis; Thales' water. Sentence continues onto printed p. 68. ↩
	The Stoic world-spirit, paralleled with the "Spirit of God moving over the waters." ↩
	Virgil, Aeneid 6.724–727 (marginal citation). ↩
	Marginal gloss: "The opinion of the Stoics, as reported by Seneca." Hesiod's Eros, Plato's world-soul, and the Stoic/Thalean water-origin (Seneca, Natural Questions 3.13). ↩




The Work of the First Day

LatineEnglish


The Work of the First Day.1
Opus Primi Diei.



Verse 3. God said, Let there be light: And there was light.2
Vers. 3. Dixit Deus, Fiat lux: Et facta est lux.



Effectis primis mundi corporibus, indigestis tamen atque tenebrosis, lux ante alia omnia primo die a Deo apte profecto sapienterque creata est. Etenim lux est prima qualitas activa primi corporis, hoc est caeli — non intra caelum tamen contracta, sed ad omnes res corporeas effusa. Est lux generale principaleque instrumentum causarum caelestium, quo vis omnis syderum omnisque defluxus et effectus ad nos defertur, et quo uno fit in hoc nostrate mundo quicquid a caelo fit. Et massa illa elementorum et caelorum erat tenebrosa, confusa et vacua: primo die creata luce sublata est tenebrositas; secundo et tertio die confusio ab aquis et terra est remota; reliquis diebus caelum stellis, aër avibus, piscibus aqua, terra animantibus completa est. Adde quod, cum Caelum et terra inornata essent creata, decuit primum ornari Caelum, cuius duplex ornamentum est, motus et lumen; sed principalius est lumen, nam motus est propter lumen.
The first bodies of the world having been made — unsorted, however, and dark — light, before all else, was on the first day created by God, fitly indeed and wisely. For light is the first active quality of the first body, that is, of the heaven — not, however, confined within the heaven, but poured out upon all corporeal things. Light is the general and principal instrument of the celestial causes, by which all the power of the stars and all their influence and effect is conveyed to us, and by which alone whatever comes to be in this world of ours from the heaven is brought about. And that mass of the elements and heavens was dark, confused, and empty: on the first day, light being created, the darkness was removed; on the second and third days, the confusion was removed from the waters and the earth; on the remaining days, the heaven was filled with stars, the air with birds, the water with fishes, the earth with living creatures. Add to this that, since Heaven and earth had been created unadorned, it was fitting that Heaven be adorned first, whose adornment is twofold — motion and light; but light is the more principal, for motion is for the sake of light.3



Et licet hoc primo die data sit Caelo lux et motus, primo Caelo mobili, expressa tamen mentio solius fit lucis, quia haec per se nota est sensibus, vulgo etiam; motus autem non nisi doctis, et per lucem: quamvis cum dicitur hanc lucem fecisse vicissitudinem diei ac noctis, mane ac vespere, satis indicatur motus eius, sine quo ea vicissitudo constare non potest. Nec tantum lux est ornamentum colorum, sed omnium etiam corporum: per lucem (ut Basilius, Beda, et Damascenus aiunt) omnia fiunt conspicua et manifesta, non ut cernantur modo, sed ut etiam cum voluptate cernantur; per eam enim varietas, decor, et pulchritudo rerum omnium apparet.
And although on this first day light and motion were given to the Heaven — to the first mobile Heaven — yet express mention is made of light alone, because this is of itself known to the senses, even to the common people; but motion only to the learned, and through light: although, when this light is said to have made the vicissitude of day and night, of morning and evening, its motion is sufficiently indicated, without which that vicissitude cannot exist. Nor is light only the adornment of colors, but also of all bodies: through light (as Basil, Bede, and Damascene say) all things become conspicuous and manifest — not only that they may be seen, but that they may also be seen with pleasure; for through it the variety, beauty, and loveliness of all things appears.4



"In principio" (ait Damascenus libro secundo de Fide orthodoxa capite septimo) "Deus fecit lucem, id est, prima die pulchritudinem et ornamentum omnis visibilis creaturae: aufer enim lucem, et omnia in tenebris ignota manebunt, proprium non valentia demonstrare decorem." Atque hanc unam rationem cur lux creata fuerit reddit Auctor libri quarti Esdrae in capite sexto, ubi commemorans hanc ipsam Mosis de creatione lucis historiam, sic ait, "Tunc dixisti de thesauris tuis proferri lumen luminosum, quo appareret opus tuum."
"In the beginning" (says Damascene, in the second book of On the Orthodox Faith, ch. 7) "God made light, that is, on the first day, the beauty and adornment of all visible creation: for take away light, and all things will remain unknown in darkness, unable to show their proper comeliness." And this one reason why light was created the Author of the fourth book of Ezra gives, in ch. 6, where, recalling this very history of Moses about the creation of light, he says thus, "Then thou didst command that a shining light be brought forth from thy treasures, that thy work might appear."5



Hunc etiam principatum loci in describendo sex dierum opere promeruit lucis praestantia: nihil enim ea est in rebus corporatis praestantius; et eorum quae sub aspectum cadunt, nihil est vel ad aspectum iucundius, vel ad hilarandos animos laetius, vel ad usum commodius, vel ad effectum potentius et foecundius, vel ad mundi decorem et ornamentum pulchrius, vel ad percipiendam rerum omnium (praesertim autem caelestium) cognitionem aptius, vel denique ad exprimendas et repraesentandas res spirituales et divinas accommodatius. Quo factum est ut tam in sacris litteris quam ab iis qui res divinas tractarunt, saepenumero et nomen et similitudo lucis ad explicandas res sacras usurpetur. Lege Dionysium capite quarto primae partis eius libri qui est de Divinis nominibus, et caput decimum quintum libri de caelesti Hierarchia, in quo recensentur ad quatuor et triginta proprietates lucis et ignis, Deo divinisque rebus mirifice congruentes.
This precedence of place in describing the work of the six days the excellence of light also merited: for nothing among corporeal things is more excellent than it; and of the things that fall under sight, there is nothing either more pleasant to behold, or more gladdening to cheer the spirits, or more convenient for use, or more powerful and fruitful in effect, or more beautiful for the world's adornment, or more apt for perceiving the knowledge of all things (especially of the celestial ones), or finally more suited for expressing and representing spiritual and divine things. Whence it came about that, both in the sacred writings and by those who have treated of divine matters, the name and likeness of light is very often used to explain sacred things. Read Dionysius, in chapter 4 of the first part of his book On the Divine Names, and chapter 15 of the book On the Celestial Hierarchy, in which are reckoned up some thirty-four properties of light and fire, wondrously congruent with God and divine things.6



Porro cum mundi constructio per sex dies continuanda, et sexto demum die consumanda esset, quis non videt primo die creari lucem debuisse, sine qua dierum et noctium nec ratio, nec distinctio, nec vicissitudo constare potest? Ob has igitur causas lucem primo die effici conveniebat. Quare, sicut magnificam domum designanti (utar enim similitudine Ambrosii) in primis curae est lumen, scilicet ut ipsum quam commodissime et largissime domus accipiat: ita Deus huic quod moliebatur amplissimo pulcherrimoque mundi palatio, ante alia lucem, ut opus erat, providentissime comparavit. Vide apud Hugonem libro primo de Sacramentis, partis primae capite septimo, aliam quandam rationem quare Deus opera sex dierum a creatione lucis exordiri voluit — pulchram sane, sed tropologicam tamen potius quam historicam; quamobrem nos eam hoc loco brevitatis causa...
Furthermore, since the construction of the world was to be continued through six days, and at last completed on the sixth day, who does not see that light had to be created on the first day, without which neither the account, nor the distinction, nor the vicissitude of days and nights can stand? For these reasons, then, it was fitting that light be made on the first day. Wherefore, just as for one designing a magnificent house (for I shall use Ambrose's simile) the first care is the light — namely, that the house may receive it as conveniently and abundantly as possible — so God, for this most ample and beautiful palace of the world that he was building, before all else most providently provided light, as was needful. See in Hugh [of St. Victor], in the first book On the Sacraments, part 1, chapter 7, a certain other reason why God wished to begin the works of the six days from the creation of light — a beautiful reason, indeed, but tropological (moral) rather than historical; wherefore we, for the sake of brevity, in this place...7



...causa taciti praetermisimus.
...we have, for a particular reason, passed over in silence.8



Sed cur inducitur a Mose Deus creans lucem dicendo, “Dixit Deus, Fiat lux: Et facta est lux”? Respondeo, phrasi Hebraica “dicere” idem significare quod iubere, decernere, statuere, et velle efficaciter ut aliquid fiat: sic etiam verbum Dei significat imperium, decretum, et voluntatem eius efficacem. Dixit igitur, “Fiat lux”, hoc est, iussit, statuit, et voluit efficaciter ut lux fieret; deinde inducitur Deus solo verbo et imperio efficiens lucem, ut appareat incomparabilis eius auctoritas et potestas in res omnes, tam quae sunt quam quae non sunt. Ipse enim, ut Paulus ait ad Romanos, “Vocat ea quae non sunt tanquam ea quae sunt”, et omnia obediunt ei.
But why is God introduced by Moses as creating light by saying, “God said, Let there be light: And there was light”? I answer that in the Hebrew idiom “to say” means the same as to command, to decree, to ordain, and to will effectually that something should come to be; so too the word of God signifies his command, his decree, and his effectual will. He said, therefore, “Let there be light” — that is, he commanded, ordained, and effectually willed that light should come to be; and then God is introduced as producing light by his word and command alone, so that his incomparable authority and power over all things might appear, both over those that exist and those that do not. For he himself, as Paul says to the Romans, “calls the things that are not as though they were,” and all things obey him.9



Praeterea, ut innotescat quanta Deus celeritate et facilitate quodcumque vult perficere valeat: namque infinitis partibus facilius est Deo facere quodcumque fuerit ei collibitum, quam est homini verbo id explicare vel cogitatione fingere. Recte igitur Paulus ad Hebraeos primo ait Deum “portare omnia verbo virtutis suae.” Ad hoc, ut palam fiat quam sit potens et efficax Dei voluntas: “Omnia,” inquit David, “quaecumque voluit, fecit in Caelo et in terra, in mari, et in omnibus abyssis”; et in libro Sapientiae de Deo scriptum est, “Subest tibi, cum volueris, posse”; et in Apocalypsi, “Tu Domine creasti omnia, et propter voluntatem tuam erant et creata sunt.”
Furthermore, [Moses speaks thus] so that it may be known with how great speed and ease God is able to accomplish whatever he wills: for it is infinitely easier for God to make whatever pleases him than it is for a man to express it in words or to frame it in thought. Rightly, then, Paul says in the first chapter to the Hebrews that God “upholds all things by the word of his power.” Besides, that it may be plain how powerful and effectual God’s will is: “All things whatsoever he willed,” says David, “he made in Heaven and on earth, in the sea, and in all the deeps”; and in the book of Wisdom it is written of God, “It is in thy power, whensoever thou wilt, to be able”; and in the Apocalypse, “Thou, O Lord, hast created all things, and for thy will they were and have been created.”10



His accedit, ut intelligatur Deum non esse velut agens naturale, necessitate quadam et sine cognitione faciens opus suum, sed ratione, consilio et libera voluntate lucem totumque mundum condidisse: dicere enim et iubere eorum est tantummodo qui ad agendum et rationem et consilium adhibent.
To this is added, that it may be understood that God is not like a natural agent, producing his work by some necessity and without knowledge, but that he founded light and the whole world by reason, deliberation, and free will: for to speak and to command belong only to those who bring both reason and deliberation to their acting.11



Ad extremum, ut sic insinuetur secunda persona sanctissimae Trinitatis, quae est Verbum aeternum: nam si Deus dicendo fecit lucem et mundum, ergo per Verbum suum fecit; ut verissime dictum sit a Davide, “Verbo Domini caeli firmati sunt,” et a Ioanne, “Omnia per ipsum facta sunt, et sine ipso factum est nihil”; in libro quoque Sapientiae capite nono sic est, “Tu, Deus, qui fecisti omnia Verbo tuo.”
Lastly, [Moses speaks thus] so that the second person of the most holy Trinity, who is the eternal Word, may thereby be intimated: for if God made light and the world by speaking, then he made them through his Word; so that it was most truly said by David, “By the word of the Lord the heavens were established,” and by John, “All things were made through him, and without him was made nothing”; in the book of Wisdom too, chapter nine, it stands thus, “Thou, O God, who hast made all things by thy Word.”12



Theodoretus, in libro quaestionum super Genesim, ponit hanc quaestionem numero nonam: Cuinam “Dixit Deus, Fiat lux”? Et respondet ita: “Non praecepit Deus alteri cuidam creare, sed quae non sunt vocat: ita ut hic praeceptum sit ipsa voluntas. Omnia enim,” ait David, “quaecumque voluit, Deus fecit. Quod si creando voce quadam usus est, certum est hoc non elementorum inanimatorum causa, sed invisibilium virtutum gratia factum esse, ut sciant quod, ipso iubente, ea quae non sunt subsistant.” Sic Theodoretus.
Theodoret, in his book of Questions on Genesis, sets this down as the ninth question: To whom did God say “Let there be light”? And he answers thus: “God did not command some other to create, but he calls the things that are not: so that here the command is the will itself. For all things whatsoever he willed,” says David, “God has made. And if in creating he used a kind of voice, it is certain that this was done not for the sake of the inanimate elements, but for the sake of the invisible powers [the angels], that they might know that, at his command, the things that are not come to subsist.” So Theodoret.13



Ad hanc lucis creationem post tenebras spectavit Paulus, cum in posterioris Epistolae ad Corinthios capite quarto ait, “Deus qui dixit de tenebris lucem splendescere,” etc.; et ad Hebraeos 11, “Fide intelligimus aptata esse saecula verbo Dei, ut ex invisibilibus visibilia fierent.”
To this creation of light after darkness Paul looked when, in the fourth chapter of the second Epistle to the Corinthians, he says, “God, who commanded the light to shine out of darkness,” etc.; and in Hebrews 11, “By faith we understand that the ages were framed by the word of God, that from invisible things visible things might be made.”14



Sed vetus et gravis controversia est inter Theologos qualisnam fuerit lux illa primo die condita; utrum spiritualis an corporalis? Nam cum in Scriptura appelletur Deus lux, et dicatur habitare lucem inacces[sibilem]...
But there is an old and weighty controversy among the theologians as to what sort that light was which was created on the first day: whether it was spiritual or corporeal. For since in Scripture God is called light, and is said to dwell in light inacces[sible]...15



...inaccessibilem; cumque Christus dixit Apostolis, “Vos estis lux mundi,” et Paulus fidelibus scripsit, “Eratis aliquando tenebrae, nunc autem lux in Domino”; non dubium est quin praedictis locis nomen lucis spiritualiter intelligendum sit.
...inaccessible; and since Christ said to the Apostles, “You are the light of the world,” and Paul wrote to the faithful, “You were once darkness, but now light in the Lord”; there is no doubt that in these passages the name of light is to be understood spiritually.16



Primam igitur videamus quid ea de re senserit Augustinus. Is libro 11 de Civitate Dei capite septimo ponit in dubio utrum lux illa fuerit corporalis an spiritualis: ita enim scribit, “Qualis illa sit lux, et quo alternante motu qualemque vesperam et mane fecerit, remotum est a sensibus nostris, nec ita ut est intelligi a nobis potest. Aut enim aliqua lux corporea est, sive in superioribus mundi partibus longe a conspectibus nostris, sive unde Sol postmodum accensus est; aut lucis nomine significata est sancta civitas in sanctis Angelis et Spiritibus beatis. Fit tamen et vespera diei huius, et mane aliquatenus, quoniam scientia creaturae, in comparatione scientiae creatoris, quodammodo vesperascit; itemque lucescit et mane fit, cum et ipsa refertur ad laudem dilectionemque creatoris: nec in noctem vergitur, ubi non Creator creatura dilectione relinquitur. Cognitio quippe creaturae in seipsa decoloratior est, ut ita dicam, quam cum in Dei sapientia cognoscitur, velut in arte qua facta est.”
First, then, let us see what Augustine thought on this matter. In book 11 of the City of God, chapter seven, he leaves it in doubt whether that light was corporeal or spiritual; for he writes thus: “What that light is, and by what alternating motion, and what kind of evening and morning it made, is remote from our senses, and cannot be understood by us as it really is. For either it is some corporeal light, whether in the upper parts of the world far from our sight, or in the region from which the Sun was afterward kindled; or by the name of light is signified the holy city in the holy Angels and blessed Spirits. Yet there comes to be an evening of this day, and in some measure a morning, since the knowledge of the creature, compared with the knowledge of the Creator, in a manner grows toward evening; and again it grows light and morning comes, when that knowledge too is referred to the praise and love of the Creator; nor does it sink into night, where the creature is not abandoned by the leaving off of the love of the Creator. For the knowledge of the creature in itself is, so to speak, more faded than when it is known in the wisdom of God, as in the art by which it was made.”17



Haec Augustinus illo loco dubitanter dixit. At paulo infra, capite nono eiusdem libri, probabilius censet nomine caeli, quod in principio creatum est, significatam esse a Mose naturam angelicam; nomine autem lucis die primo creatae insinuari confirmationem et consummationem Angelorum in gratia; per divisionem autem lucis et tenebrarum indicari segregationem malorum Angelorum a bonorum consortio. Hoc ut probet, ad hunc modum argumentatur Augustinus. “Moses,” inquit, “in principio creatum esse Caelum et terram [scripsit], ergo antehac nihil erat creatum. Idem Moses postea scripsit Deum septimo die requievisse a cunctis operibus quae fecerat. Porro Angelos esse Dei opera nefas est dubitare, cum et in Hymno trium puerorum et in Psalmo 148 scriptum sit, ‘Laudate Deum omnes Angeli eius, laudate eum omnes virtutes eius,’ et postea subiicitur, ‘Quoniam ipse dixit et facta sunt, ipse mandavit et creata sunt.’ Ex his concluditur Angelos esse factos intra unum aliquem illorum sex dierum. Et quidem factos esse ante quartum diem, quo sydera omnia sunt condita, liquet ex illis Domini verbis quae sunt apud Iob capite 38, secundum translationem 70 Interpretum, ‘Quando facta sunt sydera, laudaverunt me voce magna Angeli mei.’ Nec tertio aut secundo die factos esse existimandum est: in promptu est enim quid factum sit illis diebus, nempe tertio die separata est aqua a terra, et terra produxit herbas et stirpes; die autem secundo factum est firmamentum, disterminans aquas quae supra firmamentum sunt ab iis quae sunt infra firmamentum. Relinquitur igitur creationem Angelorum, si ad istorum operum dierum referenda est, pertinere ad opus primi diei, quo lux facta est.” Haec ibi Augustinus.
These things Augustine said in that place hesitantly. But a little further on, in the ninth chapter of the same book, he judges it more probable that by the name of “heaven,” which was created in the beginning, Moses signified the angelic nature; and that by the name of the “light” created on the first day is intimated the confirmation and consummation of the Angels in grace; and that by the division of light and darkness is indicated the separation of the evil Angels from the fellowship of the good. To prove this, Augustine argues in this way: “Moses,” he says, “[wrote] that in the beginning Heaven and earth were created; therefore before this nothing was created. The same Moses afterward wrote that God rested on the seventh day from all the works which he had made. Now that the Angels are works of God it is impious to doubt, since both in the Hymn of the Three Children and in Psalm 148 it is written, ‘Praise God all his Angels, praise him all his hosts,’ and afterward it is added, ‘For he spoke and they were made, he commanded and they were created.’ From these things it is concluded that the Angels were made within some one of those six days. And indeed that they were made before the fourth day, on which all the stars were founded, is clear from those words of the Lord in Job, chapter 38, according to the translation of the Seventy: ‘When the stars were made, my Angels praised me with a loud voice.’ Nor is it to be thought that they were made on the third or second day: for it is plain what was made on those days — namely, on the third day the water was separated from the land, and the land brought forth herbs and plants; and on the second day was made the firmament, dividing the waters that are above the firmament from those that are below it. It remains, therefore, that the creation of the Angels, if it is to be referred to the work of these days, belongs to the work of the first day, on which light was made.” These are Augustine’s words there.18



Idemque confirmat libro primo super Genesim ad litteram capite tertio, et libro duodecimo Confessionum capite nono et decimosexto. Hoc ipsum tradit Eucherius in commentario super hunc locum. Rupertus vero in primo libro de Trinitate et operibus eius, capite 10, non modo ita sentit, sed etiam argumento probare [conatur]...
And he confirms the same in the first book of the Literal Commentary on Genesis, chapter three, and in the twelfth book of the Confessions, chapters nine and sixteen. Eucherius hands down this very same thing in his commentary on this passage. But Rupert, in the first book On the Trinity and Its Works, chapter 10, not only holds this view but even [tries] to prove it by argument...19



...probare conatur non fuisse lucem illam corpoream: “Non conveniebat,” inquit, “primum Dei opus esse ceteris ignobilius: lux autem illa si corporalis fuit, quid aliud fuit quam accidentaria quaedam aëris illuminatio? Namque astra omnia postea quarto die formata sunt, tum necesse fuit illam lucem non diutius quam primo triduo durasse, factoque sole et ceteris astris prorsus evanuisse. Quis autem in animum suum inducat credere, in molitione mundi primum Dei opus fuisse ignobilissimum, in triduo duntaxat duraturum, in hoc factum ut mox aboleretur?” Sic Rupertus.
...he tries to prove that that light was not corporeal: “It was not fitting,” he says, “that the first work of God should be more ignoble than the rest; but if that light was corporeal, what else was it than a kind of accidental illumination of the air? For since all the stars were afterward formed on the fourth day, that light must then have lasted no longer than the first three days, and, once the sun and the other stars were made, have vanished entirely. But who would bring himself to believe that, in the building of the world, the first work of God was the most ignoble — destined to last a mere three days, made only to be presently abolished?” So Rupert.20



Verumtamen communis fere Patrum tam Graecorum quam Latinorum, et prope omnium Theologorum sententia est, lucem illam fuisse corporalem et sensibilem: quin etiam probarunt hanc sententiam Beda et Magister sententiarum, ceteroqui doctrinae Augustini studiosissimi et acerrimi defensores. Eandem quoque Ecclesia videtur amplexata in Hymno qui canitur ad Vesperas diei Dominici, in quo Deum ob creationem primigeniae lucis ad hunc modum laudat:
Nevertheless, the common opinion of almost all the Fathers, both Greek and Latin, and of nearly all the theologians, is that that light was corporeal and sensible: indeed Bede and the Master of the Sentences [Peter Lombard] approved this opinion, though otherwise most zealous and keen defenders of Augustine’s teaching. The Church too seems to have embraced the same in the hymn that is sung at Vespers on the Lord’s Day, in which she praises God for the creation of the first-born light in this manner:21



O best Creator of the light, / bringing forth the light of days, / with the first beginnings of new light / preparing the world’s origin; / who biddest that the day be called / when morning is joined to evening.22
Lucis creator optime, / Lucem dierum proferens, / Primordiis lucis novae / Mundi parans originem; / Qui mane iunctum vesperi / Diem vocari praecipis.



Sanctus Bonaventura in secundo Sententiarum, distinctione 13, supradictam opinionem Augustini aliquot rationibus, non sane invalidis, confutat. Primum, inquit, ante creationem illius lucis Moses dicit fuisse tenebras super faciem abyssi, haud dubie corporales tenebras; ad quarum expulsionem, cum lux primo die creata fuerit, eam fuisse corporalem necesse est. Deinde per illam lucem distincti sunt tres priores dies, qui solis et astrorum creationem praecesserunt; sed illi tres fuerunt sensibiles, non minus profecto quam reliqui tres post creatum solem: ergo prima illa lux fuit etiam corporalis et sensibilis. Ad hoc, satis apparet interpretationem Augustini sententiae verborum Mosis nequaquam inhaerere et congruere, nec esse, ut vocant, litteralem, sed ad mysticum et allegoricum sensum pertinere: quippe qui illis vocibus “lux,” “tenebrae,” “dies,” “vesper,” et “mane,” a propria et usitata earum significatione ad figuratam et mysticam translatis, utitur; cum tamen non semel supra dictum et inculcatum sit hanc Mosis narrationem esse historicam, ob idque secundum propriam et communem vocum significationem et usum interpretandam. His adde illud argumentum: si primo die et Angeli facti sunt, et boni a malis separati, illis glorificatis, his vero damnatis, efficeretur simul et nulla interiecta mora factos esse Angelos, eorumque alios cecidisse, alios stetisse, et illos damnatos, hos vero beatificatos; praesertim autem cum Augustinus putet quae hic narrantur facta per sex dies, ea omnia simul unoque temporis momento esse facta.
Saint Bonaventure, in the second book of the Sentences, distinction 13, refutes the aforesaid opinion of Augustine by several arguments, which are by no means weak. First, he says, before the creation of that light Moses says there was darkness upon the face of the deep — beyond doubt corporeal darkness; and since light was created on the first day for the expulsion of it, it must needs have been corporeal. Next, by that light the first three days were marked off, which preceded the creation of the sun and the stars; but those three days were sensible, no less surely than the remaining three after the sun was made: therefore that first light too was corporeal and sensible. Besides, it is plain enough that Augustine’s interpretation in no way cleaves to and agrees with the meaning of Moses’ words, and is not, as they say, literal, but pertains to a mystical and allegorical sense; inasmuch as he uses those words “light,” “darkness,” “day,” “evening,” and “morning” transferred from their proper and customary signification to a figurative and mystical one — whereas it has more than once been said above and pressed home that this narrative of Moses is historical, and for that reason is to be interpreted according to the proper and common signification and use of the words. Add to these this argument: if on the first day both the Angels were made, and the good separated from the evil, the former glorified and the latter damned, it would follow that at one and the same instant, with no interval intervening, the Angels were made, and that some of them fell and others stood firm, and that the former were damned and the latter beatified — especially since Augustine holds that the things here narrated as done through six days were all done together in one single moment of time.23



Ad rationes contrarias in promptu est respondere. Etenim licet [Angeli sint Dei opera]...
To the contrary arguments it is easy to reply. For although [the Angels are works of God]...24



...licet Angeli sint Dei opera, hic tamen a Mose eorum creatio non est commemorata, propter multas et satis idoneas rationes a nobis infra proferendas, cum de creatione Angelorum separatim et proprie disputabimus. Dicitur autem Deus septimo die requievisse ab omnibus operibus suis, nempe ab operibus mundi sensibilis ante expositis, et quorum effectio distincte fuerat enarrata. Caelum autem fuisse in principio creatum significat fuisse recens factum, et ab aliquo principio temporis; vel fuisse factum ante alia omnia, non quidem simpliciter, sed ante omnia quae deinceps per sex dies condita memorantur. Nec vero fuit prima lux, ut putat Rupertus, accidentaria tantum aëris illuminatio, nec ea post triduum evanuit. Verum hoc mox proprie et accurate tractabitur.
...although the Angels are works of God, yet their creation is not here recorded by Moses, for many and sufficiently fitting reasons that we shall bring forward below, when we treat separately and properly of the creation of the Angels. And God is said to have rested on the seventh day from all his works — namely, from the works of the sensible world expounded above, and whose making had been distinctly recounted. That “heaven was created in the beginning” signifies that it was newly made, and from some beginning of time; or that it was made before all other things — not indeed absolutely, but before all the things that are recorded as founded thereafter through the six days. Nor indeed was the first light, as Rupert supposes, merely an accidental illumination of the air, nor did it vanish after three days. But this will presently be treated properly and accurately.25



Hugo, libri primi de Sacramentis parte 1 capite decimo, existimat Angelos simul esse creatos cum Caelo et terra; et per illam moram, qua terra fuit inanis, vacua et tenebrosa, usque ad creationem lucis, fuisse eos in via ad merendum vel demerendum. Prima die, cum facta est lux et a tenebris divisa, bonos Angelos esse in bono confirmatos, malos autem obfirmatos in malo et a bonis segregatos; et ita quod agebatur in mundo sensibili imago erat eorum quae in mundo intelligibili agebantur. Quae Hugonis imaginatio et coniectura mihi quidem maiorem in modum placet et probatur. Vide Aegidium in Hexaëmeron capite 16 primae partis.
Hugh, in the first book On the Sacraments, part 1, chapter ten, holds that the Angels were created together with Heaven and earth; and that through that interval, in which the earth was void, empty, and dark, up to the creation of light, they were on the way to meriting or demeriting. On the first day, when light was made and divided from the darkness, the good Angels were confirmed in good, while the evil were hardened in evil and separated from the good; and thus what took place in the sensible world was an image of what was taking place in the intelligible world. This imagining and conjecture of Hugh’s pleases and commends itself to me in a high degree. See Giles [of Rome] on the Hexaëmeron, chapter 16 of the first part.26



Damascenus videtur existimasse lucem illam fuisse elementum ignis: sic enim in capite septimo libri secundi de Fide orthodoxa scribit: “Ignis, unum quatuor elementorum, existit ceterorum levissimum et ocissime sursum emicans, adustivum et illuminativum, prima die a rerum opifice conditum: inquit enim divina Scriptura, ‘Et dixit Deus, Fiat lux: Et facta est lux’; neque enim aliud est ignis quam lux, ut quidam aiunt.” Hactenus Damascenus. Cuius sententia, ne falsa videatur, sic est interpretanda: ut nomine ignis significare voluerit omne corpus lucens, ex se lumen fundens caloremque producens. Plato quidem in Timaeo, et Aristoteles in libris Topicorum, tres faciunt species ignis: aiunt enim quendam esse ignem caelestem, qui est lux syderum, plus lucens quam calefaciens; alterum esse ignem aëreum, ut est flamma, aeque lucens atque calefaciens; tertium esse ignem terreum et densum, qualis est carbo, vel ferrum candens et accensum, quod nimirum parum lucet, sed vehementer urit. Idem significat Hugo in annotationibus in Genesim capite sexto. Et videtur hoc sumptum ex Gregorio Nysseno in homilia super Hexaëmeron, ubi ait ignem qui latebat in terra, Dei potentia exiluisse et subvolasse in supremam mundi oram, indeque mundo claritatem lucemque impertivisse. At enim lux primo die facta permansit postea, et permanet etiamnum, non autem nunc luce ignis illuminatur mundus: quin cum elementum ignis totam terram et aquam aëremque circundet undique, to[tum orbem]...
Damascene seems to have thought that that light was the element of fire; for he writes thus in the seventh chapter of the second book On the Orthodox Faith: “Fire, one of the four elements, is the lightest of the rest and the swiftest to dart upward, burning and illuminating, made on the first day by the Maker of things: for the divine Scripture says, ‘And God said, Let there be light: And there was light’; for fire is nothing else than light, as some say.” Thus far Damascene. His opinion, lest it seem false, must be interpreted thus: that by the name of fire he meant to signify every luminous body, pouring forth light of itself and producing heat. Plato indeed in the Timaeus, and Aristotle in the books of the Topics, make three species of fire: for they say that there is a certain celestial fire, which is the light of the stars, giving more light than heat; that a second is the aerial fire, such as flame, giving light and heat alike; and that a third is the earthy and dense fire, such as a coal, or iron glowing and kindled, which gives little light but burns vehemently. Hugh signifies the same in his annotations on Genesis, chapter six. And this seems to be taken from Gregory of Nyssa in his homily on the Hexaëmeron, where he says that the fire which lay hidden in the earth, by the power of God, leapt forth and flew up to the highest border of the world, and from there imparted brightness and light to the world. But indeed the light made on the first day remained afterward and remains even now, whereas the world is not now illuminated by the light of fire: rather, since the element of fire surrounds the whole earth and water and air on every side, the whole [orb]...27



...tum orbem semper illuminaret, nec usquam sineret ullo tempore esse tenebras, nullaque esset diei et noctis vicissitudo: cumque ignis in suo loco non luceat, non esset id factum secundum naturam, nec sine miraculo. Alienum est hoc loco in quaestionem vocare sit lux corpus necne, sit forma substantialis an accidentalis, quas quaestiones erudite tractat Beatus Thomas prima parte, quaestione sexagesima septima. B. Bonaventura in secundum sententiarum, distinctione decima tertia, articulo secundo, quaestione secunda, censet lucem, quae inhaeret in corpore lucente, formam esse eius substantialem; fulgorem autem et lumen, quod inde dimanat et diffunditur ad alia corpora, esse accidens. Sed eam opinionem merito refellit Sanctus Thomas prima parte, quaestione sexagesima tertia, articulo tertio, et Scotus in secundo Sententia[rum], distinctione decima tertia.
...it would always illuminate the whole orb, and would never at any time allow there to be darkness, and there would be no alternation of day and night; and since fire does not give light in its own place, this would not have come about according to nature, nor without a miracle. It is beside the point here to raise the question whether light is a body or not, whether it is a substantial form or an accidental one — questions that Blessed Thomas treats learnedly in the First Part, question sixty-seven. Bonaventure, on the second book of the Sentences, distinction thirteen, article two, question two, holds that the light which inheres in a luminous body is its substantial form, while the brightness and illumination that flow and are diffused from it to other bodies is an accident. But Saint Thomas rightly refutes that opinion in the First Part, question sixty-three, article three, as does Scotus on the second book of the Sentences, distinction thirteen.28



Non est silentio praetereundum quod Theodoretus tradit in quaestionibus super Genesim, quaestione septima: videtur enim sentire lucem esse substantiam quandam per se subsistentem. Verba eius sic habent: “Lumen substantia est, et subsistit: et cum occidit rursus oritur, et cum abierit revertitur. Quemadmodum enim corpus nostrum est substantia, umbra vero quam facit accidens est, non substantia: ita lux substantia est, tenebra autem minime.” Sed proculdubio Theodoretus nomine substantiae non aliud significare voluit quam rem solidam, et (ut in scholis Philosophorum et Theologorum appellatur) ens reale positivum: opponit enim lumen tenebris, quas negat esse substantiam, hoc est rem quampiam existentem, sed nudam modo luminis privationem. Verum deinceps quaenam res fuerit prima illa lux disquirere oportet.
Nor should what Theodoret hands down in his Questions on Genesis, question seven, be passed over in silence: for he seems to think that light is a kind of substance subsisting of itself. His words run thus: “Light is a substance, and subsists: and when it sets it rises again, and when it has gone away it returns. For just as our body is a substance, while the shadow it casts is an accident, not a substance, so light is a substance, but darkness by no means.” But without doubt Theodoret meant by the name of “substance” nothing else than a solid thing — what in the schools of the Philosophers and Theologians is called a positive real being (ens reale positivum); for he opposes light to darkness, which he denies to be a substance, that is, any existing thing, but merely a bare privation of light. But it is now time to inquire what that first light actually was.29



Ambrosius Catharinus in commentario huius loci affirmat lucem primo die creatam non aliam fuisse quam lucem solis perfectam aeque ac nunc est: cuius perfectionis et pulchritudinis magnum esse argumentum, quod eam Deus ipse suo iudicio et sententia comprobavit. “Vidit enim Deus,” inquit Scriptura, “Lucem quod esset bona.” Cum autem non sit alia lux distinguens noctes atque dies nisi lux solis, nec tres dies posteriores diversae conditionis fuerint quam tres priores, sed omnium illorum sex dierum par sit ratio et origo: profecto cogit nos ipsa ratio non aliam fuisse primi diei lucem quam Solis arbitrari. Itaque Catharinus existimat primo die factum esse solem cum suo orbe, unaque sex reliquos planetarum orbes esse factos, eodemque die simul esse conditum primum mobile, quod putat ipse nonum esse Caelum; neque enim Sol diem et noctem motu proprio, sed motu raptuque primi mobilis circumactus efficit. Illo etiam primo die censet factam esse terram, ut quae opacitate sua dies noctesque constituat, ut in Timaeo tradit Plato. Tunc etiam aërem et ignem creatum putat, quippe cum sint corpora media per quae lumina caelestia ad terram transmittuntur. Quare totus prope mundus visibilis, secundum [partes quas vocant integrales]...
Ambrosius Catharinus, in his commentary on this passage, affirms that the light created on the first day was none other than the light of the sun, as perfect as it is now: and that a great proof of its perfection and beauty is that God himself approved it by his own judgment and verdict. “For God saw,” says Scripture, “the Light, that it was good.” And since there is no other light distinguishing nights and days except the light of the sun, nor were the latter three days of a different condition than the first three, but the reckoning and origin of all those six days is alike: reason itself surely compels us to judge that the light of the first day was none other than that of the Sun. And so Catharinus holds that on the first day the sun was made with its sphere, and along with it the six remaining spheres of the planets, and that on the same day the prime mobile was at once founded — which he supposes to be the ninth Heaven; for the Sun produces day and night not by its own motion, but as it is whirled round by the motion and sweep of the prime mobile. On that first day too he judges that the earth was made, since by its opacity it constitutes days and nights, as Plato teaches in the Timaeus. And then too he supposes that air and fire were created, inasmuch as they are intermediate bodies through which the heavenly lights are transmitted to the earth. So that almost the whole visible world, according to [the parts they call integral]...30



...secundum partes quas vocant integrales, hoc est caelos et elementa excepto firmamento seu octava sphaera secundo die condita, est a Deo primo die fabricatus. Cur igitur Moses quarto die solis et lunae omniumque syderum creationem commemorat? Respondet revera solem reliquosque planetas primo die esse factos: sed quia die quarto stellae inerrantes sunt conditae, per recapitulationem Moses mentionem tunc fecit insigniorum astrorum, ut simul ostenderet perfectum et omnibus numeris absolutum caeli ornatum. Atque haec est opinio Catharini.
...according to the parts they call integral — that is, the heavens and the elements, except the firmament or eighth sphere founded on the second day — was fashioned by God on the first day. Why then does Moses record the creation of the sun and moon and all the stars on the fourth day? He answers that in truth the sun and the rest of the planets were made on the first day; but because the fixed stars were founded on the fourth day, Moses then, by way of recapitulation, made mention of the more notable heavenly bodies, so as to display at the same time the adornment of the heaven complete and finished in every respect. And this is the opinion of Catharinus.31



Quae mihi quidem certe multis de causis videtur reprobanda, nec absimilis figmento. Etenim terram et aquam ante primam diem et lucis creationem in obscuritate et tenebris esse facta Mose narrante liquido cognovimus: “In principio,” inquit, “creavit Deus caelum et terram: Terra autem erat inanis et vacua, et tenebrae erant super faciem abyssi, et Spiritus Domini ferebatur super aquas.” Nam quod Catharinus per terram et aquam interpretatus est materiam primam, supra confutavimus. Deinde, quale est fecisse Deum simul primum mobile et septem orbes planetarum, relicto intermedio spatio penitus vacuo, in quo postero die formandum erat firmamentum seu octavum caelum? Vacuum enim horret natura, fugitque bona mundi partium dispositio omniumque corporum continuata series atque connexio. Ad haec, qui potuit sol tanto intervallo vacuo inter primum caelum et orbes planetarum interiecto, motu primi mobilis cieri? Non enim proprio motu, sed raptu primi caeli circumactus sol dies et noctes efficit: nam movens et mobile debent esse simul; nec potuit motus primi mobilis, per vacuum tantum quantum scilicet est omne spatium quod tenet octava sphaera, pertinere ad orbem solis. Quid quod divina Scriptura apertis verbis docet principale opus quartae diei fuisse solis et lunae creationem? Iisdem enim verbis inducitur Deus uti quarto die in fabricando solem et lunam, quibus in aliarum rerum effectione superioribus tribus diebus usus fuerat.
But this opinion seems to me, for many reasons, to deserve rejection, and to be not unlike a fiction. For we have plainly learned, on Moses' own narration, that earth and water were made before the first day and before the creation of light, in obscurity and darkness: “In the beginning,” he says, “God created heaven and earth: but the earth was void and empty, and darkness was upon the face of the deep, and the Spirit of the Lord was borne over the waters.” For Catharinus's interpretation of “earth and water” as prime matter we have refuted above. Next, what kind of thing is it to say that God made at once the prime mobile and the seven spheres of the planets, leaving an intervening space wholly empty, in which on the following day the firmament or eighth heaven was to be formed? For nature abhors a vacuum, and the good arrangement of the world's parts and the continuous series and connection of all bodies shrinks from it. Besides, how could the sun, with so great an empty interval set between the first heaven and the spheres of the planets, be moved by the motion of the prime mobile? For the sun produces days and nights not by its own motion, but as it is whirled round by the sweep of the first heaven: for mover and moved must be together; nor could the motion of the prime mobile reach the sphere of the sun across so great a void — namely, the whole space occupied by the eighth sphere. And what of the fact that divine Scripture in plain words teaches that the principal work of the fourth day was the creation of the sun and moon? For God is introduced as using, on the fourth day in fashioning the sun and moon, the very same words he had used in the making of other things on the three preceding days.32



Sed persequamur aliorum sententias. Beda in suo Hexameron, Hugo de sancto Victore libro primo de Sacramentis, Magister sententia[rum] libro 2 et ibidem Bonaventura, aliique complures scholastici, Nicolaus quoque de Lyra et Tostatus in Commentariis suis super hunc locum Geneseos, arbitrantur primam illam lucem non fuisse solem, sed corpus quoddam lucidum ad similitudinem densae lucentisque nubis in superiore parte mundi, videlicet in qua postea Sol est positus, quod, circum densiorem materiae partem quae medium mundi locum circumplectebatur in orbem conversum, dierum et noctium vicissitudines efficiebat. Erat autem lux illa perquam tenuis et languida atque imperfecta: talis nimirum, ut inquit Beda, qualis est lux solis in aurora, priusquam Sol appareat supra nostrum horizontem, non habens vim calefaciendi, nedum vivificandi. Ex illo [autem corpore lucido]...
But let us pursue the opinions of others. Bede in his Hexaëmeron, Hugh of St. Victor in the first book On the Sacraments, the Master of the Sentences in book 2 and Bonaventure on the same place, and several other scholastics — Nicholas of Lyra too, and Tostatus in their commentaries on this passage of Genesis — judge that that first light was not the sun, but a certain luminous body, like a dense and shining cloud in the upper part of the world (namely, in the region where the Sun was afterward placed), which, revolving in a circle about the denser portion of matter that enclosed the middle place of the world, produced the alternations of days and nights. But that light was exceedingly thin, faint, and imperfect: such, indeed, as Bede says, as is the light of the sun at dawn, before the Sun appears above our horizon — having no power to give heat, much less to give life. From that [luminous body]...33



...autem corpore lucido postea quarto die formatus est Sol, amplioris praestantiorisque lucis additione. Hanc sententiam esse falsam beatus Thomas prima parte quaestione sexagesima septima articulo ultimo ad hunc modum argumentatur: “Aut illa nubes lucida facto sole evanuit — atqui non est credibile primum Dei opus statim interiisse, praesertim ceterorum dierum operibus permanentibus; aut mansit separata et per se cohaerens — verum hoc non apparet, et facto sole nubes illa plane supervacua fuisset; aut mansit adiuncta et cohaerens soli — sed quid illa adiunctione opus erat soli, tantam per se lucis copiam et ad perfecte illuminandum mundum sufficientem habenti? Restat ut illud dicatur (et vero id censent eius opinionis auctores) ex illa nube formatum esse solem.” Sed hoc Thomas valde absurdum iudicat: cum enim Sol sit corpus incorruptibile, non potuit eius materia fuisse sub alia forma; alioqui materia illa capax esset multarum formarum, ob idque in potentia contradictionis; in quo autem ea potentia est, id nullo modo esse incorruptibile multis locis confirmat Aristoteles. Ceterum hanc Thomae argumentationem non valde formidarent adversarii, quin facillime repellerent: responderent enim nubem illam lucidam fuisse non ex materia elementari, sed caelesti, quae facta sit Sol non per mutationem substantialem, sed per diversam illius materiae condensationem atque figurationem, et uberioris, nobilioris ac efficacioris lucis accessionem.
...luminous body the Sun was afterward formed on the fourth day, by the addition of an ampler and more excellent light. Blessed Thomas, in the First Part, question sixty-seven, the last article, argues that this opinion is false in this way: “Either that luminous cloud vanished once the sun was made — but it is not credible that the first work of God perished at once, especially while the works of the other days remained; or it stayed separate and self-cohering — but this does not appear, and once the sun was made that cloud would have been plainly superfluous; or it stayed joined and cohering to the sun — but what need had the sun of that adjunction, having of itself so great a store of light, sufficient to illuminate the world perfectly? It remains, then, to say (and indeed the authors of this opinion do hold it) that the sun was formed out of that cloud.” But Thomas judges this very absurd: for since the Sun is an incorruptible body, its matter could not have existed under another form; otherwise that matter would be capable of many forms, and therefore in a potency of contradiction; and that whatever is in such a potency is in no way incorruptible Aristotle confirms in many places. Yet his opponents would not much fear this argument of Thomas's, but would very easily repel it: for they would answer that that luminous cloud was not of elemental, but of celestial matter, which became the Sun not through a substantial change, but through a different condensation and configuration of that matter, and the accession of a richer, nobler, and more efficacious light.34



Basilius homilia in Genesim sexta tradit primo die creatam esse lucem per se et immaterialem; quarto autem die factum esse corpus solis tanquam eius vehiculum, cui insita et impressa est. Sed forte gratius erit lectori verba ipsa Basilii cognoscere: “Primo die,” inquit, “ipsa natura lucis producta est: quarto autem die solis corpus, ut esset illi primogenitae luci vehiculum, est conditum. Nam, ut alia diversaque sunt et non eadem ignis atque lucerna — et ignis quidem illuminandi vim obtinet, lucerna autem idcirco facta est ut moderatam lucem subministret egentibus — sic et illi purissimae, sincerae immaterialique luci, ceu vehiculum, nunc luminaria sunt extructa. Ut enim Apostolus quosdam asserit fuisse luminaria in mundo, cum interim alia sit vera lux mundi, cuius participatione sancti animarum facti sunt luminaria, quas erudiebant, eas eximentes ignorantiae tenebris: ad eundem quoque modum vel nunc, post conditam lucem illam micatissimam, hunc solem, quem creavit ipse opifex, ad illustrandum mundi ambitum sua luce perfudit. Atqui incredibile nemini videatur et a fide abhorrens quod dictum a me est, aliud nimirum quiddam esse a luce splendorem, aliud item corpus subsidens luci ac subiectum. Primum enim res omnes compositae sic a nobis dividi solent: in ipsam essentiam susceptricem, et in eam quae ipsi accidit qualitatem. Ut igitur diversa sunt haec natura, albedo inquam et corpus dealbatum, sic et ea quae modo diximus differunt quidem, unita tamen sunt potentia Creatoris. Itaque ne mihi dixeris fieri haec non posse, ut lux a corpore Solis separetur. Neque enim ego lucis a Solis corpore separationem mihi ac tibi possibilem esse dico, sed asserendum esse censeo quae mentis sola agitatione...
Basil, in his sixth homily on Genesis, hands down that on the first day light was created of itself and immaterial; but that on the fourth day the body of the sun was made as its vehicle, into which it was set and impressed. But it will perhaps be more agreeable to the reader to learn Basil's own words: “On the first day,” he says, “the very nature of light was produced; but on the fourth day the body of the sun was founded, to be a vehicle for that first-born light. For just as fire and a lamp are different things and not the same — fire possessing the power of illuminating, while a lamp is made for this purpose, to furnish a measured light to those in need — so too for that purest, sincere, and immaterial light the luminaries have now been built up, as a vehicle. For just as the Apostle asserts that certain men were lights in the world, while meanwhile there is another, the true light of the world, by participation in which the saints became lights of souls, whom they instructed, drawing them out of the darkness of ignorance: in the same way too, even now, after the creation of that most sparkling light, He flooded with its light this sun, which the Maker himself created, to illuminate the compass of the world. And let it seem to no one incredible or repugnant to faith, what I have said — namely, that splendor is one thing distinct from light, and the body underlying light and subject to it another. For all composite things are wont to be divided by us thus: into the receiving essence itself, and into the quality that befalls it. As, then, these are diverse in nature — whiteness, I mean, and the whitened body — so too the things we have just spoken of do indeed differ, yet are united by the power of the Creator. Therefore do not tell me that these things cannot come to pass, that light should be separated from the body of the Sun. For I do not say that the separation of light from the Sun's body is possible for me and for you; but I judge it must be asserted that the things which, by the sole activity of the mind...35



...agitatione cogitationeque disparari a se possunt, ea re ipsa seiungi facultate Creatoris utriusque naturae posse. Nam et ignis vim ustivam ab eius splendore tu quidem ipse separare minime vales: Deus autem, volens famulum suum reddere sibi attentiorem, illo admirabili spectaculo in rubum ignem splendore solum agentem, otiosam autem flagrandi urendique facultatem habentem, immisit, ut et Psaltes testatur dicens, ‘Vox Domini intercidentis flammam ignis.’ Unde arcana quadam doctrina nos docet, cum pro iis quae in vita gessimus mercedes nobis retribuentur, naturam ignis in hac distributum iri: lux sane iustis in perennem et peramoenam fruitionem cedet, e diverso autem supplicio addicendis seorsum attribuetur vis ustiva. Ad haec, ex Lunae affectibus eorum quae in quaestione posuimus invenire possumus fidem. Deficiens enim deliquio Luna, decrementaque suscipiens, non corpore toto absumitur, sed lumen quod accesserat ipsa deponens iterumque assumens, speciem nobis incrementi decrementique exhibet. Enimvero Lunae corpus haud absumi, cum in deliquio est, argumento dilucido sunt ea quae cernimus. Licet enim tibi, liquido in aëre atque omni nebula liberata, cum potissimum in cornua Luna curvatur, partem ipsius obscuram lumineque carentem tanta orbis sui curvatura circumscribi conspicere, quanta totum splendorem, cum sinuatur in orbem, obit: ut, aspectu sinu obscurum aëris aemulum ad eam referente parte qua lucet, integer totusque orbis perspicue videatur. Et noli mihi proferre lucem adventitiam esse Lunae, propterea quod imminuitur quidem cum solem versus motu cietur, accrescit autem cum ab eodem digreditur: non enim hoc in praesenti nobis investigandum proponitur, sed illud, aliud esse Lunae corpus, aliud lucem ipsius qua lucet.” Huc usque sanctus Basilius.
...activity and thought can be set apart from one another, can, in actual fact, be sundered by the power of the Creator of both natures. For you yourself are by no means able to separate the burning power of fire from its splendor; yet God, wishing to make his servant more attentive to himself, sent upon him, by that wonderful spectacle, a fire in the bush acting by its splendor alone, but holding its capacity to blaze and burn idle — as the Psalmist too testifies, saying, ‘The voice of the Lord that divideth the flame of fire.’ Whence by a certain hidden teaching he instructs us that, when rewards shall be rendered to us for the things we have done in life, the nature of fire will be apportioned in this way: light will assuredly fall to the just for a perpetual and most pleasant enjoyment, while, on the other side, the burning power will be assigned separately to those condemned to punishment. Besides, from the behavior of the Moon we can find confirmation of the things we have set down in our question. For the Moon, failing in eclipse and undergoing diminutions, is not consumed in its whole body, but, laying aside and again taking up the light that had accrued to it, exhibits to us the appearance of increase and decrease. And indeed that the Moon's body is not consumed when it is in eclipse, the things we observe are a clear proof. For you may, in clear air freed from all mist, when above all the Moon is curved into horns, behold the dark part of it, lacking light, circumscribed by just so great a curvature of its orb as the full splendor covers when it rounds into a circle: so that, while the dark side (a rival of the air) is referred by sight to that part which shines, the whole entire orb is plainly seen. And do not allege to me that the Moon's light is adventitious because it is indeed diminished when it is moved toward the sun, and grows when it departs from it: for this is not what is presently proposed for our inquiry, but that other thing — that the Moon's body is one thing, and the light by which it shines another.” Thus far Saint Basil.36



Qui si (ut prae se fert) sensit lucem, quae est accidens, ab omni materia separatam esse a Deo primo die creatam, maximum profecto inducit miraculum, et nunquam alias factum, praeterquam in unico Eucharistiae Sacramento: in prima vero rerum effectione, institutione et dispositione ad miracula confugere, praesertim cum illis minime sit opus, nec placet Augustino, nec mihi probatur. Quod si Basilius existimavit primam illam lucem fuisse factam in aliqua materia, quae postea Soli sit adiecta, vel ex qua Sol formatus fuerit, non discrepat ab opinione Bedae paulo superius exposita. Simile quiddam Basilio, vel potius idem, significat Gregorius Nazianzenus in Oratione de novo die Dominico.
Now if he meant (as he seems to profess) that light, which is an accident, separated from all matter, was created by God on the first day, he assuredly introduces a very great miracle, and one never wrought elsewhere except in the single Sacrament of the Eucharist: but in the first making, institution, and ordering of things to have recourse to miracles — especially when there is no need of them at all — neither pleases Augustine nor commends itself to me. But if Basil supposed that that first light was made in some matter, which was afterward added to the Sun, or out of which the Sun was formed, then he does not disagree with the opinion of Bede set out a little above. Something similar to Basil's view, or rather the same, Gregory Nazianzen signifies in his Oration on the New Lord's Day [Low Sunday].37



Theodoretus in quaestionibus super Genesim quaestione decima quarta et decima sexta docet primo die factam esse universam lucem splendidissimam, et quam, simul confertam, nec hominum nec animalium visus potuisset sustinere; quamobrem quarto die fuisse eam in Solem et Lunam ceteraque sydera dispertitam, ut ita et animalium oculis esset accommodatior, et ad rerum sublunarium generationem et conservationem commodior. Verum si iam omnes Caeli ab initio creati fuerant, quomodo illa lux una numero inseri potuit tot et tam diversis Caelis? Non enim potest unum numero accidens ex uno subiecto transferri in alia, cum accidens omnino pendeat a subiecto; nec possit explicari qualis fuerit [mutatio]...
Theodoret, in his Questions on Genesis, questions fourteen and sixteen, teaches that on the first day there was made one universal, most splendid light, which, gathered all together, neither the sight of men nor of animals could have endured; for which reason, on the fourth day, it was distributed into the Sun and the Moon and the other stars, so as to be both better suited to the eyes of animals and more serviceable for the generation and conservation of sublunary things. But if all the Heavens had already been created from the beginning, how could that light, one in number, be inserted into so many and so diverse Heavens? For one numerical accident cannot be transferred from one subject into others, since an accident depends entirely on its subject; nor could it be explained what sort of [change]...38



...mutatio illa lucis, translatio et distributio: nec est recurrendum ad omnipotentiam Dei et ad miracula, quibus in creatione mundi, cum Deus rerum naturas condidit et naturalem eorum ordinem legesque constituit, locum dare non oportet; quemadmodum supra in principio huius commentationis in secunda regula ex beato Augustino probavimus. His adiiciam sententiam Augustini ex undecimo capite primi libri de Genesi ad litteram: quamquam eo loco Augustinus magis dubitanter loquitur quam affirmate quicquam decernit, ad hunc autem modum scribit: “Ut quid ergo factus est sol in potestatem diei, qui luceret super terram, si lux illa primo die facta diei faciendo suffecerat, qua dies etiam vocata est? An illa prior lux regiones superiores a terra longinquas illustrabat, ut sentiri non posset in terris, atque ita oportebat solem fieri, per quem dies inferioribus mundi partibus appareret? Potest et hoc dici, auctum esse fulgorem diei, sole addito, ut per illam lucem, minus fulgens dies quam nunc est, fuisse credatur.” Sic Augustinus.
...that change, transference, and distribution of light; nor must we have recourse to the omnipotence of God and to miracles, to which, in the creation of the world — when God founded the natures of things and established their natural order and laws — no place should be given, as we proved above at the beginning of this commentary, in the second rule, out of blessed Augustine. To these things I will add the opinion of Augustine from the eleventh chapter of the first book of the Literal Commentary on Genesis — though in that place Augustine speaks more hesitantly than he decides anything by assertion. He writes in this manner: “Why, then, was the sun made for the rule of the day, to shine upon the earth, if that light made on the first day had sufficed for making the day, by which it was even called day? Or did that earlier light illuminate the upper regions far from the earth, so that it could not be perceived on earth — and so the sun had to be made, through which the day might appear in the lower parts of the world? It can also be said that the brightness of the day was increased once the sun was added, so that it may be believed that, by that [first] light, the day shone less brightly than it now does.” So Augustine.39



Mihi praeter ceteras probatur eorum sententia qui censent primam illam lucem non aliam fuisse quam lucem solis, sed primo quidem die velut informem et imperfectam esse factam, quarto autem die fuisse absolutam et consummatam: quam sententiam eo proniori assensu amplector, quod eam Dionysio Areopagitae placuisse video. Is enim in quarto capite primae partis eius libri qui est de Divinis nominibus ita scribit: “Lux est mensura et numerus horarum, dierum, totiusque labentis temporis. Ipsa est enim ea lux (etsi tunc erat informis, quod et divinus Moses ait) quae primam distinxit et diffinivit dierum nostrorum Trinitatem.” Dionysium secutus est Sanctus Thomas, prima parte, quaestione sexagesima septima, articulo quarto, et quaestione septuagesima, articulo primo, et Dionysius Carthusianus super primum caput Geneseos articulo nono.
For my part, beyond all the rest I approve the opinion of those who hold that that first light was none other than the light of the sun, but that on the first day it was made, as it were, unformed and imperfect, while on the fourth day it was finished and consummated: and I embrace this opinion with the readier assent because I see that it pleased Dionysius the Areopagite. For he writes thus in the fourth chapter of the first part of his book On the Divine Names: “Light is the measure and number of the hours, the days, and of all the passing time. For it is that very light (although it was then unformed, as the divine Moses too says) which first distinguished and defined the Trinity of our days.” Saint Thomas followed Dionysius, in the First Part, question sixty-seven, article four, and question seventy, article one; and Dionysius the Carthusian, on the first chapter of Genesis, article nine.40



Duo autem in hac sententia nos docere et probare oportet: et lucem illam fuisse lucem solis, et fuisse tamen primo triduo imperfectam, quarto autem die absolutionem et perfectionem ei accessisse: utrumque breviter expediam. Fuisse illam primam lucem eandem quae est lux solis non dubiis colligitur argumentis. Etenim in principio creavit Deus Caelum et terram et aquam in statu imperfecto et inornato; deinde per sex dies eadem corpora disposuit, ornavit, et suis ea velut incolis complevit. Ratio autem et ordo naturae poscebat ut primo ornaret Caelum tanquam nobilissimum et principale mundi corpus: Caeli autem ornamentum vel solum vel maximum est lux; fuit igitur prima illa lux caelestis; nec alia quaelibet lux, nisi caelestis, efficere potuisset sine miraculo quod primam illam lucem praestitisse narrat Moses: quod si non fuisset lux caelestis, vel utique fuisset elementum ignis, vel nubes lucida, vel aliud eorum quae paulo ante refutata sunt; fuit igitur proculdubio caelestis. At quaenam alia lux quam solis esse poterat ornamentum Caeli, et quae Dei sententia tanquam bona et pulchra [comprobaretur]...
Now in this opinion we must teach and prove two things: both that that light was the light of the sun, and that nevertheless it was imperfect for the first three days, while on the fourth day its completion and perfection accrued to it. I will dispatch both briefly. That that first light was the same as the light of the sun is gathered by no doubtful arguments. For in the beginning God created Heaven and earth and water in an imperfect and unadorned state; then through the six days he arranged, adorned, and filled those same bodies, as it were, with their own inhabitants. But reason and the order of nature demanded that he should first adorn the Heaven, as the noblest and chief body of the world: and the adornment of the Heaven is either solely or chiefly light; therefore that first light was celestial. Nor could any other light but a celestial one have accomplished, without a miracle, what Moses relates that first light accomplished: for if it had not been a celestial light, it would surely have been either the element of fire, or a luminous cloud, or some other of the things refuted a little before; therefore it was without doubt celestial. But what other light than the sun's could have been the adornment of the Heaven, and could have been [approved] by God's verdict as good and beautiful...41



...pulchra comprobaretur? Postea, cum Sol esset futurus prima et generalissima causa generationis et conservationis rerum omnium sublunarium, conveniebat eius lucem, unde pendet illius vis et efficientia, primo die creari. Deinde nomen lucis absolute positum designare solet lucem solis, quae propter suam copiam et pulchritudinem et efficacitatem simpliciter solet lux appellari: saepenumero enim Scriptura divina lucis nomen usurpat pro luce solis, velut Esaiae capite sexagesimo: “Non erit,” inquit, “tibi amplius Sol ad lucendum per diem.” Pro “ad lucendum” Hebraice est לאור Laor, hoc est ad lucem; nam etiam lux primo die facta hic vocatur אור Or. Et Hieremias capite quarto: “Aspexi terram, et ecce vacua erat et nihil; et Caelos, et non erat lux in eis.” Nec in sacris litteris modo, sed etiam in Latino et vulgari sermone frequens est lucem simpliciter ponere pro luce solis, vel pro die qui fit a sole: sic dicitur “Hodierna luce,” et “Nondum illuxit.”
...approved as beautiful? Moreover, since the Sun was to be the first and most general cause of the generation and conservation of all sublunary things, it was fitting that its light, on which its power and efficacy depend, be created on the first day. Again, the name of “light” used absolutely usually designates the light of the sun, which, on account of its abundance, beauty, and efficacy, is wont to be called simply “light”: for very often divine Scripture uses the name of light for the light of the sun, as in Isaiah, chapter sixty: “The Sun,” it says, “shall no more be to thee for light by day.” For “for light” in Hebrew is לאור (Laor), that is, “for light”; for the light made on the first day is here too called אור (Or). And Jeremiah, chapter four: “I beheld the earth, and lo, it was void and empty; and the heavens, and there was no light in them.” And not only in the sacred writings, but also in Latin and common speech it is frequent to put “light” simply for the light of the sun, or for the day that comes from the sun: thus we say, “by today's light,” and “it has not yet grown light.”42



Ad haec, munus separandi lucem a tenebris et distinguendi diem et noctem, quod hic tribuitur primogenitae luci, idem postea quarto die assignatur soli, ut nullus ambigat non aliam fuisse primam illam lucem quam solis. Etenim illa prima lux mansit postea, sicut cetera Dei opera illis sex diebus facta; ergo mansit manetque etiamnum vis eius lucis effectusque, pellere ex mundo tenebras, distinguere diem et noctem, facere vespere ac mane; atqui haec ipsa facit nunc lux solis, ergo etiam tunc faciebat. Atque huic opinioni mire congruit nomen huius primi diei antiquissimo gentium more usurpatum usuque tritum: dictus est enim Dies Solis. Siquidem septimus ab hoc dies, in quo Deus requievit ab operibus suis, fuit dies ab Ethnicis Saturni, a Iudaeis Sabbathi nominatus: ut propterea fortasse dies solis appellatus sit, quod is dies creatione solis decoratus ac nobilitatus fuerit.
Besides, the office of separating light from darkness and of distinguishing day and night, which is here attributed to the first-born light, is afterward assigned, on the fourth day, to the sun — so that no one may doubt that that first light was none other than the sun's. For that first light remained afterward, like the other works of God made in those six days; therefore the power and effect of that light remained and remains even now — to drive darkness from the world, to distinguish day and night, to make evening and morning; but these very things the sun's light now does; therefore it did them then too. And with this opinion the name of this first day, used by the most ancient custom of the nations and worn smooth by use, wonderfully agrees: for it was called the Day of the Sun [Sunday]. Since the seventh day from this one, on which God rested from his works, was named by the pagans the day of Saturn, and by the Jews the Sabbath — so that this first day was perhaps called the day of the sun because it was adorned and ennobled by the creation of the sun.43



Ad extremum, qui aliam faciunt lucem quam solis multis et propemodum inexplicabilibus difficultatibus tenentur impediti et implicati: sive dicant illam lucem post primum triduum evanuisse, sive ex illa formatum esse solem; utrumvis enim dicatur, nec pauca nec levia consequuntur incommoda, quorum haec nostra opinio nullum patitur. Nec mirum cuiquam accidat cur Moses primi diei lucem solis nomine non appellaverit: nam nec quarto die ponitur nomen proprium Solis, quod est Hebraice שמש Semesh, sed appellatur vocabulo luminaris; dicitur enim fecisse Deus duo luminaria magna, quae vocantur Hebraice מאור Maor, voce ducta a luce, quae Hebraeis dicitur אור Or, quasi sic dicta sint quod contineant et praebeant lucem. Maluit autem Moses appellare lucem et luminare quam nominare Solem: tum ut indicaret finem et usum solis esse lucere et illuminare terram; tum ut intelligeretur ex luce accidere soli omnem quam habet vim et pulchritudinem et efficientiam, et quem inter caelestia sydera obtinet dignitatis principatum.
Finally, those who make the light something other than the sun's are held entangled and ensnared by many and well-nigh inexplicable difficulties: whether they say that that light vanished after the first three days, or that the sun was formed out of it; for either way one says it, no few nor slight inconveniences follow, of which this opinion of ours suffers none. Nor should it seem strange to anyone why Moses did not call the light of the first day by the name of the sun: for not even on the fourth day is the proper name of the Sun set down — which in Hebrew is שמש (Semesh) — but it is called by the word “luminary”; for God is said to have made two great luminaries, which in Hebrew are called מאור (Maor), a word derived from “light,” which in Hebrew is said אור (Or), as if they were so called because they contain and furnish light. And Moses preferred to call it “light” and “luminary” rather than to name it “Sun”: both to indicate that the end and use of the sun is to shine and illuminate the earth; and that it might be understood that all the power, beauty, and efficacy the sun has, and the primacy of dignity it holds among the heavenly stars, accrue to it from light.44



Deinceps sequitur ut doceamus qualis quantaque accessio quarto die sit facta. Hanc accessionem breviter exponit beatus Thomas prima parte quaestione sexagesima septima articulo quarto, ad hunc fere modum: “Dicendum est, secundum Dionysium, primam illam lucem fuisse lucem Solis; tunc enim iam fuit Sol secundum substantiam, habens lucem informem, hoc est quae habebat vim illuminandi in communi: sed postea quarto die data est ei specialis et determinata virtus ad particulares effectus.” Et infra quaestione septuagesima articulo primo idem repetens ait, “primo die fuisse productam lucem secundum communem lucis naturam; quarto vero die tributam esse luminaribus determinatam virtutem ad determinatos effectus, secundum quod videmus alios effectus habere radium Solis et alios radium Lunae, et sic de aliis. Et propter hanc determinationem virtutis dixit Dionysius quarto capite de Divinis nominibus lumen solis, quod in principio erat informe, quarto die fuisse formatum.” Haec Sanctus Thomas.
It follows next that we should teach what sort, and how great, the accession was that was made on the fourth day. This accession blessed Thomas briefly sets out in the First Part, question sixty-seven, article four, more or less in this way: “It must be said, according to Dionysius, that that first light was the light of the Sun; for then the Sun already existed in its substance, possessing an unformed light — that is, a light which had the power of illuminating in general: but afterward, on the fourth day, there was given to it a special and determinate power directed to particular effects.” And further on, in question seventy, article one, repeating the same, he says: “On the first day light was produced according to the common nature of light; but on the fourth day a determinate power was bestowed on the luminaries for determinate effects, according as we see the ray of the Sun to have some effects, and the ray of the Moon others, and so of the rest. And on account of this determination of power, Dionysius said, in the fourth chapter of On the Divine Names, that the light of the sun, which in the beginning was unformed, was on the fourth day formed.” These are Saint Thomas's words.45



Quibus addi posset quarto die accessisse soli eam quam postea habuit magnitudinem, figuram, et pulchritudinem: non enim primo die globus solis usquequaque accensus est, sed aliquatenus tantum; quarto autem die totus est splendidissima luce completus, peculiares item vires et influxus, maiorem quoque copiam lucis, applicationemque ad ipsum proprii motoris, qui proprio solis motu eum circumageret. Ad haec, numerosissimum comitatum aliorum syderum et planetarum, quorum motus, ut Astronomi tradunt, secundum motum solis disponi et dirigi videntur. Quarto die coepit Sol dare signa et praebere praesagia futurarum tempestatum et effectuum naturalium; tunc incepit quadripartita variatio anni, hoc est Hyemis, Veris, Aestatis, Autumni; tunc coepit dissimilitudo et inaequalitas dierum, nam primi tres dies fuerant omnino aequales et uniformes; tunc denique accessit dependentia Lunae a Sole: nam pro vario Lunae congressu cum Sole vel ab eo digressu varie lumen eius commutatur; varius quoque Solis cum reliquis planetis concursus et coitio varios parit influxus et effectus. Sed de hac quaestione satis dictum sit.
To these things it could be added that on the fourth day there accrued to the sun the magnitude, figure, and beauty it had afterward: for not on the first day was the globe of the sun kindled through and through, but only in part; whereas on the fourth day the whole was filled with most splendid light. Likewise [there accrued to it] its peculiar powers and influences, a greater store of light too, and the application to it of its own proper mover, which by the sun's own motion would whirl it round. Besides, [there accrued] the most numerous retinue of the other stars and planets, whose motions, as the Astronomers hand down, seem to be arranged and directed according to the motion of the sun. On the fourth day the Sun began to give signs and to furnish presages of coming weather and natural effects; then began the fourfold variation of the year — that is, of Winter, Spring, Summer, Autumn; then began the dissimilarity and inequality of days (for the first three days had been wholly equal and uniform); then at last came the dependence of the Moon on the Sun: for, according to the Moon's varying approach to or departure from the Sun, its light is variously changed; and the varying concurrence and conjunction of the Sun with the other planets begets varied influences and effects. But on this question let enough have been said.46



And he divided the light from the darkness; and he called the light Day, and the darkness Night.47
Divisit lucem a tenebris, appellavitque lucem diem, et tenebras noctem.



Duae quaestiones existunt hoc loco. Prior quaestio est qua ratione prima illa lux toto illo triduo diem et noctem distincte fecerit. Basilius et Damascenus censent id esse factum non propter motum illius lucis in orbem circum terram, sicut nunc fit per motum solis, sed per emissionem et contractionem radiorum, non quidem naturali illius lucis vi facultateque, sed Dei omnipotentia: similiter, ut factum in Aegypto quidam putant, cum, plaga nona illata, totum triduum Aegyptiis, ubicunque locorum Aegypti essent, lux solis non est visa, quae tamen Hebraeis, qui erant in terra Gessen, aliisque hominibus extra Aegyptum commorantibus clarissime fulgebat. Verba Basilii in secunda homilia super Genesim sic habent: “Tunc (id est primo illo triduo) diei cedenti nox vicissim succedebat, non quidem secundum motionem solis, sed primigenia illa luce suum splendorem diffundente seque rursum contrahente, idque pro mensura a Deo definita.” Damascenus autem libro secundo de Fide orthodoxa capite septimo ita scribit: “In tribus primis diebus, refuso et contracto lumine, divino praecepto dies et nox fiebat.”
Two questions arise in this place. The first question is by what means that first light, through that whole three days, distinctly made day and night. Basil and Damascene hold that this was done not by the motion of that light in a circle about the earth, as it now happens by the motion of the sun, but by the emission and contraction of its rays — not indeed by any natural power and faculty of that light, but by the omnipotence of God: just as some think happened in Egypt when, the ninth plague being sent, for three whole days the light of the sun was not seen by the Egyptians, wherever in Egypt they were, while it nonetheless shone most brightly for the Hebrews, who were in the land of Goshen, and for other men dwelling outside Egypt. The words of Basil in his second homily on Genesis run thus: “Then (that is, in that first three days) night succeeded in turn to the departing day, not indeed according to the motion of the sun, but as that first-born light diffused its splendor and again contracted itself, and that by a measure defined by God.” And Damascene, in the second book On the Orthodox Faith, chapter seven, writes thus: “In the first three days, by the pouring forth and contraction of the light, by divine command day and night came to be.”48



Hanc opinionem refert Augustinus, nec probat tamen, in primo libro super Genesim ad litteram, in cuius capite undecimo sic ait: “Non est credendum primam illam lucem fuisse extinctam, ut nocturnae tenebrae succederent, et rursus accensam, ut mane fieret, antequam hoc solis officio gereretur, quod a quarto die coepisse fieri eadem Scriptura testatur.” Sic ibi. Infra vero in eiusdem libri capite decimo sexto haec scribit: “Nullum occurrit exemplum, quo istam emissionem contractionemque lucis, ut diei noctisque vicissitudines fierent, probare possumus.” Tantum Augustinus. Beda autem supradictam Basilii sententiam in suo Hexameron refellit tanquam Scripturae contrariam, quippe quae hoc loco doceat lucem illam non modo fecisse diem et noctem, sed etiam mane et vesperam: atqui si per emissionem radiorum factus esset dies, et per eorundem contractionem nox, profecto non fuisset vespera et mane, quae accretionem et diminutionem lucis propter motum corporis illuminantis necessario habent, sed fuisset statim et dies clarissimus et nox omnino tenebrosa. Beatus Thomas loco proxime citato eandem opinionem confutat eo argumento, quod prima illa lux non potuisset id facere quod asserit Basilius sine maximo miraculo: in prima autem institutione naturae et rerum omnium dispositione non est confugiendum ad miracula, praesertim cum alius modus et facilior et naturae congruentior, ob idque probabilior, reperiri queat, quo lux illa diem et noctem, mane et vespere facere potuerit; modus enim ille Basilii prorsus extraordi[narius]...
This opinion Augustine reports, yet does not approve, in the first book of the Literal Commentary on Genesis, in whose eleventh chapter he says thus: “It is not to be believed that that first light was extinguished, so that nocturnal darkness might succeed, and again rekindled, so that morning might come, before this was performed by the office of the sun, which the same Scripture testifies began to be done from the fourth day.” So there. But further on, in the sixteenth chapter of the same book, he writes this: “No example occurs to us by which we can prove that emission and contraction of light, whereby the alternations of day and night came to be.” Thus far Augustine. Bede, moreover, refutes the aforesaid opinion of Basil in his Hexaëmeron as contrary to Scripture — inasmuch as Scripture in this place teaches that that light made not only day and night, but also morning and evening: but if day were made by the emission of rays, and night by the contraction of the same, then surely there would not have been evening and morning, which necessarily involve the increase and diminution of light owing to the motion of the illuminating body, but there would at once have been both a most clear day and a wholly dark night. Blessed Thomas, in the place just cited, refutes the same opinion by this argument: that that first light could not have done what Basil asserts without a very great miracle; and in the first institution of nature and the ordering of all things one must not have recourse to miracles, especially when another way — both easier and more agreeable to nature, and on that account more probable — can be found, by which that light could have made day and night, morning and evening. For that way of Basil's is altogether extraordi[nary]...49



...narius, et nunquam postea usitatus fuit. Beda vero, et quicunque lucem illam putarunt fuisse nubem quandam longe lateque lucentem, ad similitudinem eius columnae quae Hebraeis in deserto per quadraginta annos — interdiu nubis, noctu autem ignis speciem gerens — index et dux itineris fuit, censent eam nubem primo illo triduo circumactam fuisse ab Angelo circum rudem illam et indigestam massam terrae et aquae, vel, ut aliis placet, circa materiam corpoream informem, quae sua crassitudine et densitate medium mundi locum obsidens idonea erat ad opacandum et obumbrandum, ex quo facta est illius tridui noctium et dierum distinctio. Nobis autem, omnibusque arbitrantibus lucem illam non fuisse aliam quam Solis — qui, proprium motum nondum habens, solo primi caeli raptu ab ortu volvebatur ad occasum, viginti quatuor horis universum orbem circumlustrans, dies noctesque omnino aequales et uniformes faciebat — in promptu est docere quemadmodum lux illa diem et noctem, mane et vesperam efficeret: videlicet, non secus quam nunc eam facere videmus.
...ordinary, and was never afterward in use. But Bede, and whoever supposed that light to have been a certain cloud shining far and wide, after the likeness of that pillar which for forty years was a guide and leader of the journey to the Hebrews in the desert — by day bearing the appearance of cloud, by night of fire — hold that that cloud was, in that first three days, carried round by an Angel about that rude and undigested mass of earth and water, or, as others prefer, about the unformed corporeal matter, which by its thickness and density, occupying the middle place of the world, was fit to shade and overshadow, whence arose the distinction of nights and days in that three-day span. But for us, and for all who judge that light to have been none other than the Sun's — which, not yet having its own proper motion, was rolled from east to west by the sweep of the first heaven alone, traversing the whole orb in twenty-four hours and making days and nights wholly equal and uniform — it is easy to show how that light produced day and night, morning and evening: namely, not otherwise than we now see it do.50



Posterior quaestio est, in quo caeli loco lux illa fuerit cum primum apparuit: num in oriente, an potius in meridie, vel in occasu? Sanctus Bonaventura in secundo Sententiarum, distinctione decima tertia, articulo primo, quaestione secunda, duas ea de re commemorat sententias. Priorem assignat Bedae: lucem illam fuisse creatam in meridie. Tum quod illa lux primo fecit vesperam, deinde mane, ut ait Scriptura (prius igitur a meridie tendebat ad occasum quam vel iret ad ortum, vel ab ortu iret ad meridiem); tum etiam quod, cum Dei opera sint perfecta, existimandum est talem fuisse a Deo lucem creatam ut statim perfecte mundum illuminare posset, id autem fit potius in meridie quam in ortu. Licet autem quodlibet caeli punctum in quo Sol est, respectu diversarum terrae partium, sit oriens et occidens et meridies, faciatque vesperam et mane: attamen respectu eius terrae ubi homo formatus habitaturus erat, et ubi futurus erat paradisus, et prima hominum etiam post peccatum habitatio, dicitur fuisse lux illa in meridie cum primum condita terris apparuit.
The later question is: in what place of the heaven was that light when it first appeared — in the east, or rather at the meridian [noon], or in the west? Saint Bonaventure, on the second book of the Sentences, distinction thirteen, article one, question two, records two opinions on the matter. The first he assigns to Bede: that that light was created at the meridian. Both because that light first made evening, then morning, as Scripture says (it tended, therefore, from the meridian toward the west before it either went to the east, or from the east went to the meridian); and also because, since God's works are perfect, it must be thought that the light was so created by God that it could at once illuminate the world perfectly — and this happens rather at the meridian than at the rising. But although any point of the heaven in which the Sun is, with respect to the different parts of the earth, is east and west and meridian, and makes evening and morning: nevertheless, with respect to that land where the formed man was to dwell, and where Paradise was to be, and the first dwelling of men even after sin, that light is said to have been at the meridian when it first appeared, created upon the earth.51



Si opponas a meridie usque ad mane proxime sequens non esse spatium viginti quatuor horarum, ob idque non fuisse primum diem integrum, qualem fuisse eum aperte ostendit Scriptura dicens, “Factum est vespere et mane dies unus”: respondent huius opinionis defensores sex illas horas praecedentes creationem lucis, mensuratas per aquae et spiritus motionem atque agitationem (quo tempore fuit tenebrosa illa mundi constitutio), adiiciendas esse primo diei. Illae enim sex horae tantum temporis occuparunt quantum sol consumpsisset ab ortu usque ad meridiem; erant enim primi illi dies aequinoctiales, quorum dies artificiales sunt duodecim horarum, totidemque constant noctes. Cum igitur a meridie usque ad mane sequens fuerint decem et octo horae — sex nimirum [a meridie ad occasum]...
If you object that from the meridian to the next following morning there is not a span of twenty-four hours, and therefore that the first day was not whole — which Scripture plainly shows it to have been, saying, “And there was evening and morning, one day” — the defenders of this opinion answer that those six hours preceding the creation of light, measured by the motion and agitation of the water and the spirit (during which time that dark constitution of the world lasted), are to be added to the first day. For those six hours occupied just as much time as the sun would have consumed from rising to the meridian; for those first days were equinoctial, whose artificial days are of twelve hours, and the nights consist of just as many. Since, then, from the meridian to the following morning there were eighteen hours — six, namely, [from the meridian to sunset]...52



...nimirum a meridie ad occasum, et ab occasu usque ad mane duodecim, quas nox continebat, adiicias sex alias horas tenebrarum, reperies plenum numerum viginti quatuor horarum. Sed videtur huic opinioni adversari quod ait Moses illam lucem fecisse vesperam et mane, et hac ratione unum diem integrum confecisse; in illis autem sex primis horis tenebrarum ante creationem lucis nec vespera fuit nec mane (utrumque enim denotat lucem, licet imperfectam, hoc est aut augescentem aut decrescentem). Deinde primus dies proculdubio similis fuit ceterorum dierum consequentium, et simili ratione mane et vesperam habens — par enim est ratio omnium sex dierum, et in eorum omnium commemoratione iisdem verbis Moses utitur: atqui praedictae opinionis auctores necesse est dicere primum diem ceterorum dierum fuisse dissimillimum. Nec sane videtur in hac sententia fuisse Beda, siquidem in Hexameron aperte significat creatam fuisse lucem in oriente, et fecisse integrum diem artificialem duodecim horarum et naturalem viginti quatuor. Bedam, Hugo libro primo de Sacramentis partis primae capite vicesimonono, et magister sententiarum distinctione decima tertia libro secundo, secuti sunt. Aegidius tamen in prima parte sui Hexameron capite 16 affirmat primam lucem creatam esse in meridie, ideoque prius fecisse vesperam quam mane.
...namely, from the meridian to sunset, and from sunset to morning twelve, which the night contained — if you add six other hours of darkness, you will find the full number of twenty-four hours. But it seems to tell against this opinion that Moses says that light made evening and morning, and in this way completed one whole day; whereas in those first six hours of darkness before the creation of light there was neither evening nor morning (for each of these denotes light, though imperfect — that is, either increasing or decreasing). Again, the first day was without doubt like the other following days, and in like manner had morning and evening — for the reckoning of all six days is alike, and in recording them all Moses uses the same words; but the authors of the aforesaid opinion must say that the first day was most unlike the others. Nor does Bede really seem to have held this opinion, since in his Hexaëmeron he plainly indicates that the light was created in the east, and made a whole artificial day of twelve hours and a natural one of twenty-four. Bede was followed by Hugh, in the first book On the Sacraments, part one, chapter twenty-nine, and by the Master of the Sentences, distinction thirteen, in the second book. Giles [of Rome], however, in the first part of his Hexaëmeron, chapter 16, affirms that the first light was created at the meridian, and therefore made evening before morning.53



Alteram sententiam Hugoni de S. Victore, in libro de Sacramentis, attribuit Bonaventura, magisque probat, a qua non discrepat hoc loco Caietanus: censent isti primum apparuisse lucem illam in Oriente, et, facta conversione totius caeli, ad idem punctum regressam unde moveri coeperat, naturalem diem integram fecisse. Namque inter creationem caeli et terrae ac primum diem seu formationem lucis nullum temporis spatium intercessit, sed sola originis et ordinis naturae distinctio. Fuit enim ea opinio B. Augustini, cui materia informis, vocabulis terrae et aquae adumbrata, non nisi origine prior fuit ipsius formatione. Atque huic sententiae duplici Scripturae testimonio fides astruitur: nam in 2 capite libri Genes. sic est, “Istae sunt generationes caeli et terrae, quando creatae sunt, in die quo fecit Dominus Deus caelum et terram.” Ergo caelum et terra ante primum diem non sunt facta. Idem clarius cernitur in capite 20 et 31 Exod., quibus locis apertis verbis traditur Deum sex diebus fecisse caelum et terram, omniaque vel ex his vel in his facta. Ex quo apparet caelum et terram non ante primum diem, sed intra unum aliquem illorum sex dierum esse condita. Atque hunc esse sensum et intellectum etiam Ecclesiae videtur posse colligi ex duobus hymnis, quorum alter in matutinis precationibus diei Dominici, alter ad vesperas eiusdem diei publice in templis canitur. In illo sic habes:
The other opinion Bonaventure attributes to Hugh of St. Victor, in the book On the Sacraments, and prefers it; from it Cajetan does not here dissent. These men hold that that light first appeared in the East and, a complete revolution of the whole heaven being made, returned to the same point from which it had begun to move, and so made one whole natural day. For between the creation of heaven and earth and the first day — that is, the formation of light — no interval of time elapsed, but only a distinction of origin and of the order of nature. For this was the opinion of blessed Augustine, for whom the unformed matter, shadowed forth by the words “earth and water,” was prior to its own formation only in origin. And this opinion is confirmed by a twofold testimony of Scripture: for in the second chapter of Genesis it stands thus, “These are the generations of heaven and earth, when they were created, in the day when the Lord God made heaven and earth.” Therefore heaven and earth were not made before the first day. The same is seen more clearly in chapters 20 and 31 of Exodus, in which places it is delivered in plain words that God made heaven and earth in six days, and all things either from them or in them. From which it appears that heaven and earth were founded not before the first day, but within some one of those six days. And that this is the sense and understanding of the Church too seems able to be gathered from two hymns, of which one is sung in the morning prayers of the Lord's Day, the other at the Vespers of the same day, publicly in the churches. In the former you have thus:54



On the first of all the days, on which the world stands founded, etc.55
Primo dierum omnium, / Quo mundus extat conditus, etc.



With the first beginnings of new light, preparing the world's origin.56
Primordiis lucis novae / Mundi parans originem.



Verumtamen Beda in libro de sex aetatibus mundi affirmat ante exordium sex dierum creata esse caelum supremum, terram, et aquam; idemque satis manifeste indicat Basilius homilia secunda in Genesim; et hoc ipsum ostendit Paulus, cum secundo ad Corinthios cap. 4 inquit, “Deus qui dixit de tenebris lucem splendescere”; et ad Hebraeos 11, “Fide intelligimus aptata esse saecula verbo Dei, ut ex invisibilibus visibilia fierent”; et in lib. Sapientiae cap. 11 traditur Deum ex materia invisa, seu, ut est Graece, ex materia informi orbem fecisse. Beatus Hieronymus in epistola 83 ad Oceanum apertis verbis hoc ipsum tradit: “Rudis mundus,” inquit, “necdum sole rutilante, nec pallente luna, nec astris micantibus, incompositam et invisibilem materiam, abyssorum magnitudine et deformibus tenebris opprimebat. Solus Spiritus Dei in aurigae modum super aquas ferebatur, et nascentem mundum in figura baptismi parturiebat. Inter caelum et terram medium extruitur firmamentum; et iuxta Hebraici sermonis etymologiam, Caelum, id est שמים Samaim, ex aquis sortitur vocabulum; et aquae quae super caelos sunt in laudes Dei separantur.” Sic Hieronymus.
Nevertheless Bede, in his book On the Six Ages of the World, affirms that before the beginning of the six days the highest heaven, the earth, and the water were created; and Basil indicates the same plainly enough in his second homily on Genesis; and Paul shows this very thing when, in the second [letter] to the Corinthians, chapter 4, he says, “God, who commanded the light to shine out of darkness”; and in Hebrews 11, “By faith we understand that the ages were framed by the word of God, that from invisible things visible things might be made”; and in the book of Wisdom, chapter 11, it is delivered that God made the world out of unseen matter, or, as it is in Greek, out of unformed matter. Blessed Jerome, in his eighty-third epistle to Oceanus, hands down this very thing in plain words: “The raw world,” he says, “with the sun not yet glowing red, nor the moon pale, nor the stars twinkling, was oppressing the unordered and invisible matter with the vastness of the deeps and with shapeless darkness. The Spirit of God alone, after the manner of a charioteer, was borne over the waters, and was bringing the nascent world to birth in the figure of baptism. Between heaven and earth a firmament is built up in the middle; and, according to the etymology of the Hebrew tongue, ‘Heaven’ — that is, שמים (Samaim) — takes its name from the waters; and the waters that are above the heavens are set apart for the praises of God.” So Jerome.57



Quod quidem etiam aperte declarat narratio Mosis, qui proxime ante dixit, “Et tenebrae erant super faciem abyssi, et spiritus domini ferebatur super aquas”: etenim si mundus simul cum ipsa luce conditus est, nunquam fuerunt tenebrae super faciem abyssi, nec vere dici posset mundus ex tenebroso et informi lucidus esse factus. Nam frivolum est dicere aërem et aquam dici tenebrosa fuisse ante creationem lucis quia ex se non haberent lucem: ea namque ratione aër etiam, cum meridiana luce est maxime lucidus, posset simpliciter dici tenebrosus, quia ne tunc quidem lucem habet ex se. Nec sermo historicus, cum sit popularis et vulgo tritus, cum aliquid dicit fuisse prius, significat prioritatem originis vel naturae, sed temporis.
And this too the narrative of Moses plainly declares, who said just before, “And darkness was upon the face of the deep, and the Spirit of the Lord was borne over the waters”: for if the world was founded together with the light itself, there never was darkness upon the face of the deep, nor could the world truly be said to have been made luminous out of a dark and unformed [state]. For it is frivolous to say that air and water were called dark before the creation of light because they had no light of themselves: for by that reasoning air too, when it is most luminous with noon light, could simply be called dark, because not even then does it have light of itself. Nor does historical speech — since it is popular and worn smooth by common use — when it says that something was prior, signify a priority of origin or of nature, but of time.58



Praeterea, si ante creationem lucis Spiritus domini ferebatur super aquas, illa motio aëris seu venti super aquas non nisi in tempore fieri potuit. B. Thomas in prima parte quaestione sexagesima sexta articulo primo hanc sententiam tribuit Basilio, Chrysostomo, et Ambrosio; et in secundo Sententiarum distinctione decima tertia dicit esse magis consonam textui Scripturae. Et est sane omnium Graecorum. Hugo libro primo de Sacramentis parte prima capite 6 et 9 ait creationem caeli et terrae priorem fuisse ordine temporis creatione lucis: “et cum non fuerit prior tantum uno instanti, quia duo instantia non possunt esse immediata, et utraque creatio, tam caeli et terrae quam lucis, facta sit in instanti, necesse est fuisse tempore priorem”; quin ipsemet capite nono ait ante creationem lucis fuisse tempus, non tamen diem aut noctem. Et Hugoni similem non modo sententiam, sed etiam orationem habet Magister in secundo Sententiarum, distinctione decima tertia. Quocirca non recte B. Bonaventura animadversionem eorum qui inter creationem Caeli et lucis non ponunt ullum temporis ordinem, sed [tantum naturae, Hugoni attribuit]...
Moreover, if before the creation of light the Spirit of the Lord was borne over the waters, that motion of air or wind over the waters could only have taken place in time. Blessed Thomas, in the First Part, question sixty-six, article one, attributes this opinion to Basil, Chrysostom, and Ambrose; and in the second book of the Sentences, distinction thirteen, he says it is more consonant with the text of Scripture. And it is indeed the opinion of all the Greeks. Hugh, in the first book On the Sacraments, part one, chapters 6 and 9, says that the creation of heaven and earth was prior in the order of time to the creation of light: “and since it was not prior by only one instant — because two instants cannot be immediate [to each other] — and each creation, both of heaven and earth and of light, was made in an instant, it must have been prior in time”; indeed he himself, in chapter nine, says that before the creation of light there was time, yet not day or night. And the Master, in the second book of the Sentences, distinction thirteen, has not only an opinion similar to Hugh's, but even a similar wording. Wherefore blessed Bonaventure does not rightly attribute to Hugh the censure of those who place no order of time between the creation of the Heaven and of the light, but [only of nature]...59



...sed tantum naturae, Hugoni attribuit: nam licet Hugo supradicto loco dicat non intercessisse moram vel dilationem, his tamen ille vocabulis non est usus secundum physicorum subtilitatem (quibus nullum tempus sine mora esse potest), sed vulgarem secutus est loquendi consuetudinem, qua quod celerrime factum est sine mora factum dicitur. Itaque moram negat Hugo fuisse, significans tempus illud ante creationem lucis fuisse quam brevissimum. Nec officit huic sententiae quod paulo superius ex capite 2 Geneseos prolatum est, “In die quo fecit Dominus Deus caelum et terram”: ibi enim “dies” pro tempore, sicut crebro fit in Scriptura, positus est; nam subditur, “Et omne virgultum agri,” quod tamen non primo die cum caelo et terra, sed tertio die procreatum est. Quod autem in 20 et 31 cap. Exod. dictum est, Deum sex diebus fecisse caelum et terram et omnia quae in eis sunt, non est huic opinioni contrarium: illud enim spacium temporis ante primum diem annumeratur sex diebus, quia fuit quam brevissimum, et fuit continuata Dei operatio; nec sane plures dies naturales consumpti sunt quam sex. Ac licet ante primum diem Caelum et elementa facta sint secundum substantiam, tamen non fuerunt perfecta et omnino consummata nisi spatio illorum sex dierum: tunc enim datus est illis ornatus, complementum, et perfectio. Quanto autem tempore status ille mundi tenebrosus duraverit — hoc est, utrum plus an minus quam unus dies continere solet — nec mihi compertum est, nec opinor cuiquam mortalium, nisi cui divinitus id esset patefactum.
...but only of nature, he [Bonaventure] attributes to Hugh: for although Hugh, in the aforesaid place, says that no delay or postponement intervened, yet he did not use these words according to the subtlety of the natural philosophers (for whom no time can be without delay), but followed the common usage of speech, by which what is done most swiftly is said to be done without delay. And so Hugh denies that there was a delay, meaning that the time before the creation of light was as brief as possible. Nor does it tell against this opinion that a little above was adduced from the second chapter of Genesis, “In the day when the Lord God made heaven and earth”: for there “day” is put for “time,” as often happens in Scripture; for it is added, “And every plant of the field,” which nevertheless was produced not on the first day with heaven and earth, but on the third day. And what is said in chapters 20 and 31 of Exodus — that God made heaven and earth and all that is in them in six days — is not contrary to this opinion: for that span of time before the first day is reckoned among the six days, because it was as brief as possible, and was a continuous operation of God; nor indeed were more natural days consumed than six. And although before the first day the Heaven and the elements were made according to their substance, yet they were not perfect and wholly completed except in the space of those six days: for then was given to them their adornment, complement, and perfection. But how long that dark state of the world lasted — that is, whether more or less than a single day usually contains — neither is it ascertained by me, nor, I suppose, by any mortal, save one to whom it was divinely revealed.60



And there was evening and morning, one day. — Verse 5.61
Factum est vespere, et mane dies unus. — Vers. 5.



Hebraice sic est: “Factum est vespere, et factum est mane, dies unus.” Chaldaice est in genitivo, “Diei primi.” At enim, vero quaestionem parit quod Moses, definiendo primum diem, prius nominet vespere quam mane, cum revera mane antecedat vespere. Catharinus opinatur solem ita esse creatum a Deo ut lucere coeperit in altero hemisphaerio, quod huic nostro est oppositum: nam in hoc nostro et factus est primus homo, et post eius peccatum primo habitavit genus humanum, et Hebraei ad quos hunc librum scripsit Moses; quare comparatione huius nostri hemisphaerii prius sol fecit noctem quam diem. Sed hoc simile est figmento: nulla enim ratio afferri potest cur in illo hemisphaerio potius quam in hoc nostro sol lucere coeperit; quin multo probabilius est ita esse factum ut primum collustraret terram in qua homo erat habitaturus. Quid quod nec sic quidem Catharinus tollit difficultatem propositam, cur vespere prius nominetur quam mane? Catharinus enim tantum ostendit priorem fuisse in nostro hemisphaerio noctem quam diem, non autem fuisse prius vespere quam mane, nisi noctem velit appellare vesperam. Tostatus hoc loco, et Eugubi[nus]...
In Hebrew it stands thus: “And there was evening, and there was morning, one day.” In Chaldee [Aramaic] it is in the genitive, “of the first day.” But indeed it begets a question that Moses, in defining the first day, names evening before morning, although in reality morning precedes evening. Catharinus holds that the sun was so created by God that it began to shine in the other hemisphere, which is opposite to this one of ours: for in this one of ours both the first man was made, and after his sin the human race first dwelt, and the Hebrews, to whom Moses wrote this book; wherefore, by comparison with this our hemisphere, the sun made night before day. But this is like a fiction: for no reason can be given why the sun should have begun to shine in that hemisphere rather than in this of ours; rather, it is much more probable that it was so done that it might first light up the land in which man was to dwell. And what of the fact that not even thus does Catharinus remove the difficulty proposed — why evening is named before morning? For Catharinus only shows that in our hemisphere night was prior to day, not that evening was prior to morning, unless he should wish to call the night “evening.” Tostatus in this place, and Eugubi[nus]...62



...Eugubinus in Cosmopoeia censent ideo fuisse praepositum vespere, quod hoc nomine Moses significare voluerit tempus illud tenebrarum in quibus mundus fuit ante creationem lucis; quod tempus, iudicio Tostati, tantum fuit quantum est spatium duodecim horarum aequinoctialium, in quo, quia nulla fuit lux, propterea vocatur vespere. Tempus autem quod praeteriit ab exordio lucis creatae ad eius occasum fuit etiam duodecim horarum: quocirca, ex quo tempore creavit Deus caelum et terram usque ad occasum primae lucis super eum horizontem super quem primo lucere coepit, transactum est tempus viginti quattuor horarum, hoc est integer dies naturalis. Sed Tostatus valde abutitur vocabulo vespere pro nocte, cum in Scriptura vespere non significet simpliciter tenebras et obscuritatem noctis, sed imminutum lumen solis ad occasum vergentis, hoc est tres extremas horas diei artificialis, vel crepusculum inter solis occasum et tenebras noctis: atque hanc habet vox Hebraea, quae Latine redditur “vespere,” germanam propriamque notionem et significationem. Dicitur enim ערב Hereb, a verbo Harab, quod proprie significat ligare, quasi vespera sit ligamen diei et noctis; sicut mane Hebraei vocant בקר Boquer, a verbo Bachar, id est discernere vel quaerere, eo quod mane incipiant res discerni.
...Eugubinus [Agostino Steuco of Gubbio] in his Cosmopoeia hold that evening was put first because by this name Moses meant to signify that time of darkness in which the world was before the creation of light; which time, in Tostatus's judgment, was just as long as the span of twelve equinoctial hours, in which, because there was no light, it is therefore called “evening.” And the time that passed from the beginning of the created light to its setting was likewise twelve hours: so that, from the time when God created heaven and earth up to the setting of the first light over that horizon over which it first began to shine, twenty-four hours elapsed — that is, one whole natural day. But Tostatus greatly abuses the word “evening” for “night,” since in Scripture “evening” does not simply signify the darkness and obscurity of night, but the diminished light of the sun as it sinks toward setting — that is, the last three hours of the artificial day, or the twilight between sunset and the darkness of night. And this is the genuine and proper notion and signification of the Hebrew word which in Latin is rendered “evening”: for it is called ערב (Hereb), from the verb Harab, which properly means “to bind,” as if evening were the binding of day and night; just as the Hebrews call morning בקר (Boquer), from the verb Bachar, that is “to discern or seek out,” because in the morning things begin to be discerned.63



B. Hieronymus super 2 caput Ionae videtur ex hoc loco colligere principium diei apud Hebraeos fuisse olim vesperam; noctem vero non ad praecedentem, sed ad subsequentem diem pertinuisse; et diem naturalem integrum a vespera ad proxime consequentem vesperam censeri solitum. Quod ut in celebrandis festivitatibus servatum esse a Iudaeis non est dubium, quippe in Levitico cap. 23 hoc a Deo praeceptum erat datum: “A vespera,” inquit, “usque ad vesperam celebrabitis sabbata vestra.” Ita prope certum est (et, si nunc id ageretur, multis exemplis Scripturae multisque argumentis probari posset) apud Iudaeos fuisse olim in usu triplex genus dierum: diem scilicet legalem, a vespera ad vesperam; diem naturalem, ab ortu solis ad ortum; diem usualem, a media nocte ad mediam noctem. Hugo lib. 1 de Sacramentis partis primae cap. 9, et Magister lib. 2 sententiarum distinctione 13, aiunt primum diem non habuisse auroram et mane (quod est terminus praecedentis noctis), sed fuisse statim claram lucem, ideoque illius diei prius fuisse vespere, posterius fuisse mane. Sed contra hoc facit quod Moses, enumerando reliquos dies, similiter loquitur ut in hoc primo, dicens, “Factum est vespere et mane dies secundus, tertius,” et itidem deinceps: non igitur illud singulare ac proprium fuit primi diei. Alii censent lucem illam esse creatam in meridie, ob idque non habuisse mane, sed statim fecisse vesperam; hanc tamen opinionem paulo supra, in explicando proxime antecedentem quaestionem, confutavimus, et sic profecto vespere et mane illius primi diei non fecissent unum diem integrum naturalem, nam a meridie usque ad mane subsequens non sunt nisi decem et octo horae, erant enim [illi dies aequinoctiales]...
Blessed Jerome, on the second chapter of Jonah, seems to gather from this place that among the Hebrews the beginning of the day was of old the evening; that the night belonged not to the preceding but to the following day; and that the whole natural day was wont to be reckoned from evening to the next following evening. And that this was observed by the Jews in celebrating their festivals is not in doubt, since in Leviticus chapter 23 this command was given by God: “From evening,” he says, “to evening you shall celebrate your sabbaths.” So it is almost certain (and, if it were now in question, could be proved by many examples of Scripture and many arguments) that among the Jews there were of old three kinds of days in use: namely the legal day, from evening to evening; the natural day, from sunrise to sunrise; and the common day, from midnight to midnight. Hugh, in the first book On the Sacraments, part one, chapter 9, and the Master, in the second book of the Sentences, distinction 13, say that the first day did not have a dawn and morning (which is the boundary of the preceding night), but was at once clear light, and therefore that of that day the evening was earlier and the morning later. But against this tells the fact that Moses, in enumerating the other days, speaks in the same way as in this first, saying, “And there was evening and morning, the second day, the third,” and so on likewise: that, therefore, was not something singular and proper to the first day. Others hold that that light was created at the meridian, and therefore had no morning but at once made evening; but this opinion we refuted a little above, in explaining the immediately preceding question, and in that case the evening and morning of that first day would surely not have made one whole natural day, for from the meridian to the following morning there are only eighteen hours, since [those days were equinoctial]...64



...enim illi dies aequinoctiales. Mihi probabilior ceteris omnibus videtur Basilii interpretatio, quam et Ambrosius hoc loco, et Chrysostomus homilia tertia et quinta in Genesim, et Augustinus libro primo de Genesi contra Manichaeos capite decimo et in libro imperfecto super Genesim capite septimo, Hugo in annotationibus in Genesim capite sexto, aliique deinceps quam plurimi secuti sunt. Verba Basilii, ex quibus sententia eius plane intelligitur, in homilia secunda super Genesin sic habent: “Ut in ordine creationis praerogativam deferret diei, ipsius diei finem primo commemorat, qui est vespera; deinde subnectit finem noctis, quod est mane, ut ita constet priorem fuisse diem artificialem quam noctem. Prior enim ille mundi status, nimirum ante primigeniam lucem exortam, non nox dicebatur, sed tenebrae. Nox enim ea temporis portio dicta est quae distincte se habet et apposite ad diem: quae quidem, diei succedanea, novam hanc appellationem adepta est. Facta est igitur vespera, et factum est mane” — his plane verbis diem noctemque comprehensim significans. Non tamen utrumque complexus est nuncupatione diei ac noctis, sed praestabiliori totam tribuit appellationem.
...for those days were equinoctial. To me, more probable than all the rest seems Basil's interpretation, which Ambrose too in this place, and Chrysostom in his third and fifth homilies on Genesis, and Augustine in the first book On Genesis against the Manichees, chapter ten, and in the unfinished book on Genesis, chapter seven, and Hugh in his annotations on Genesis, chapter six, and very many others thereafter, have followed. The words of Basil, from which his opinion is plainly understood, in the second homily on Genesis run thus: “That he might give precedence, in the order of creation, to the day, he first records the end of the day itself, which is evening; then he appends the end of the night, which is morning, so that it may thus be established that the artificial day was prior to the night. For that earlier state of the world — namely, before the first-born light arose — was not called night, but darkness. For ‘night’ is that portion of time which stands distinctly and in relation to day; which, being the successor of the day, acquired this new name. And so there was evening, and there was morning” — by these words plainly signifying day and night together. Yet he did not embrace both under the appellation of day and night, but assigned the whole appellation to the more excellent [the day].65



Addit Basilius recenseri hoc loco dies, non autem noctes, quod Scripturae consuetudo sit in dimetiendis temporibus dierum modo, praetermissis noctibus, rationem habere, sicut in recensendis hominibus viros sine foeminis numerare; idque aliquot Scripturae testimoniis probare conatur. Cum tamen eam opinionem non paucis locis Scriptura redarguat: Ionas enim, ut in libro eius capite secundo traditur et a Christo Domino commemoratur in Evangelio, dicitur fuisse in ventre ceti tribus diebus et tribus noctibus; et Deuteronomii capite nono legimus Mosem bis ieiunasse quadraginta diebus et quadraginta noctibus, quod etiam de Christo Domino nostro proditum est in Evangelio.
Basil adds that here the days are counted, but not the nights, because it is the custom of Scripture, in measuring out times, to take account of the days only, the nights being passed over — just as, in counting people, it numbers the men without the women; and he tries to prove this by several testimonies of Scripture. Yet Scripture refutes that opinion in not a few places: for Jonah, as is delivered in his book, chapter two, and is recorded by Christ the Lord in the Gospel, is said to have been in the belly of the whale three days and three nights; and in Deuteronomy, chapter nine, we read that Moses twice fasted forty days and forty nights, which is also reported of Christ our Lord in the Gospel.66



Non fit autem hic noctis mentio, quia describuntur sex dies naturales transacti in molitione et consummatione mundi; dies autem naturales constant ex die artificiali et nocte — quanquam etiam diem et noctem artificialem satis indicavit Moses, cum paulo ante dixit Deum divisisse lucem a tenebris, et lucem appellasse diem, tenebras vero noctem. Verum ut haec ita sint, verissimam certe putemus rationem a Basilio allatam, cur Moses diem a vespera definierit ad mane: per vesperam enim apte significavit diem artificialem completum (eius enim terminus est vespera); per mane autem, noctem plene transactam (noctis enim exactae finis et argumentum est ipsum mane).
But no mention of night is made here because the six natural days passed in the building and completion of the world are being described; and natural days consist of an artificial day and a night — although Moses sufficiently indicated the artificial day and night too when, a little before, he said that God divided the light from the darkness, and called the light Day, but the darkness Night. But however these things stand, let us certainly think most true the reason brought by Basil why Moses defined the day from evening to morning: for by “evening” he aptly signified the artificial day completed (for its boundary is evening), and by “morning” the night fully passed (for the end and proof of a finished night is the morning itself).67



Porro, quidam ex hoc loco satis probabiliter argumentantur antiquitus apud Iudaeos aliasque vetustissimas gentes (quibuscum fuit consuetudo et commercium Iudaeis) diem ab ortu solis ad eiusdem exortum proxime consequentem definiri solitum, licet apud varias gentes varia fuerit dierum ratio et usus. Plinius [certe]...
Furthermore, some argue with fair probability from this place that of old, among the Jews and the other most ancient nations (with whom the Jews had intercourse and dealings), the day was customarily reckoned from sunrise to the next following sunrise — although among various nations the reckoning and use of days was various. Pliny [certainly]...68



...Plinius certe libro secundo cap. 77 (ut taceam Gellium libro tertio cap. 2, Censorinum in libro de Natali die Romanorum, et ex his mutuatum Isidorum libro quinto Etymologiarum capite 3) tradit: “Babylonios et Chaldaeos diem observasse inter duos solis exortus; Athenienses inter duos occasus; Umbros a meridie in meridiem; Vulgus omne a luce ad tenebras; Sacerdotes Romanos, et qui diem definivere civilem, itemque Aegyptios et Hipparchum, atque adeo cunctos Astronomos, a media nocte ad mediam noctem.” Sic ille. Ecclesia in officiis Ecclesiasticis et diebus festis celebrandis diem censet more Iudaeorum a vespera ad vesperam; in agendis autem ieiuniis, a media nocte ad mediam noctem, et in agendo Missae sacrificio.
...Pliny certainly, in the second book, chapter 77 (to say nothing of Gellius in the third book, chapter 2; Censorinus in the book On the Birthday of the Romans; and Isidore, who borrowed from these, in the fifth book of the Etymologies, chapter 3), relates: “The Babylonians and Chaldeans observed the day between two sunrises; the Athenians between two sunsets; the Umbrians from noon to noon; the common crowd from light to darkness; the Roman priests, and those who defined the civil day, and likewise the Egyptians and Hipparchus, and indeed all the Astronomers, from midnight to midnight.” So he. The Church, in her ecclesiastical offices and in celebrating feast days, reckons the day, after the manner of the Jews, from evening to evening; but in keeping fasts, from midnight to midnight, and in performing the sacrifice of the Mass.69



Sed cur Moses hunc diem quo lux facta est appellavit diem unum, et non primum? Sic enim ait, “Factum est vespere et mane dies unus,” cum tamen primum diem dici et ratio posceret et consequentia narrationis? Deinceps enim, commemorando reliquos sex dies, appellavit diem secundum, tertium, quartum, et sic deinceps usque ad septimum. Basilius inquit Mosem ita esse locutum ut ostenderet quantum esset spatium unius diei naturalis, nempe quantum comprehendit simul diem artificialem et noctem. Vel fortasse dictus est unus et non primus, eodem Basilio auctore, quod is dies postea nominandus esset Dominicus, et in eo efficienda esset quae a fidelibus expectatur resurrectio mortuorum, futuraque consummatae felicitatis nostrae adeptio, in qua unus erit perpetuus dies sine noctis vicissitudine, ut tradit Ioannes in Apocalypsi. Sed illud mihi fit credibilius, Mosem dixisse unum pro primo, phrasi Hebraica qua usus est Daniel initio 9 cap.: “Uno,” inquit, “anno Darii Regis,” hoc est primo, ut ipse mox declarat. Et in Evangelio dicitur Dominus Iesus resurrexisse una Sabbati, hoc est primo die post sabbatum.
But why did Moses call this day on which light was made “one day,” and not “the first”? For he says thus, “And there was evening and morning, one day,” although both reason and the consistency of the narrative demanded that it be called the first day? For thereafter, in recording the other six days, he called them the second day, the third, the fourth, and so on up to the seventh. Basil says that Moses spoke thus to show how great the span of one natural day is — namely, how much it embraces, the artificial day and the night together. Or perhaps it was called “one” and not “first,” on Basil's authority again, because that day was afterward to be named the Lord's Day, and on it was to be accomplished the resurrection of the dead which the faithful await, and the future attainment of our consummated happiness, in which there will be one perpetual day without the alternation of night, as John relates in the Apocalypse. But this seems to me more credible: that Moses said “one” for “first,” by the Hebrew idiom which Daniel used at the beginning of his ninth chapter: “In the one,” he says, “year of King Darius,” that is, the first, as he himself soon declares. And in the Gospel the Lord Jesus is said to have risen “on the one [day] of the Sabbath,” that is, on the first day after the Sabbath.70



Hunc autem diem quo lux creata est fuisse diem solis, postea propter Domini resurrectionem appellatum diem Dominicum, liquido constat eo argumento, quod septimus ab eo proximus dies, quo Deus requievisse dicitur eumque diem sanctificasse, haud dubie fuit dies sabbati: hoc enim evidenter concluditur ex 20 et 31 capitibus libri Exodi, ubi iubentur Hebraei diem sabbati religiosissime observare, quod eo die Deus requievisset ab opere creationis mundi quod sex diebus patraverat, ob idque eum diem sanctificasset. Hunc porro diem multa quae in eo diversis temporibus evenerunt, maxime insignia et memorabilia, valde nobilitarunt et illustrarunt, cunctisque fidelibus singulari honore praecipuaque religione colendum et venerandum reddiderunt. Horum quaedam tradit B. Leo Epist. 81 ad Dioscorum cap. 1, nec pauca in serm. 154 de tempore commemorat Augustinus, superque alii alia prodiderunt: quae si colligantur et numero aliquo comprehendantur, tot fere sunt.
And that this day on which light was created was the day of the sun, afterward called the Lord's Day on account of the Lord's resurrection, is plainly established by this argument: that the seventh day next from it, on which God is said to have rested and to have sanctified that day, was without doubt the day of the Sabbath. For this is evidently concluded from chapters 20 and 31 of the book of Exodus, where the Hebrews are commanded to observe the Sabbath day most religiously, because on that day God had rested from the work of creating the world which he had accomplished in six days, and on that account had sanctified that day. Furthermore, many things which befell on this day at various times — most notable and memorable — greatly ennobled and illustrated it, and rendered it to be cultivated and venerated by all the faithful with singular honor and special religious devotion. Of these, Blessed Leo relates some in Epistle 81 to Dioscorus, chapter 1, and Augustine records not a few in Sermon 154 on the Season, and others have reported other things besides; which, if they be gathered and comprised under some number, are about as many [as follow].71



Primo, hic fuit primus mundi dies, in quo lux facta est. Secundo, in hoc die siccis vestigiis Hebraei mare rubrum transgressi sunt. Tertio, eodem die primum de caelo pluit manna in deserto. Quarto, [Christus...]
First, this was the first day of the world, on which light was made. Second, on this day the Hebrews crossed the Red Sea with dry feet. Third, on the same day manna first rained from heaven in the desert. Fourth, [Christ...]72



Quarto, Christus, ut quidam existimant, initio huius diei natus est. Quinto, baptizatus est in Iordane. Sexto, primum miraculum fecit in nuptiis, aquam convertendo in vinum. Septimo, multiplicatis quinque panibus et duobus piscibus, quinque hominum millia satiata sunt. Octavo, Dominus noster resurrexit a mortuis. Nono, octavo post resurrectionem die, Dominus Iesus ianuis clausis ingressus est ad discipulos deditque eis Spiritum sanctum et potestatem remittendi peccata. Decimo, mandavit Apostolis ut Evangelium toto orbe praedicarent et baptizarent homines in nomine Patris et Filii et Spiritus sancti. Undecimo, in hunc diem incidit dies Pentecostes, quo Spiritus sanctus super Christi discipulos descendit. Duodecimo, in hoc die Dominico Ioannes habuit admirandas illas visiones et revelationes quas in Apocalypsi reliquit scriptas, ut ipsemet capite primo eius libri testatur. Decimotertio, in hoc die creditur futura nostrorum corporum resurrectio, nostraeque felicitatis consummatio, et totius mundi renovatio. Haec sunt primi illius diei insignia et ornamenta, quibus ea dies mirabiliter nobilitatur atque decoratur. In Epistola Bedae de celebratione Paschatis seu de Aequinoctio verno memorantur decreta quaedam Synodi Caesariensis Palaestinae, quam congregavit Theophilus Episcopus ex mandato Victoris Papae, inter alia traduntur quinque vel sex sanctificationes diei Dominicae, sed fere in supradictis contentae et memoratae.
Fourth, Christ, as some think, was born at the beginning of this day. Fifth, he was baptized in the Jordan. Sixth, he worked his first miracle at the wedding, turning water into wine. Seventh, when five loaves and two fishes had been multiplied, five thousand people were fed. Eighth, our Lord rose from the dead. Ninth, on the eighth day after the resurrection, the Lord Jesus entered to the disciples through closed doors and gave them the Holy Spirit and the power of remitting sins. Tenth, he commanded the Apostles to preach the Gospel throughout the whole world and to baptize men in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit. Eleventh, on this day fell the day of Pentecost, on which the Holy Spirit descended upon Christ's disciples. Twelfth, on this Lord's Day John had those wonderful visions and revelations which he left written in the Apocalypse, as he himself testifies in the first chapter of his book. Thirteenth, on this day is believed the future resurrection of our bodies, the consummation of our happiness, and the renewal of the whole world. These are the marks and adornments of that first day, by which that day is wonderfully ennobled and adorned. In the Epistle of Bede On the Celebration of Easter, or On the Vernal Equinox, certain decrees of the Synod of Caesarea in Palestine are mentioned — which Bishop Theophilus convened by the mandate of Pope Victor — among which are handed down five or six sanctifications of the Lord's Day, but mostly contained and mentioned in the above.73



Translator’s notes
	Major section heading: the commentary turns from the pre-creation state (vv. 1–2) to the first day. ↩
	New scripture lemma (Gen. 1:3). ↩
	Why light was made first: it is the active quality of the heavens and the instrument of celestial causes; the structure of the six days (separating, then filling); the heaven adorned first with light (and motion). Sentence continues onto printed p. 69. ↩
	Light alone named (motion is implied by the day/night cycle); light makes all things visible and beautiful (Basil, Bede, John Damascene). ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Why Moses recorded that God made light at the beginning." John Damascene, De fide orthodoxa 2.7; 4 Ezra (2 Esdras) 6:40. ↩
	An encomium of light — why it deserved first place; its use as an image of the divine (ps.-Dionysius, Divine Names 4; Celestial Hierarchy 15). ↩
	Light first so that the day/night reckoning could stand; Ambrose's "house" simile (the world as a palace); a reference to Hugh of St. Victor's moral reason. Sentence continues onto printed p. 70. ↩
	Completes the sentence begun on printed p. 69 (regarding the moral reason that Hugh of St. Victor adds for why light was made first, which Pererius says he deliberately omits). ↩
	Marginal gloss: “What that ‘God said’ etc. signifies.” Romans 4:17. ↩
	Marginal refs: Hebrews 1:3; Psalm 134 (135):6; Wisdom 11:23 (Vg.); Apocalypse (Revelation) 4:11. ↩
	Marginal gloss: “God is not a natural agent.” ↩
	Marginal gloss: “The eternal Word is here intimated.” Psalm 32 (33):6; John 1:3; Wisdom 9:1. ↩
	Theodoret, Quaestiones in Genesim, q. 9. Marginal refs: Psalm 134 (135):6 (David); Romans 4:17. ↩
	2 Corinthians 4:6; Hebrews 11:3. ↩
	Marginal gloss: “Question: What the first light was.” 1 Timothy 6:16 (“light inaccessible”). Sentence continues onto printed p. 71. ↩
	Completes the sentence from printed p. 70. Marginal gloss: “spiritual or corporeal.” Marginal refs: 1 Timothy 6:16; Matthew 5:14 (“You are the light of the world”); Ephesians (margin cites “Eph. 2,” but the quotation “now light in the Lord” is Eph. 5:8). ↩
	Marginal gloss: “Augustine’s opinion.” Augustine, City of God, bk. 11, ch. 7. ↩
	Augustine, City of God, bk. 11, ch. 9. Marginal refs: Daniel 3 (the Hymn of the Three Children); Psalm 148:2, 5; Job 38:7 (Septuagint). ↩
	Augustine, De Genesi ad litteram 1.3; Confessions 12.9 and 12.16; Eucherius of Lyon; Rupert of Deutz, De sancta Trinitate et operibus eius, bk. 1, ch. 10. Sentence continues onto printed p. 72. ↩
	Rupert of Deutz, De Trinitate, bk. 1, ch. 10. ↩
	Marginal gloss: “The common opinion.” Bede; Peter Lombard (Master of the Sentences). The hymn is “Lucis Creator optime” (Sunday Vespers). ↩
	The hymn “Lucis Creator optime” (attributed to Gregory the Great), sung at Sunday Vespers. (The 220/300-dpi image confirms “Primordiis lucis novae,” correcting the OCR’s “incis.”) ↩
	Marginal glosses: “Bonaventure refutes Augustine’s opinion”; “The solution of Augustine’s arguments.” Bonaventure, Commentary on the Sentences, bk. 2, dist. 13. ↩
	Begins Pererius’s reply to the arguments for an angelic/spiritual light. Sentence continues onto printed p. 73. ↩
	Continues the reply to the arguments for an angelic light. Genesis 2:2 (God’s rest on the seventh day). ↩
	Marginal gloss: “What Hugh thought concerning the interval that came between the creation of the Angels and their glorification or damnation.” Hugh of St. Victor, De sacramentis, bk. 1, pt. 1, ch. 10; Giles of Rome (Aegidius Romanus), Hexaëmeron, pt. 1, ch. 16. ↩
	Marginal glosses: “[The first light =] fire”; “Plato and Aristotle make three species of fire.” John Damascene, De fide orthodoxa 2.7; Plato, Timaeus; Aristotle, Topics; Hugh of St. Victor; Gregory of Nyssa, In Hexaëmeron. Sentence continues onto printed p. 74 (“the whole orb...”). ↩
	Completes the sentence from printed p. 73 (against Damascene's view that the first light was the element of fire: elemental fire, lying above, would light the whole world always, leaving no night). Marginal gloss: “Bonaventure's opinion that light is the substantial form of the heavenly bodies, which St. Thomas and Scotus refute.” Thomas Aquinas, Summa theologiae I, qq. 67 & 63; Bonaventure, Sent. II, d. 13; Duns Scotus, Sent. II, d. 13. ↩
	Marginal gloss: “How Theodoret's saying that light is a substance and a subsisting thing is to be interpreted.” Theodoret, Quaestiones in Genesim, q. 7. ↩
	Marginal gloss: “Whether the light created on the first day was the perfect light of the sun, as Catharinus holds.” Ambrosius Catharinus (Lancellotto Politi); Genesis 1:4; Plato, Timaeus. Sentence continues onto printed p. 75. ↩
	Completes Catharinus's reconstruction (all the heavens and elements, save the firmament, made on day one; day four is a recapitulation). ↩
	Marginal gloss: “Catharinus is refuted.” Genesis 1:1–2. The “nature abhors a vacuum” principle and the requirement that mover and moved be contiguous (Aristotelian physics). ↩
	The “luminous cloud” view. Bede, In Hexaëmeron; Hugh of St. Victor, De sacramentis 1; Peter Lombard, Sent. II, with Bonaventure; Nicholas of Lyra; Alfonso Tostado (Tostatus). Sentence continues onto printed p. 76. ↩
	Marginal gloss: “St. Thomas's argument against the aforesaid authors.” Thomas Aquinas, Summa theologiae I, q. 67, a. 4. The objectors reply that the cloud was celestial matter (hence the sun's incorruptibility is preserved). ↩
	Marginal gloss: “The remarkable opinion of Basil.” Basil of Caesarea, Hexaëmeron, homily 6. Marginal ref: Philippians 2:15 (“lights in the world”). The Basil quotation continues onto printed p. 77. ↩
	Conclusion of the Basil quotation (Hexaëmeron, hom. 6). Marginal refs: Exodus 3 (the burning bush); Psalm 28 (29):7 (“the voice of the Lord that divideth the flame of fire”); 2 Corinthians 5. Marginal gloss: “Basil's opinion is weighed.” ↩
	Pererius's verdict on Basil: an accident subsisting without a subject would be a miracle paralleled only in the Eucharist, and such recourse to miracle is gratuitous. Augustine; Gregory Nazianzen, Oration 44 (on New Sunday). ↩
	Marginal gloss: “Theodoret's opinion.” Theodoret, Quaestiones in Genesim, qq. 14 & 16 (one splendid light on day one, dispersed into the heavenly bodies on day four). Sentence continues onto printed p. 78 (the objection about transferring one accident among many subjects). ↩
	Completes the objection to Theodoret (how could one numerical accident be transferred among many heavens?), and the principle that miracles are not to be invoked in the natural order of creation (cf. the second interpretive rule, from Augustine). Then Augustine's own hesitant view, De Genesi ad litteram 1.11. Marginal gloss: “Miracles are not to be admitted in the creation of the world.” ↩
	Pererius's own preferred view: the first light was the sun's, created unformed (informis) on day one and perfected on day four. Marginal gloss: “The opinion most approved by the author of all: that the first light was the sun's, but imperfect.” Ps.-Dionysius, Divine Names 4; Thomas Aquinas, ST I, q. 67, a. 4 & q. 70, a. 1; Denys the Carthusian. ↩
	The two theses to prove, and the first argument that the light was celestial (hence the sun's). Marginal gloss: “It is proved that the first light was the same as the light of the sun.” Sentence continues onto printed p. 79. ↩
	Further arguments that “light” absolutely = the sun's light. Isaiah 60:19; Jeremiah 4:23. Hebrew: לאור (la-ʾor, “for light”), אור (ʾor, “light”). ↩
	The day/night office given to both the first light and (on day four) the sun; the first light persisted. The “dies Solis” (Sunday) etymology: the seventh day from it is Saturn's day / the Sabbath. Marginal gloss: “Why Sunday (dies Solis) was of old called the Lord's day.” ↩
	Difficulties of the rival views; and why Moses names not the “sun” (Hebrew שמש Semesh) but “luminary” (מאור Maor, from אור Or, “light”) — to show that all the sun's power and dignity derive from light. ↩
	Marginal gloss: “What sort of accession was made to the sun's light on the fourth day.” Thomas Aquinas, ST I, q. 67, a. 4 & q. 70, a. 1; Ps.-Dionysius, Divine Names 4. ↩
	Pererius's additions to Aquinas: what else accrued on day 4 — the sun's full magnitude/figure/light, its proper mover, its retinue of stars, weather-signs, the four seasons, the inequality of days, and the Moon's dependence on the Sun. (Closes the question of the first light.) ↩
	Genesis 1:4–5 (the lemma for this section). ↩
	First question: how the first light made day/night over the three days. Basil & Damascene: by God-willed emission/contraction of rays (compared to the plague of darkness, Exodus 10). Marginal glosses: “How the distinction and alternation of day and night was made in the first three days”; “The opinion of Basil and Damascene, which is refuted by Augustine.” Basil, Hexaëmeron, hom. 2; John Damascene, De fide orthodoxa 2.7; Exodus 10:21–23. ↩
	Augustine reports but rejects the Basil/Damascene view (De Genesi ad litteram 1.11 & 1.16); Bede refutes it as contrary to Scripture (which speaks of morning and evening, implying real increase/decrease of light by a moving body); Aquinas refutes it as requiring a needless miracle. Marginal gloss: “In the first institution of nature one must not have recourse to miracles.” Sentence continues onto printed p. 82 (“...extraordinary...”). ↩
	Completes the refutation of Basil's emission/contraction view (the mode was extra-ordinary, never repeated). The second view (Bede and others): a far-shining cloud, like the pillar of cloud/fire in the desert (Exodus 13), wheeled by an angel about the dark central mass. Pererius's own answer: the first light was the sun's, carried by the prime mobile's rapture, making equal 24-hour days. Marginal glosses: “The second opinion, of Bede and others”; “Exod. 13.” ↩
	The second question: where in the heaven the first light first appeared. Marginal glosses: “In what place of the heaven the first light was when it first appeared”; “The first opinion, which Bonaventure assigns to Bede.” Bonaventure, Sent. II, d. 13, a. 1, q. 2. ↩
	Objection (a noon start gives less than 24 hours) and the reply: add the six dark “hours” before the light to the first day; the days were equinoctial (12-hour artificial day, 12-hour night). Genesis 1:5. Sentence continues onto printed p. 83. ↩
	Completes the hour-count and the objections to the meridian (noon) view; notes that Bede actually placed the light in the east (followed by Hugh and Lombard), while Giles of Rome placed it at the meridian. ↩
	The other opinion (Hugh, preferred by Bonaventure; Cajetan concurs): the light appeared in the East and made one whole natural day by a complete revolution — heaven/earth being prior to the light only in nature, not in time (Augustine's view). Scriptural proofs: Genesis 2:4; Exodus 20:11 & 31:17. Marginal gloss: “The opinion of Hugh, Bonaventure, and Cajetan.” ↩
	The Sunday Matins hymn “Primo dierum omnium” (attributed to Gregory the Great). The text then adds “In hoc autem [hymno] sic est:” (“and in the other [the Vespers hymn] it stands thus:”), introducing the Vespers hymn quoted at the top of printed p. 84. ↩
	Lines from the Sunday Vespers hymn “Lucis Creator optime” (cf. printed p. 72), cited as Church testimony that the world's origin involved a “beginning of new light” — i.e., that heaven and earth preceded the light. ↩
	Authorities that heaven/earth/water preceded the six days: Bede (De sex aetatibus mundi); Basil (hom. 2); 2 Corinthians 4:6; Hebrews 11:3; Wisdom 11:18 (creation “ex materia informi”); and Jerome, Epistle 83 (al. 69) to Oceanus. Hebrew שמים (shamayim, “heaven”), here etymologized from “waters” (mayim). Marginal glosses: “That God made heaven and earth before the beginning of the six days”; “Ps. 148.” ↩
	Moses's own narrative (darkness over the deep) implies a real dark interval before light. Pererius's argument that historical/popular speech, in calling one thing “prior,” means temporal priority — supporting a genuine time-interval (against reading it as priority of nature only). Marginal gloss: “That the world was dark for some while before light was created.” Genesis 1:2. ↩
	Further argument for a real temporal interval: the Spirit's motion over the waters requires time. Aquinas (ST I, q. 66, a. 1; Sent. II, d. 13) ascribes this to Basil, Chrysostom, Ambrose, and all the Greeks, as more consonant with Scripture; Hugh (De sacramentis 1.1.6 & 9) and Peter Lombard agree. Marginal gloss begins: “A criticism of Bonaventure [for misreading Hugh].” Sentence continues onto printed p. 85. ↩
	Defends Hugh: his “no delay” is popular speech for “very brief,” not the physicists' strict sense. Reconciles Gen 2:4 (“day” = time) and Exodus 20:11 & 31:17 (the brief pre-first-day interval is counted among the six). The length of the dark interval is unknown to any mortal. Marginal glosses: “The Exodus passage is weighed”; “Gen. 2.” ↩
	Genesis 1:5b, the lemma for the following section. ↩
	Begins the question of why Moses names evening before morning. Hebrew text and the Aramaic (Chaldee) genitive “of the first day.” Catharinus's hemisphere theory (the sun first shone in the opposite hemisphere) is rejected as a fiction that anyway fails to explain evening-before-morning. Marginal gloss: “Why, in the making of the days, evening is mentioned before morning.” Ambrosius Catharinus; Tostatus. Sentence continues onto printed p. 86 (Eugubinus = Agostino Steuco of Gubbio). ↩
	Completes the Steuco/Tostatus view (evening first = the dark pre-light time, making a 24-hour day), then Pererius's critique: Tostatus misuses “evening” for “night.” Hebrew etymologies: ערב (ʿerev, “evening,” linked to the root meaning “to bind/mix”); בקר (boqer, “morning,” linked to the root meaning “to discern/search”). Tostatus = Alfonso Tostado; Steuco of Gubbio, Cosmopoeia. ↩
	Jerome (on Jonah 2) on the Hebrew day beginning at evening; Leviticus 23:32. The three Jewish day-types (legal/natural/common). Hugh and Lombard's view (no dawn on day one) is countered by the uniform wording of all six days; the meridian view is recalled as already refuted. Marginal glosses: “The Hebrews' day began at evening”; “Among the Jews the day was threefold.” Sentence continues onto printed p. 87. ↩
	Pererius's own preferred view: Basil's interpretation (also Ambrose, Chrysostom homm. 3 & 5, Augustine De Genesi contra Manichaeos 1.10 and the unfinished Genesis commentary ch. 7, Hugh). Marginal glosses: “The author's opinion, which is that of Basil, Ambrose, Chrysostom, Augustine, and Hugh”; “At the world's beginning, day preceded night.” Basil, Hexaëmeron, hom. 2. ↩
	Basil's claim that Scripture counts days, not nights (like counting men without women); Pererius's qualification, citing Jonah 2 (cf. Matt. 12:40) and Moses' / Christ's forty-day-and-night fasts (Deut. 9; Matt. 4). Marginal refs: Matt. 12; Matt. 4. ↩
	Why night is not separately mentioned (the six are natural days, day-plus-night); Basil's reason endorsed: evening marks the completed artificial day, morning the completed night. Marginal gloss: “Why Moses mentioned evening before morning.” ↩
	Marginal gloss: “The various reckonings among various nations for beginning the day.” Sentence continues onto printed p. 88 (Pliny's catalogue). ↩
	Pliny's catalogue of how different peoples reckon the day (Natural History 2.77; cf. Aulus Gellius 3.2; Censorinus, De die natali; Isidore, Etymologies 5.30/3). The Church's twofold usage (evening-to-evening for feasts; midnight-to-midnight for fasts). ↩
	Why “one day” (dies unus) and not “first day.” Basil's reasons (to show the measure of a natural day; or because it would become the Lord's Day, prefiguring the eternal day, Apoc. 21); Pererius prefers the Hebrew idiom “one” for “first” (Daniel 9:1; “una Sabbati,” John 20:1). Marginal glosses: “Why that first day was called ‘one day’”; refs Apoc. 21, John 20. ↩
	The first day was the “day of the sun,” later the Lord's Day (Dominica) because of the Resurrection — proven by the Sabbath being the seventh from it (Exodus 20:11; 31:17). Marginal glosses: “That the first day of the world was the one later called the Lord's Day”; “The praise of the Lord's Day.” Leo, Ep. 81 to Dioscorus; Augustine, Sermon 154. ↩
	The catalogue of marvels of the Lord's Day begins (items 1–3). Marginal gloss: “How many and how great the miracles wrought on the Lord's Day.” Sentence continues onto printed p. 89. ↩
	The catalogue of marvels of the Lord's Day completed (items 4–13: Christ's birth, baptism, Cana, the feeding of the 5,000, the Resurrection, the appearance to the disciples and gift of the Spirit, the missionary mandate, Pentecost, John's Apocalypse, and the future general resurrection). Bede, Epistle on Easter / the vernal equinox; the Synod of Caesarea under Bishop Theophilus and Pope Victor. ↩




The Work of the Second Day

LatineEnglish


The Work of the Second Day.1
Opus Secundae Diei.



And God said, Let there be a firmament in the midst of the waters, and let it divide the waters from the waters. — Verse 6.2
Dixitque Deus, Fiat firmamentum in medio aquarum, et dividat aquas ab aquis. — Vers. 6.



Duas hic locus quaestiones habet perquam difficiles, et quorundam iudicio inexplicabiles, ut autem mea fert sententia, nequaquam adhuc satis explicatas. Prior quaestio est quidnam Moses nomine firmamenti significare voluerit; posterior autem quaestio est quales aquas intelligere oporteat, quas Moses ait supra firmamentum esse locatas. De his quaestionibus et aliorum iudicium et nostram sententiam, breviter quidem, diligenter tamen et accurate exponemus. Quam plurimis, tum veterum tum recentiorum, visum est nomine firmamenti hoc loco significari verum corpus caeleste, nempe vel octavum orbem in quo sunt inerrantia sydera, vel coniunctum quiddam ex octo caelis, octavo nimirum et septem inferioribus: ita ut vocabulo firmamenti significentur omnes Caeli, astris vel multis vel uno tantum lucentes. Sic [Augustinus]...
This place has two questions exceedingly difficult, and in the judgment of some inexplicable, but in my opinion by no means yet sufficiently explained. The first question is what Moses meant to signify by the name of “firmament”; the second question is what sort of waters must be understood, which Moses says were placed above the firmament. On these questions we will set out, briefly indeed yet carefully and accurately, both the judgment of others and our own opinion. Very many, both of the ancients and of the moderns, have held that by the name of “firmament” in this place is signified a true celestial body — namely, either the eighth sphere in which the fixed stars are, or some composite of the eight heavens, the eighth namely and the seven lower ones: so that by the word “firmament” are signified all the Heavens, shining with stars, whether many or one only. Thus [Augustine]...3



Sic autem (aiunt) esse appellatum caelum, quod sit solidum et firmae concretaeque materiae; quocirca LXX Interpretes hoc loco Graece reddiderunt στερέωμα, id est solidum, vel, ut Latinus Interpres Septuaginta imitatus vertit, “Firmamentum.” Velleius apud Ciceronem libro primo de Natura deorum corpora solida et firma vocari ait ab Epicuro, propter firmitatem, στερέωμα. Iure autem id nominis caelo est impositum, ut quod divinae litterae docent esse solidissimum: Iob enim capite tricesimoseptimo affirmat Caelos quasi aere solidissimo esse fusos; et alio loco, “Donec,” inquit, “atteratur caelum”; Homerus quoque appellavit Caelum ferreum et aeneum; quin etiam Aristoteles primo libro Meteororum motum solis dicit esse motum corporis solidi, quo aer atteratur et attenuetur calorque gignatur, quem locum explanans Alexander Aphrodiseus monet ex eo perspicue intelligi solis et reliquorum astrorum corpora esse solida. Basilius quoque Homilia tertia in Genesim tradit Scripturam nomine Stereomatis seu firmamenti significare solere corpora robore et soliditate pollentia et ad renitendum valida; sic dicitur in psalmis, “Dominus firmamentum meum et refugium meum.” Externi quoque scriptores stereoma vocant corpus non nudis modo tribus dimensionibus constans, uti est Mathematicum, sed densum plenumque et renitendi potens. Quare hic στερέωμα significat corpus solidum et firmum, scilicet ad aquas, suapte natura labiles et dissipabiles, coërcendas atque continendas idoneum. Theodoretus quaestione undecima in Genesim, “Propterea,” inquit, “appellatum esse firmamentum, quod ex aqua, quae prius erat fluxa et liquabilis, vehementissime spissata fortissimeque indurata concretum fuerit.”
And it was so called “heaven” (they say) because it is solid and of firm, compact matter; wherefore the Seventy Translators here rendered it in Greek στερέωμα (stereoma), that is, “solid,” or, as the Latin translator, imitating the Septuagint, rendered it, “Firmament.” Velleius, in Cicero's first book On the Nature of the Gods, says that solid and firm bodies were called by Epicurus στερέωμα, on account of their firmness. And this name was rightly imposed on the heaven, as on what the divine writings teach to be most solid: for Job, in chapter thirty-seven, affirms that the Heavens are “poured out as of most solid bronze”; and in another place he says, “Until the heaven be worn away”; Homer too called the Heaven iron and brazen; indeed Aristotle, in the first book of the Meteorology, says that the motion of the sun is the motion of a solid body, by which the air is worn and rarefied and heat is generated — explaining which passage, Alexander of Aphrodisias notes that from it one clearly understands that the bodies of the sun and the other stars are solid. Basil too, in the third homily on Genesis, hands down that Scripture is wont, by the name of “stereoma” or firmament, to signify bodies strong in vigor and solidity and powerful to resist; thus it is said in the psalms, “The Lord is my firmament and my refuge.” External writers too call “stereoma” a body consisting not merely of the bare three dimensions, as is the Mathematical [body], but dense and full and able to resist. So that here στερέωμα signifies a solid and firm body, namely one fit to coerce and contain the waters, which are of their own nature slippery and dissipable. Theodoret, in the eleventh question on Genesis, says, “It was called a firmament for this reason, because it was congealed out of water — which before was fluid and liquefiable — most vehemently thickened and most strongly hardened.”4



Arbitrantur etiam complures veterum firmamentum ex aqua valde gelata et ad similitudinem crystalli durata fuisse concretum. Hoc tradit Iosephus in primo capite primi libri de Iudaicis antiquitatibus; ait enim fuisse firmamentum glacie circumpactum, et humida natura ad terram irroratione iuvandam idonee temperatum. Eadem fuit sententia Theodoreti in quaestione undecima super Genesim, item Gennadii et Severiani, velut super hunc locum citatur in Catena, quibus consentit Beda in suo Hexamero. Bedam autem et Magister sentent. libro secundo distinctione 14, et Magister historiae scholasticae libro 1 capite 4, et Hugo in libro Annotationum in Genesim capite sexto, aliique nec pauci nec minuti scriptores secuti sunt. Sed libet hic Bedae verba apponere: “In medio aquarum,” inquit, “firmatum esse constat sydereum Caelum, neque aliquid prohibet ut de aquis factum esse credatur: qui enim Crystallini lapidis quanta firmitas, quae sit perspicuitas ac puritas novimus, quem de aquarum concretione certum est procreatum, quid obstat credi quod idem dispositor naturarum in firmamentum Caeli substantiam solidarit aquarum?” Hoc ipsum infra confirmat Beda verbis Beati Petri commemoratis a Beato Clemente libro 2 Recognitionum, quibus docet totum interius mundi spacium, intra supremi Caeli ambitum inclusum, fuisse ab initio plenum aquis; aqua vero quae erat in medio illo spacio, quasi gelu conglaciata et [concreta]...
Very many of the ancients also think that the firmament was congealed out of water heavily frozen and hardened into the likeness of crystal. This Josephus hands down in the first chapter of the first book of the Jewish Antiquities; for he says that the firmament was packed about with ice, and fitly tempered, by its moist nature, for the watering of the earth by dew. The same was the opinion of Theodoret in the eleventh question on Genesis, and likewise of Gennadius and Severian, as they are cited on this place in the Catena, with whom Bede agrees in his Hexaëmeron. And Bede was followed by the Master of the Sentences, in the second book, distinction 14; by the Master of the Scholastic History, book 1, chapter 4; by Hugh, in the book of Annotations on Genesis, chapter six; and by other writers neither few nor slight. But let me here set down Bede's words: “In the midst of the waters,” he says, “it is established that the starry Heaven was made firm, and nothing forbids it to be believed made out of the waters: for since we know how great is the firmness, and what the transparency and purity, of crystal stone — which it is certain was produced from the congealing of waters — what stands in the way of believing that the same ordainer of natures solidified into the firmament of Heaven a substance of waters?” This very thing Bede afterward confirms by the words of Blessed Peter recorded by Blessed Clement in the second book of the Recognitions, by which he teaches that the whole interior space of the world, enclosed within the compass of the highest Heaven, was from the beginning full of waters; and the water which was in the middle of that space, as if frozen solid by ice and [compacted]...5



...et concreta et modo Crystalli solidata, fecit firmamentum, quod Deus Caelum appellavit.” Sic Beda. Haec tamen opinio non solum non arrisit Basilio, sed eam ipse derisit, dicens esse nimium puerile nimiumque simplicis mentis arbitrari Caelum fuisse ex aqua concretum. Quae est igitur Basilii sententia? Permotus verbis illis Isaiae, quae sunt in capite quinquagesimoprimo, secundum translationem Septuaginta Interpretum, “Caelum sicut fumus firmatum est,” censet Basilius firmamentum ex tenui quadam materia, qualis est aerea, vehementer tamen densata et constipata, esse conflatum. Cum Basilio in hoc etiam, ut fere in aliis, consentit Ambrosius. Atque haec ab antiquis de firmamento eiusque materia sunt prodita. Nostra memoria Catharinus, in commentariis suis super Genesim, per firmamentum interpretatus est octavam sphaeram, sic ratus appellatam quod in ea stellae omnes inerrantes fixae firmaeque sint, nec variis motibus divagentur aut inter se unquam dissocientur, sed eadem omni aevo spacia inter se conservent.
...and compacted and solidified in the manner of Crystal, made the firmament, which God called Heaven.” So Bede. This opinion, however, not only did not please Basil, but he himself derided it, saying it was too childish and too much the mark of a simple mind to suppose that the Heaven was congealed out of water. What, then, is Basil's opinion? Moved by those words of Isaiah which are in the fifty-first chapter, according to the translation of the Seventy Translators, “The heaven was made firm like smoke,” Basil judges that the firmament was forged out of a certain thin matter, such as the aerial, yet vehemently densified and packed together. With Basil in this too, as in most things, Ambrose agrees. And these are the things handed down by the ancients concerning the firmament and its matter. In our own memory Catharinus, in his commentaries on Genesis, interpreted the firmament as the eighth sphere, supposing it so called because in it all the fixed stars are fixed and firm, and do not wander about with various motions, nor are ever dissociated among themselves, but preserve the same spaces among themselves for all time.6



Sed ego nomine firmamenti non significari hoc loco verum corpus caeleste, sive unum aliquod caelum, sive coniuncte multos caelos, videor mihi satis evidenter posse ostendere. Et ut primo confutem Catharinum, non potest firmamentum in praesens pro octavo Caelo sumi: nulla enim ratio est cur nomen firmamenti potius impositum fuerit octavo orbi quam cuilibet ceterorum, nec cur Deus octavum orbem proprie appellaverit caelum, cum id nominis aequaliter in omnes alios orbes conveniat. Et Scriptura vocabulum caeli usurpare solet non nisi duobus modis: vel pro omni corpore Caelesti, vel pro aëre seu toto illo spatio quod inter caelum et terram usquequaque interpatet. Deinde Moses paulo infra, enarrando quarti diei opus, ait Deum fecisse solem et lunam, quae vocat duo luminaria magna, eaque posuisse in firmamento: Solem autem et Lunam non esse in octavo Caelo nemini non est manifestum. Ad hoc, non potest Catharinus expedire quemadmodum octavum caelum sit in medio aquarum, superiores aquas determinans ab inferioribus: nam, ut demus quod ipse vult, per aquas superiores significari nonum caelum a multis dictum crystallinum, qua ratione inferiores et terrestres aquas vere dicetur octavum Caelum dividere a superioribus, et esse utrarumque tanquam medius quidam terminus interiectus? Cum inter aquas terrenas et octavum Caelum, prope immenso intervallo, duo sint interposita elementa aëris et ignis, superque septem planetarum orbes. Nisi forte Catharinus eorum perfugio uti velit qui fabulantur per aquas inferiores intelligendum esse orbem Saturni, ob frigidissimam eius vim et potentiam nomine aquarum rite appellatum; sed hoc quam frigidum sit commentum infirmumque refugium paulo infra ostendemus. Nec vero aliud quodlibet Caelum, aut multorum caelorum complexio et collectio, nomine firmamenti hoc loco significatur. Etenim supra docuimus omnes Caelos secundum ipsorum substantiam ante primum diem esse conditos. Deinde nullum est caelum quod vere dici queat esse in medio aquarum, et dividere aquas inferiores a supe[rioribus]...
But I think I can show clearly enough that by the name of “firmament” in this place no true celestial body is signified — neither some one heaven, nor jointly many heavens. And, to refute Catharinus first: the firmament cannot here be taken for the eighth Heaven, for there is no reason why the name of firmament should have been imposed on the eighth sphere rather than on any of the rest, nor why God should have properly called the eighth sphere “heaven,” since that name applies equally to all the other spheres. And Scripture is wont to use the word “heaven” in only two ways: either for every Celestial body, or for the air — that is, the whole space which lies open everywhere between heaven and earth. Next, Moses, a little below, in recounting the work of the fourth day, says that God made the sun and moon, which he calls two great luminaries, and placed them in the firmament: but that the Sun and Moon are not in the eighth Heaven is manifest to everyone. Besides, Catharinus cannot explain how the eighth heaven is in the midst of the waters, bounding the upper waters from the lower: for, granting what he himself wants — that by the upper waters is signified the ninth heaven, called by many the crystalline — by what reasoning will the eighth Heaven truly be said to divide the lower and earthly waters from the upper, and to be, as it were, a kind of middle boundary set between both? Since between the earthly waters and the eighth Heaven, by an almost immense interval, two elements, of air and fire, are interposed, and above them the seven spheres of the planets. Unless perhaps Catharinus should wish to use the refuge of those who fable that by the lower waters is to be understood the sphere of Saturn, rightly called by the name of waters on account of its most cold power and potency; but how cold a fiction and how weak a refuge this is, we shall show a little below. Nor indeed is any other Heaven, or any combination and collection of many heavens, signified here by the name of firmament. For we have taught above that all the Heavens, according to their substance, were founded before the first day. Again, there is no heaven which can truly be said to be in the midst of the waters and to divide the lower waters from the upper...7



...rioribus: ultimum enim caelum, in quo est Luna, longissimo spatio distat ab aquis terrenis, scilicet aëris et ignis duobus amplissimis elementis interpositis; nec sane supra ullum orbem caelestem ullae sunt aut esse possunt verae ac naturales aquae, ut mox ostendemus. Quid quod Moses infra, commemorans opus quinti diei, ait aves volare in firmamento seu super firmamentum, quod nulli caelo congruit? Nam quod eo loco habet Latina versio, “Producant aquae reptile animae viventis, et volatile super terram sub firmamento caeli,” Hebraice ad verbum est, “Et volatile volet in superficie, vel super faciem firmamenti Caeli, vel potius extensionis caeli”; LXX autem interpretes habent κατὰ τὸ στερέωμα τοῦ οὐρανοῦ, hoc est Latine, “Secundum firmamentum,” vel “in firmamento Caeli.”
...the upper: for the last heaven, in which is the Moon, is distant by a very long space from the earthly waters, with the two most ample elements of air and fire interposed; nor indeed above any celestial sphere are there, or can there be, any true and natural waters, as we shall soon show. And what of the fact that Moses, below, in recounting the work of the fifth day, says that birds fly in the firmament, or above the firmament — which fits no heaven? For what the Latin version has in that place, “Let the waters bring forth the creeping creature having life, and the fowl over the earth under the firmament of heaven,” in Hebrew is, word for word, “And let the fowl fly upon the surface, or over the face of, the firmament of Heaven — or rather, of the extension of heaven”; while the Seventy translators have κατὰ τὸ στερέωμα τοῦ οὐρανοῦ, that is in Latin, “along the firmament,” or “in the firmament of Heaven.”8



Legenda sunt quae super hoc scribit Beda exponens opus quinti diei, in iis Commentariis in Genesim qui falso nuper editi sunt sub nomine Iunilii Afri; sic enim ait: “Quod autem dictum est, ‘Et volatile super terram sub firmamento Caeli,’ nil rationi veritatis obsistit, quia nimirum, etsi immenso interiacenti spatio, sub sydereo tamen Caelo volant aves quae super terram volant: quomodo etiam nos homines in terra positi, sub Caelo ac Sole esse constituti, veraciter et recte dicimur, attestante Scriptura quae ait, ‘Qui erant in Hierusalem habitantes Iudaei ex omni natione quae sub Caelo est.’ Et, ‘Quid habet amplius homo de universo labore suo, quo laborat sub sole?’ Sane iuxta aliam translationem movet nonnullos quod dictum est, ‘Et volatilia volantia secundum firmamentum,’ id est iuxta firmamentum Caeli. Sed intelligendum est quod ideo dictum sit volare aves secundum firmamentum Caeli, quia hoc nomine etiam aethera indicetur, hoc est superius illud aëris spatium, quod a turbulento hoc et caliginoso loco, in quo aves volant, usque ad astra pertingit, et esse tranquillum prorsus ac luce plenum non immerito creditur. Nam et errantia sydera septem, quae in hoc aetheris spatio vaga ferri perhibentur, Scriptura in firmamento Caeli esse postea dixit; ideoque aves recte dicuntur secundum firmamentum Caeli volare, quia vicina sunt, ut dixi, aetheri turbulenta haec aëris spatia quae volatus avium sustinent. Nec mirandum si aether firmamentum Caeli nominetur, cum aër appelletur Caelum, ut supra docuimus.” Sic Beda.
One should read what Bede writes on this, expounding the work of the fifth day, in those Commentaries on Genesis which were lately published falsely under the name of Junilius the African; for he says thus: “As for what is said, ‘And the fowl over the earth under the firmament of Heaven,’ nothing stands against the reason of truth, since indeed — though by an immense interjacent space — the birds that fly over the earth nonetheless fly under the starry Heaven: just as we men too, placed on the earth, are truly and rightly said to be set under the Heaven and the Sun, Scripture attesting it, which says, ‘There were dwelling in Jerusalem Jews out of every nation that is under Heaven.’ And, ‘What more has a man of all his labor, by which he labors under the sun?’ Indeed, according to another translation, it troubles some that it is said, ‘And the flying things flying along the firmament,’ that is, beside the firmament of Heaven. But it must be understood that the birds are said to fly along the firmament of Heaven for this reason — because by this name the aether too is indicated, that is, that upper space of air which, from this turbulent and dark place in which the birds fly, reaches up to the stars, and is not undeservedly believed to be wholly tranquil and full of light. For the seven wandering stars too, which are said to be borne wandering in this aetherial space, Scripture afterward said to be in the firmament of Heaven; and therefore the birds are rightly said to fly along the firmament of Heaven, because, as I said, these turbulent spaces of air which sustain the flight of birds are neighbors to the aether. Nor is it to be wondered at if the aether be named the firmament of Heaven, since the air is called Heaven, as we taught above.” So Bede.9



Quae igitur est nostra de firmamento sententia? Arbitramur veram firmamenti significationem et germanam propriamque horum verborum Mosis sententiam ex voce Hebraea, quae est hoc loco, esse eruendam. Quod Latinus Interpres reddit “firmamentum,” et LXX interpretes Graece verterunt στερέωμα, Hebraice est רקיע Rachiach, quae vox proprie significat extensionem, a verbo רקע Racha, quod est expandere seu extendere: hac enim significatione saepenumero usurpatur in Sacris litteris, ut animadvertere licet Isaiae quadragesimosecundo, et Psal. 133 et 136, et Hieremiae 10, aliisque locis, in quibus est verbum Hebraicum significans extendere, quod tamen Latinus Interpres, imitatus LXX, frequenter expressit verbo “firmare.” Sciendum porro est extensionem quattuor modis fieri posse: vel per dilatationem, sicut auri massa in tenuissimas et amplissimas laminas dilatata [extenditur]...
What, then, is our opinion concerning the firmament? We judge that the true signification of “firmament,” and the genuine and proper meaning of these words of Moses, is to be drawn out from the Hebrew word which is in this place. What the Latin translator renders “firmament,” and the Seventy translators rendered in Greek στερέωμα, in Hebrew is רקיע (Rachiach), a word which properly signifies an extension, from the verb רקע (Racha), which is to expand or to extend: for in this signification it is very often used in the Sacred writings, as one may observe in Isaiah forty-two, and Psalms 133 and 136, and Jeremiah 10, and in other places, in which there is a Hebrew word signifying “to extend,” which nevertheless the Latin translator, imitating the Septuagint, frequently expressed by the verb “to make firm.” Furthermore, it must be known that extension can come about in four ways: either by dilation, as a mass of gold is dilated and spread out into very thin and very broad sheets...10



...dilatata extenditur; vel per rarefactionem, quemadmodum aqua, subiecto igne fervescens, in ampliorem molem extenditur; vel per naturalem accretionem, veluti animal ex parvo, secundum omnes corporis dimensiones, in maiorem extenditur magnitudinem; vel denique per quandam expansionem et explicationem, videlicet cum quod erat convolutum et complicatum evolvitur, explicatur, et extenditur, quod in aulaeis, cortinis, et tabernaculis fieri solet. Atque hoc ultimo modo sumitur in praesenti nomen Hebraeum רקיע Rachiach, nempe pro quadam expansione et extensione; nam et David Psalmo centesimotertio ea significatione usus est dicens, “Extendens Caelum sicut pellem” (vel, ut ad verbum sonant Hebraea, “Sicut cortinam seu tabernaculum”); et Isaias cap. 40 inquit Deum “extendere Caelum sicut cortinam, vel telam tenuissimam, et tanquam tabernaculum ad inhabitandum.” Lippomanus quidem in Catena in Genesim super hunc locum tradit verbum רקע Racha, unde est ductum nomen רקיע Rachiach, praeter frequentem et vulgatam significationem expandendi seu extendendi, etiam significare interdum stabilire et firmare. Verum nec ipse ullum eiusmodi significationis adfert exemplum, nec Hebraice apprime docti talem huius verbi usum agnoscunt. Qui Hebraice tractant Mathematica, solida vocant nomine רקיע Rachiach, sed id faciunt illi quidem non tam propria vocis Hebraeae significatione servata, quam Septuaginta Interpretes, qui Hebraeum vocabulum רקיע Rachiach Graece verterunt στερέωμα, imitati.
...spread out and extended; or by rarefaction, as water, heated with fire set under it, is extended into a larger mass; or by natural growth, as an animal is extended from small into a greater magnitude according to all the body's dimensions; or finally by a certain expansion and unfolding — namely, when what was rolled up and folded together is unrolled, unfolded, and extended, as is wont to happen with hangings, curtains, and tents. And it is in this last way that the Hebrew name רקיע (Rachiach) is taken in the present case, namely for a kind of expansion and extension; for David too, in the hundred-and-third Psalm, used it in that sense, saying, “Stretching out the Heaven like a skin” (or, as the Hebrew sounds word for word, “Like a curtain or tent”); and Isaiah, chapter 40, says that God “stretches out the Heaven like a curtain, or a very thin cloth, and like a tent to dwell in.” Lippomanus indeed, in the Catena on Genesis on this place, hands down that the verb רקע (Racha), whence the name רקיע (Rachiach) is derived, besides the frequent and common signification of expanding or extending, sometimes also signifies to stabilize and make firm. But neither does he himself bring any example of such a signification, nor do those especially learned in Hebrew acknowledge such a use of this verb. Those who treat Mathematics in Hebrew call solids by the name רקיע (Rachiach), but they do this not so much by keeping the proper signification of the Hebrew word, as by imitating the Seventy Translators, who rendered the Hebrew word רקיע (Rachiach) into Greek as στερέωμα.11



Nos igitur existimamus nomine firmamenti hoc loco significari a Mose totum illud spatium quod expansum et diffusum est circum terram usque ad astra, scilicet quatenus oculorum acies usquequaque porrigi potest. Huius spatii supremam partem tenent caeli et astra; imam partem elementum ignis et aëris. Et Moses aliquando loquitur de firmamento ratione supremae partis, ut cum dicit sydera esse posita in firmamento; interdum ratione inferioris partis, ut cum ait aves volare in firmamento, et firmamentum dividere aquas superiores ab inferioribus. Similiter in scriptura nomen caeli ponitur nunc pro sydereo, alias pro aëreo. Intelligendum autem est totum hoc spatium, quod inter terram et Caelum Lunae interfusum est, fuisse plenum materia quadam aquea et nebulosa, qualis solet esse aër proxime superfusus terrae, cum est multis densisque vaporibus et crassis nubibus obductus atque confertus. Atque hoc ego non ex meo sensu depromo, aut id meo arbitratu fingo, sed ex manifestis Scripturae locis elicio. In libro namque Ecclesiastici capite vicesimoquarto, Sapientia divina, commemorans quid ipsa in mundi opificio egerit, “Ego,” inquit, “feci in Caelis ut oriretur lumen indeficiens, et sicut nebula texi omnem terram.” Et apud Iob 38 sic ait Dominus: “Quis conclusit ostiis mare, quando erumpebat quasi de vulva procedens, cum ponerem nubem vestimentum eius, et caligine illud quasi pannis infantiae ob[volverem]...”
We, therefore, judge that by the name of “firmament” in this place Moses signifies that whole space which is expanded and diffused around the earth up to the stars — namely, as far as the keenness of the eyes can reach in every direction. The highest part of this space the heavens and the stars hold; the lowest part, the element of fire and of air. And Moses sometimes speaks of the firmament with respect to the highest part, as when he says that the stars are placed in the firmament; sometimes with respect to the lower part, as when he says that birds fly in the firmament, and that the firmament divides the upper waters from the lower. Similarly in Scripture the name of “heaven” is put now for the starry, now for the aerial. And it must be understood that this whole space, which is poured out between the earth and the Heaven of the Moon, was full of a certain watery and nebulous matter, such as the air is wont to be when, poured close over the earth, it is overspread and packed with many and dense vapors and thick clouds. And this I do not bring forth from my own sense, nor frame it by my own discretion, but draw it out from manifest places of Scripture. For in the book of Ecclesiasticus, chapter twenty-four, Divine Wisdom, recounting what she herself did in the making of the world, says, “I made that in the Heavens there should rise a light that fails not, and like a cloud I covered all the earth.” And in Job 38 the Lord says thus: “Who shut up the sea with doors, when it broke forth as issuing from the womb, when I made a cloud its garment, and wrapped it in darkness as in the swaddling-bands of infancy...”12



...obvolverem?” Materiam autem nebulosam, et, ut ita loquar, vaporosam, cernimus facillime et ocyssime in aërem converti: sicut enim aër facile densatur in nubem et vaporem, ita vicissim vapor magna facilitate celeritateque in aërem solvitur. Itaque pars illius materiae nebulosae tenuior et levior, hoc secundo die, commutata est in aërem, et in eum qui supra aërem esse dicitur ignem — vel potentia et efficacitate primae lucis ardentissimae et ad agendum potentissimae, ut opinatur Eugubinus; vel, quod sit credibilius, Dei solius infinita vi et potestate: duorum enim elementorum, ignis et aëris, tam velox et subita procreatio non videtur naturali lucis potentia fieri potuisse. Reliqua vero inferior pars illius materiae nebulosae, et crassior, frigidior et gravior, circum terram subsedit: quae postea tertio die, magis etiam densata et ad propriam elementi aquae conditionem redacta, separata est a terra, et, ne eam rursus operiret, in praeparatum sibi locum congregata.
...I wrapped it?” Now we see that nebulous and (so to speak) vaporous matter is converted into air most easily and most swiftly: for just as air is readily condensed into cloud and vapor, so in turn vapor is dissolved into air with great ease and speed. And so the thinner and lighter part of that nebulous matter, on this second day, was changed into air, and into that which is said to be above the air, fire — whether by the power and efficacy of the first light, most burning and most powerful to act, as Eugubinus [Steuco] thinks; or, what is more credible, by the infinite power and might of God alone: for so swift and sudden a generation of the two elements, fire and air, does not seem able to have come about by the natural power of light. But the remaining lower part of that nebulous matter — coarser, colder, and heavier — settled around the earth: which afterward, on the third day, being still more condensed and reduced to the proper condition of the element of water, was separated from the earth, and, lest it cover it again, gathered into a place prepared for it.13



Veruntamen, quia supra diximus similius vero esse omnia elementa simul cum omnibus Caelis esse facta secundum substantiam, dicendum potius est hoc die factum esse aërem non secundum substantiam, sed factum esse medium quendam terminum disterminantem aquas pluviales a terrestribus, et esse factum locum naturalem generationis eiusmodi aquarum sublimium: ita ut hoc die facta sit distinctio elementi aquae in aquas aëreas et terrestres; tertio autem die facta est aliquatenus distinctio aquae a terra. Ergo die secundo factus est aër non simpliciter, sed ut rationem haberet firmamenti et munus dividendi aquas ab aquis. Neque necesse est hoc die sublatos esse vapores et nubes in sublime, et in media regione aëris generatas fuisse aquas, cum infra dicat Moses capite secundo quod, condito iam paradiso, “nondum pluerat super terram”; sed hoc die designatus et destinatus est aër, ut esset locus naturalis aquarum et divideret aquas ab aquis.
Nevertheless, since we said above that it is more likely true that all the elements were made together with all the Heavens according to their substance, it must rather be said that on this day air was made not according to its substance, but was made a certain middle boundary separating the rain-waters from the earthly waters, and was made the natural place for the generation of such upper waters: so that on this day there was made the distinction of the element of water into aerial and terrestrial waters, while on the third day there was made, in some measure, the distinction of water from earth. Therefore on the second day air was made, not simply, but so that it might have the character of a firmament and the office of dividing the waters from the waters. Nor is it necessary that on this day vapors and clouds were raised on high, and waters generated in the middle region of the air, since Moses says below, in the second chapter, that when paradise was already founded, “it had not yet rained upon the earth”; but on this day the air was designated and destined to be the natural place of the waters, and to divide the waters from the waters.14



Sed, ut ad propositum revertar, per firmamentum in praesentia intelligi debere spatium expansum inter caelum et terram multis argumentis patet. Primum: eorum qui nomen firmamenti tribuebant corpori caelesti confutatio huius nostrae opinionis est confirmatio; si enim firmamentum non significat corpus aliquod caeleste, proculdubio non aliud quam quod nos dicimus significare potest. Deinde, mirifice congruit huic nostrae interpretationi nomen Hebraeum רקיע Rachiach, quod, ut diximus, extensionem et expansionem significat. Postea firmamentum appellatum est a Deo Caelum, Hebraice שמים Shammaim, quasi dicas “ibi aquae”: שם Sham enim significat “ibi,” מים Maim vero “aquas”; hoc autem pulchre quadrat in aërem, in cuius regione superiori ingens est atque perennis aquarum, per imbres terram irrigantium atque foecundantium, generatio. Ad hoc, firmamentum esse in medio aquarum, dividens aquas supe[riores]...
But, to return to the matter in hand, that by “firmament” must here be understood the expanded space between heaven and earth is plain from many arguments. First: the refutation of those who attributed the name of firmament to a celestial body is a confirmation of this our opinion; for if the firmament does not signify some celestial body, then beyond doubt it can signify nothing other than what we say. Next, the Hebrew name רקיע (Rachiach) wonderfully fits this our interpretation, since, as we said, it signifies extension and expansion. Then the firmament was called by God “Heaven” — in Hebrew שמים (Shammaim), as if you would say “waters there”: for שם (Sham) means “there,” and מים (Maim) means “waters”; and this fits beautifully with the air, in whose upper region there is an immense and perennial generation of waters, by rains that water and make fruitful the earth. Besides, that the firmament is “in the midst of the waters,” dividing the upper waters [from the lower]...15



...periores ab inferioribus, nulli corpori praeterquam aëri potest vere apteque accommodari. Praeterea, quod Moses dixit exponendo opus quinti diei, aves volare in superficie firmamenti Caeli, secundum nostram firmamenti interpretationem et veram habet sententiam et intellectu facillimam. Ad extremum, crebro in sacris litteris aër vocatur caelum: hinc “volucres caeli”; et ad efficiendum diluvium “cataractae Caeli apertae sunt,” Geneseos septimo; et David, “Qui operit caelum nubibus,” Psalmo centesimo quadragesimosexto; Zacharias, “Caeli dabunt rorem suum,” Zachariae octavo; Dominus noster in Evangelio dixit, Matthaei decimosexto, “Triste et rubicundum caelum”; Moses in Deuteronomio minatur Iudaeis, si legem Dei violaverint, fore illis desuper Caelum aeneum, Deuteronomii vicesimooctavo; Elias dicitur clausisse tribus annis Caelum ne plueret, tertii Regum decimonono; denique Beatus Petrus in fine posterioris Epistolae docet eosdem Caelos, qui perierunt olim diluvio, in die iudicii etiam incendio perituros.
...waters from the lower, can truly and fitly be applied to no body except the air. Besides, what Moses said, in expounding the work of the fifth day, that the birds fly on the surface of the firmament of Heaven, according to our interpretation of the firmament has both a true sense and one most easy to understand. Lastly, in the sacred writings the air is frequently called heaven: hence “the birds of heaven”; and, to bring about the flood, “the cataracts of Heaven were opened,” Genesis seven; and David, “Who covers heaven with clouds,” Psalm one hundred forty-six; Zechariah, “The heavens shall give their dew,” Zechariah eight; our Lord said in the Gospel, Matthew sixteen, “A lowering and red sky”; Moses in Deuteronomy threatens the Jews that, if they violate the law of God, the Heaven above them shall be brazen, Deuteronomy twenty-eight; Elijah is said to have shut up the Heaven for three years that it might not rain, Third Kings nineteen; finally Blessed Peter, at the end of his second Epistle, teaches that the same Heavens which once perished by the flood will, on the day of judgment, perish also by fire.16



Nec vero haec, quam tradidimus de firmamento sententia, a nobis primo excogitata et inventa est; eam namque tanto ante nos intellexit et docuit Sanctus Hieronymus in Epistola octuagesimatertia, quam scripsit ad Oceanum: “Inter Caelum,” inquit, “et terram medium extruitur firmamentum; et iuxta Hebraici sermonis Etymologiam, Caelum, id est שמים Shamaim, ex aquis fortitur vocabulum.” Eandem quoque interpretationem innuit in libro de Genesi ad litteram imperfecto Augustinus: in duodecimo enim capite ita scribit, explanans hunc ipsum, quem nunc tractamus, locum Geneseos: “In hoc loco,” ait, “cum dicitur firmamentum caelum, intelligendum est omnem istam aetheream machinam dici, quae omnia substantia continet, sub qua puri et tranquilli aëris serenitas viget, sub qua item iste aër turbulentus et procellosus agitatur.”
Nor indeed was this opinion which we have set forth concerning the firmament first thought out and invented by us; for so long before us Saint Jerome understood and taught it, in the eighty-third Epistle which he wrote to Oceanus: “Between Heaven,” he says, “and earth a firmament is built up in the middle; and according to the Etymology of the Hebrew tongue, Heaven — that is, שמים (Shamaim) — takes its name from the waters.” The same interpretation Augustine also intimates in the unfinished book On Genesis according to the Letter: for in the twelfth chapter he writes thus, explaining this very passage of Genesis which we now treat: “In this place,” he says, “when the firmament is called heaven, it must be understood that all this aetherial structure is meant, which contains all things in its substance, under which thrives the serenity of pure and tranquil air, under which likewise that turbulent and stormy air is tossed about.”17



Hanc etiam opinionem, idem Augustinus iam ante ipsum ab aliis proditam, in libro secundo de Genesi ad litteram capite quarto, valde probat et laudat. Eandem inter maxime probabiles commendat Beatus Thomas prima parte quaestione sexagesimaoctava; quin, si quis advertat animum ad eius loquendi modum, ad hanc ipse propensior videtur. Durandus autem in secundo Sententia[rum] distinctione decimaquarta eam ceteris anteponit. Et Rupertus idem sensit in primo libro de Trinitate et eius operibus capite vicesimosecundo, sic scribens: “Firmamentum non solidum quid aut durum, ut vulgo putatur, sed aër est extensus, et adeo subtiliatus ut, licet videri queat, rectius tamen spiritus dici queat quam corpus, testante Ecclesiaste (Ecclesiast. primo, cum dicit de luminaribus quae visibiliter in eo feruntur), ‘Lustrans in circuitu pergit spiritus, et in circulos suos revertitur.’ Hoc itaque, cum solidum non sit, sed neque ita corpulentum ut haec inferior pars aëris, aliunde tamen [Scriptura]...”
This opinion too, the same Augustine — already before him reported by others — in the second book On Genesis according to the Letter, chapter four, greatly approves and praises. The same, among the most probable views, Blessed Thomas commends in the First Part, question sixty-eight; indeed, if one attends to his manner of speaking, he himself seems more inclined to it. Durandus, moreover, in the second book of the Sentences, distinction fourteen, prefers it to the rest. And Rupert held the same in the first book On the Trinity and Its Works, chapter twenty-two, writing thus: “The firmament is not something solid or hard, as is commonly supposed, but is air extended, and so rarefied that, although it can be seen, it can nonetheless more rightly be called spirit than body — Ecclesiastes attesting it (Ecclesiastes one, when he speaks of the luminaries that are visibly borne in it), ‘The spirit goes forth surveying all things round about, and returns to its circuits.’ This, therefore, since it is not solid, yet neither so corporeal as this lower part of the air, was nevertheless from another cause [called by Scripture]...”18



...Scriptura illud nuncupavit firmamentum, videlicet eo quod dividat aquas ab aquis.” Sic Rupertus. Non attinet commemorare Augustinum Eugubinum, qui, ut palam est omnibus, fuse tractat hanc interpretationem in Cosmopoeia et pugnaciter praefracteque defendit. Caietanus etiam, significatione vocis Hebraeae quam proxime exposuimus, affirmat nomine firmamenti hoc loco significari expansionem quae est inter caelum et terram, qua et aëris et ignis omniumque caelorum visibilium extensio comprehenditur.
...Scripture named it ‘firmament,’ namely because it divides the waters from the waters.” So Rupert. There is no need to mention Augustinus Eugubinus [Steuco], who, as is plain to all, treats this interpretation at length in the Cosmopoeia and defends it pugnaciously and stubbornly. Cajetan too, on the strength of the signification of the Hebrew word which we just now set forth, affirms that by the name of “firmament” in this place is signified the expansion which is between heaven and earth, by which is comprehended the extension both of the air and of the fire and of all the visible heavens.19



Verum huic sententiae duo videntur officere: nam et nomen Latinum firmamenti, quod est in Latina et vulgari translatione, et vox Graeca στερέωμα qua usi sunt Septuaginta Interpretes, in aërem — corpus admodum tenue et instabile perpetuaque iactatum agitatione — minime quadrant. Et Moses paulo inferius, ubi opus quarti diei tradit, solem et lunam astraque omnia in firmamento esse posita affirmat: non esse autem solem et lunam atque sydera in eo spacio quod aër obsidet et implet, nemo inficias ibit. Sed has obiectiones contra nostram opinionem esse invalidas facillima earum solutio declarabit. Prior ita solvitur: Non appellatur firmamentum quia sit corpus firmissimum, sed quia est interstitium et terminus interiectus inter aquas superiores et inferiores — terminus, inquam, firmissimus et immutabilis; semper enim id natura fert ut superiores aquae generentur in sublimiori aëre, indeque defluant in terram, inferiores autem aquae sub aëre locum habeant. Hanc significationem firmamenti non esse commentitiam, sed illi vocabulo bene congruentem, testem excitabo B. Augustinum, qui in libro secundo super Genesim ad litteram cap. 10 ad hunc modum scribit: “Nec nomen firmamenti cogit ut stare caelum putemus: Firmamentum enim non propter stationem, sed propter firmitatem, aut propter intransgressibilem terminum superiorum et inferiorum aquarum, intelligere licet.” Idem tradit Rupertus, eo quem paulo supra posuimus loco.
But two things seem to tell against this opinion: for both the Latin name “firmament,” which is in the Latin and common translation, and the Greek word στερέωμα which the Seventy Translators used, by no means fit the air — a body very thin and unstable, and tossed by perpetual agitation. And Moses, a little below, where he relates the work of the fourth day, affirms that the sun and moon and all the stars are placed in the firmament: but that the sun and moon and stars are not in that space which the air occupies and fills, no one will deny. But that these objections against our opinion are invalid, their very easy solution will show. The first is solved thus: it is called “firmament” not because it is a most solid body, but because it is an interstice and a boundary set between the upper and lower waters — a boundary, I say, most firm and immutable; for nature always brings it about that the upper waters are generated in the higher air and thence flow down to the earth, while the lower waters have their place beneath the air. That this signification of “firmament” is not a fabrication, but well agreeing with the word, I will summon as witness Blessed Augustine, who in the second book on Genesis according to the Letter, chapter 10, writes thus: “Nor does the name ‘firmament’ compel us to think that the heaven stands still: for one may understand ‘firmament’ not on account of standing, but on account of firmness, or on account of the impassable boundary of the upper and lower waters.” Rupert hands down the same, in the place we set down a little above.20



Posterior obiectio multis modis refelli potest. Nec respondeo, ut quidam respondent, Mosem aliter usum esse vocabulo firmamenti secundo die, et aliter in quarto, illic nimirum pro aëre, hic autem pro corpore caelesti: vix enim fit credibile Mosem tam brevi intervallo eadem voce adeo varie et ambigue usum esse, quod haud dubie non parvam narrationi suae obscuritatem erat allaturum. Nec dicam, quod a nonnullis est proditum, in secundo die appellari praecise firmamentum, in quarto autem cum adiunctione, hoc est “In firmamento caeli,” ut haec varietas, variari utroque loco, huius vocis significationem indicaret: hoc enim parum firmum est, dicitur enim “In firmamento caeli” more Hebraico pro eo quod est “in firmamento quod est caelum,” vel quod supra in secundo die appellatum est a Deo caelum. Nec desunt qui, cum dicitur sydera posita esse “in firmamento caeli,” illud “In firmamento caeli” interpretentur pro “Supra firmamentum.” Certe qui per firmamen[tum]...
The latter objection can be refuted in many ways. I do not answer, as some answer, that Moses used the word “firmament” in one way on the second day and in another on the fourth — there, namely, for the air, but here for a celestial body: for it is scarcely credible that Moses, within so brief an interval, used the same word so variously and ambiguously, which would without doubt have brought no small obscurity upon his narrative. Nor will I say, as some have reported, that on the second day it is called precisely “firmament,” but on the fourth with an addition, that is, “In the firmament of heaven,” so that this variation — being varied in both places — might indicate the signification of this word: for this is too weak, since “In the firmament of heaven” is said, in the Hebrew manner, for what is “in the firmament which is heaven,” or which above, on the second day, was called by God “heaven.” Nor are there lacking those who, when the stars are said to be placed “in the firmament of heaven,” interpret that “In the firmament of heaven” as “Above the firmament.” Certainly those who by “firmament”...21



...tum intelligunt octavum caelum, coguntur etiam illud “In firmamento caeli” exponere pro “Sub firmamento caeli.” Sol enim et luna ceterique planetae non sunt positi in octavo caelo, sed sub ipso cursus et circuitus suos peragunt. Illa igitur probabilior est solutio: vel quod dicantur posita in firmamento caeli, quia per ipsum firmamentum, id est aërem, sint hominum oculis exposita et aspectabilia (nam prout spacium hoc aëreum magis minusve serenum et purum fuerit, ita vel clarius vel obscurius splendorem illa suum atque pulchritudinem mortalibus ostentant); vel potius Moses Hebraea voce רקיע Rachiach indiscrete significavit universum spacium et extensionem a terra usque ad summa sydera, videlicet quatenus oculorum acies usquequaque pertingere potest — nec enim iudicio sensus, nec vulgi existimatione, spacium in quo volvuntur sydera ab eo in quo est aër et ignis separatum est. Itaque Moses narrationem demisit et accommodavit ad opinionem sensumque vulgi existimantis solem, lunam, et astra per hoc spacium (seu, ut vulgo putatur, inane) vagari et motus suos conficere; neque enim hoc non infra fecit Moses, cum, enarrando opus quarti diei, secutus opinionem vulgi et iudicium sensus, lunam appellavit luminare magnum, ita ut post solem syderum maximum facere videatur, cum revera, ut certis argumentis docent Mathematici, plurimis astris sit magnitudine inferior. Ergo in firmamento, secundum partem eius supremam, posita sunt astra; in firmamento item, secundum eius inferiorem quam aër obsidet, sunt aquae de quibus agitur hoc loco. Et ita solvit hanc ipsam obiectionem sanctus Thomas, prima parte, quaestione trigesima, articulo primo. Illud etiam nemini negotium facessat, quod in scriptura legitur, “Et aquae quae super caelos sunt”: tanquam quod pluraliter dicatur “Super caelos,” propterea non possit de aëre intelligi; etenim ita dictum est secundum phrasim linguae Hebraeae, in qua nomen caeli caret singulari et tantum pluraliter dicitur שמים Sammaim, hoc est “caeli,” sicut Athenae, Syracusae, Venetiae.
...understand the eighth heaven, are also forced to expound that “In the firmament of heaven” as “Under the firmament of heaven.” For the sun and moon and the other planets are not placed in the eighth heaven, but below it accomplish their courses and circuits. That solution, therefore, is more probable: either that they are said to be placed in the firmament of heaven because, through the firmament itself — that is, the air — they are exposed and visible to the eyes of men (for according as this aerial space is more or less serene and pure, so do they display their splendor and beauty to mortals more clearly or more dimly); or rather, that Moses, by the Hebrew word רקיע (Rachiach), signified indiscriminately the whole space and extension from the earth up to the highest stars — namely, as far as the keenness of the eyes can reach in every direction; for neither by the judgment of sense nor by the estimation of the common people is the space in which the stars revolve separated from that in which the air and fire are. And so Moses lowered and accommodated his narrative to the opinion and sense of the common people, who think that the sun, moon, and stars wander through this space (or, as the crowd supposes, void) and accomplish their motions; for Moses did this very thing again below, when, in recounting the work of the fourth day, following the opinion of the crowd and the judgment of sense, he called the moon a great luminary, so that he seems to make it, after the sun, the greatest of the stars — whereas in truth, as the Mathematicians teach by sure arguments, it is in magnitude inferior to very many stars. Therefore in the firmament, with respect to its highest part, the stars are placed; and in the firmament likewise, with respect to its lower part which the air occupies, are the waters which are treated of in this place. And so Saint Thomas solves this very objection, in the First Part, question thirty, article one. And let it trouble no one that it is read in Scripture, “And the waters that are above the heavens”: as though, because it is said in the plural “above the heavens,” it could not therefore be understood of the air; for it is so said according to the idiom of the Hebrew tongue, in which the noun “heaven” lacks a singular and is said only in the plural, שמים (Sammaim), that is “heavens,” like Athenae, Syracusae, Venetiae.22



Expedita priori quaestione de firmamento caeli, alteram, magis etiam perplexam et litigiosam, de aquis supra firmamentum positis tractare aggredimur. Quales essent illae aquae difficillimum explicatu visum est iis quibus nomine firmamenti caelum sydereum hoc loco significari erat persuasum; quamobrem multas illi earum aquarum interpretationes, et alias alii non diversas modo, sed adversas etiam tradiderunt. Incipiam ab Origene, cui, quod fortasse videretur incredibile supra caelos sydereos esse veras aquas, placuit nomen illarum aquarum non proprie accipere, sed figurate ac mystice interpretari. Etenim is (quemadmodum refert Epiphanius in epistola ad Ioannem Hierosolymitanum, et Hieronymus in epistola ad Pammachium) in scriptis suis super Genesim, enarrans hunc locum, per aquas superiores interpretatus est beatos [Angelos]...
The first question, concerning the firmament of heaven, being dispatched, we undertake to treat the other — even more perplexed and contentious — concerning the waters placed above the firmament. What sort those waters were seemed most difficult to explain to those who were persuaded that by the name of “firmament” in this place the starry heaven was signified; wherefore they handed down many interpretations of those waters, and some men gave interpretations not only different from, but even contrary to, those of others. I will begin with Origen, to whom — because perhaps it seemed incredible that above the starry heavens there should be true waters — it seemed good not to take the name of those waters properly, but to interpret it figuratively and mystically. For he (as Epiphanius relates in his letter to John of Jerusalem, and Jerome in his letter to Pammachius), in his writings on Genesis, expounding this passage, interpreted by the upper waters the blessed [Angels]...23



...tos angelos, quos etiam a Davide nomine aquarum significari ait, cum dixit, “Et aquae quae super caelos sunt laudent nomen Domini”; per aquas vero inferiores exposuit malos Angelos e caelo in hunc turbulentum et caliginosum aërem deturbatos. Hanc interpretationem Epiphanius et Hieronymus supradictis locis damnant, quam etiam refellit Epiphanius eo argumento, quod aquae super firmamentum locatae sint illae quas Moses infra, capite septimo, scribit, apertis caeli cataractis, ad efficiendum diluvium fuisse delapsas. Basilius in homilia tertia super Genesim hanc expositionem, tacito tamen Origenis nomine, memorat, et quasi somnium anilemque fabulam reiicit, et sane merito. Nam, praeterquam quod historicam Mosis narrationem de veris aquis corrumpit, ad intellectuales et spirituales aquas nimium violente ac inepte detorquendo, duobus etiam Scripturae testimoniis aperte confutatur: alterum est in Psalmo 103, ubi sic est, “Extendens caelum sicut pellem, qui tegis aquis superiora eius,” vel, ut ad verbum est in Hebraeo, “Qui contiguas et contabulas superiora eius,” quod in Spiritus angelicos nequaquam convenit; alterum est in Psalmo 148 et in Cantico trium puerorum, ubi, cum omnia Dei opera provocentur ad laudandum Deum, primo loco memorantur Angeli et virtutes caelestes, deinde vero “aquae quae super caelos sunt”: quo licet intelligere aquas illas supercaelestes ab Angelis esse diversas. Atque hoc Scripturae testimonio, ad eam opinionem redarguendam, usus est Rupertus primo libro de operibus sanctissimae Trinitatis capite vigesimotertio. Augustinus simile quippiam, Origenis opinioni, scriptum reliquit libro vigesimotertio Confessionum capite 32: ait enim firmamentum esse positum inter superiores aquas spirituales, inferiores corporales. Verum hoc ipsemet postea, in libro secundo Retractationum capite sexto, ut in re tam obscura inconsiderate dictum, revocavit atque correxit.
...the blessed angels, whom he says are also signified by David under the name of waters, when he said, “And let the waters that are above the heavens praise the name of the Lord”; while by the lower waters he expounded the evil Angels, cast down from heaven into this turbulent and dark air. This interpretation Epiphanius and Jerome condemn in the places cited above, and Epiphanius also refutes it by this argument, that the waters placed above the firmament are those which Moses, below in chapter seven, writes to have come down, with the cataracts of heaven opened, to cause the flood. Basil, in the third homily on Genesis, mentions this exposition — yet with Origen's name suppressed — and rejects it as a dream and an old wives' tale; and rightly so. For, besides that it corrupts the historical narrative of Moses concerning real waters, by twisting it too violently and ineptly to intellectual and spiritual waters, it is also plainly confuted by two testimonies of Scripture: one is in Psalm 103, where it stands, “Stretching out the heaven like a skin, who coverest the higher parts thereof with waters,” or, as it is word-for-word in the Hebrew, “Who roofest and beamest its upper parts” — which by no means fits angelic Spirits; the other is in Psalm 148 and in the Canticle of the Three Children, where, when all the works of God are summoned to praise God, in the first place are mentioned the Angels and the heavenly powers, but afterward “the waters that are above the heavens”: from which one may understand that those supercelestial waters are distinct from the Angels. And Rupert used this testimony of Scripture to refute that opinion, in the first book On the Works of the Most Holy Trinity, chapter twenty-three. Augustine left written something similar to Origen's opinion, in the twenty-third book of the Confessions, chapter 32: for he says that the firmament is placed between the upper spiritual waters and the lower corporeal ones. But he himself afterward, in the second book of the Retractations, chapter six, revoked and corrected this, as having been said inconsiderately in so obscure a matter.24



Alia est sententia multorum, et antiquitatis et doctrinae sanctitatisque laude praestantium virorum probata et nobilitata, consensu: veras et naturales esse aquas supra caelum sydereum; quas enim Moses proprio nomine ac simpliciter appellavit aquas, proculdubio veras aquas esse intelligendas. Sed quibus haec placuerit sententia nominabo. Iustinus martyr, respondens ad nonagesimam tertiam quaestionem orthodoxorum, ait terga caeli esse aquis tecta, secundum illud, “Qui tegis aquis superiora eius”: earum vero aquarum duplicem esse usum; alterum, ad immensum tot tantorumque syderum ardorem, ne penitus omnia consumantur, sua refrigeratione mitigandum atque temperandum; alterum, ut earum pondere dorsum caeli urgeatur ac prematur deorsum, nec crebro ac violento ventorum impulsu concussum huc illuc agitetur. Similia fere duo Iudaeorum doctissimi, Philo et Iosephus, prodiderunt. Basilius autem homilia tertia super Genesim, de harum aquarum supercaelestium usu ac necessitate, multa diligenti et accurata oratione disputat: “Nam cum Deus,” inquit, “infinitam prope vim ignei ardoris [propter multiplices et necessarios eius usus]...”
Another is the opinion of many — approved and ennobled by the consent of men outstanding in the praise both of antiquity and of learning and holiness — that there are true and natural waters above the starry heaven: for the waters which Moses called by their proper name and simply “waters” must without doubt be understood as true waters. But I will name those to whom this opinion was pleasing. Justin Martyr, answering the ninety-third question of the orthodox, says that the back of heaven is covered with waters, according to that text, “Who coverest its higher parts with waters”: and that the use of those waters is twofold; one, to soften and temper, by their cooling, the immense heat of so many and so great stars, lest all things be utterly consumed; the other, that by their weight the back of heaven may be pressed and weighed down, and not be tossed this way and that, shaken by the frequent and violent impulse of the winds. Two most learned of the Jews, Philo and Josephus, have reported nearly the same. And Basil, in the third homily on Genesis, argues at length, in careful and accurate discourse, concerning the use and necessity of these supercelestial waters: “For when God,” he says, “had scattered far and wide an almost infinite force of fiery heat [for its manifold and necessary uses]...”25



...ardoris, propter multiplices et ad plurima necessarios eius usus, in caelo et infra caelum multifariam sparsisset, essetque suapte natura ignis voracissimus suique foecundissimus ac minimis mire crescens initiis, ne ob eam causam universi salus atque incolumitas periclitaretur, ex adverso maximam ei infra supraque caelum vim aquarum opposuit, ut earum refrigeratione tantus ignium ardor temperatus non solum non obesset mundo, sed etiam prodesset plurimum.” Sic fere Basilius. Idem tradunt Theodoretus quaestione undecima super Genesim, Gennadius item et Severianus, uti hoc loco citantur in Catena. Ambrosius vero libro secundo in Hexameron capite secundo etiam huius rei duo ponit indicia et argumenta: alterum, quod nonnumquam ingens aquae vis de caelo repente magno impetu descendens in tantos imbres resolvitur, ut flumina et lacus repente compleantur et vel ipsa exundent maria; alterum, quod frequenter Solem cernamus quasi madidum et rorantem, scilicet propter aquarum alimentum ad eius ardoris temperiem attractum.
...heat — on account of its manifold uses, necessary for very many things — in many ways, both in heaven and below heaven, and since fire is by its own nature most voracious and most prolific of itself, growing wondrously from the smallest beginnings, lest for that cause the safety and soundness of the universe should be endangered, he set over against it, both below and above heaven, a very great force of waters, so that, the great heat of the fires being tempered by their cooling, it should not only not harm the world, but even profit it very much.” So, in substance, Basil. The same is handed down by Theodoret, in the eleventh question on Genesis, and likewise by Gennadius and Severian, as they are cited in this place in the Catena. And Ambrose, in the second book on the Hexaëmeron, chapter two, also sets down two indications and arguments of this matter: one, that sometimes a huge force of water, descending suddenly from heaven with great violence, dissolves into such rains that rivers and lakes are suddenly filled, and even the seas themselves overflow; the other, that we frequently behold the Sun as if wet and dewy — namely, on account of the nourishment of waters drawn up to temper its heat.26



Beda in libro de Natura rerum ait quibusdam esse visum aquas supra caelum esse a Deo positas, ut earum ingenti copia e caelis praecipitata in terras generale totius orbis diluvium, quod Dei voluntate ac decreto aliquando erat futurum, effici posset; verum sibi probabilius videri eas aquas ad refrigerationem et temperationem ardoris syderum fuisse comparatas. Supradictam opinionem tribuit cuidam doctori solenni Tostatus super caput septimum Geneseos: sed eam falsam esse duplici constat argumento. Tum quia, ut illae deflueret in terram ad efficiendum diluvium, necessarium fuisset caelos omnes disrumpi, ut illis aquis pateret descensus, et rursus eosdem caelos occludi. Tum quia vel tota illa aqua defluxisset, et sic totus locus quem obsidebant remansisset vacuus; vel pars tantum defluxisset, et reliqua pars esset frustra, cum non futurum sit amplius diluvium generale, ut promisit Deus Genes. 9.
Bede, in his book On the Nature of Things, says that to some it seemed that the waters above heaven were placed there by God so that, by their immense quantity hurled down from the heavens upon the earth, the general flood of the whole world — which was at some time to come about by the will and decree of God — might be brought about; but that to himself it seems more probable that those waters were provided for the cooling and tempering of the heat of the stars. The aforesaid opinion Tostatus attributes to a certain solemn doctor, on the seventh chapter of Genesis: but that it is false is established by a twofold argument. First, because, in order for those waters to flow down to the earth to cause the flood, it would have been necessary that all the heavens be ruptured, so that a descent might lie open for those waters, and again that the same heavens be closed up. Second, because either that whole water would have flowed down, and so the whole place which it occupied would have remained empty; or only a part would have flowed down, and the remaining part would be in vain, since there will be no more a general flood, as God promised, Genesis 9.27



Nec desunt qui putent hunc quoque sensum esse Ecclesiae, propterea quod in hymno qui ad vesperas feriae secundae publice cantatur in templis sic est:
Nor are there lacking those who think that this too is the sense of the Church, because in the hymn which is publicly sung in the churches at the Vespers of the second weekday [Monday] it stands thus:28



Immense caeli conditor, / Qui mixta ne confunderent, / Aquae fluenta dividens, / Caelum dedisti limitem; / Firmans locum caelestibus / Simulque terrae rivulis, / Ut unda flammas temperet, / Terrae solum ne dissipent.
O boundless Founder of the heaven, who, that things mingled might not be confounded, dividing the floods of water, gavest the heaven as a boundary; establishing a place for the heavenly [waters] and at the same time for the earth's streams, that the wave might temper the flames, lest [the waters] dissolve the earth's soil.29



Ad idem persuadendum, adhibent quidem rationem hanc ex analogia petitam, quam tangit Augustinus libro undecimo de Civitate Dei cap. ult.: sicut in microcosmo, id est homine, supra cor igneae naturae locatum est cerebrum frigidissimum, ita in magno mundo supra caelestes ignes aquas esse positas. Idem libro secundo super Genesim ad litteram cap. 5, et in libro de Genesi imperfecto capite octavo, refert quosdam fidelium convincere voluisse aquas esse supra caelum argumento Saturni: qui, cum maiori ceteris planetis concitatione feratur motu primi mobilis (pari enim tempore longe maius circuit spatium)...
To persuade of the same, they bring forward this argument drawn from analogy, which Augustine touches on in the eleventh book of the City of God, the last chapter: just as in the microcosm — that is, in man — above the heart, which is of fiery nature, is placed the brain, which is most cold, so in the great world, above the celestial fires, the waters are placed. The same [Augustine], in the second book on Genesis according to the Letter, chapter 5, and in the unfinished book on Genesis, chapter eight, reports that certain of the faithful wished to prove that there are waters above heaven by the argument from Saturn: which, since it is carried with a greater rapidity than the other planets by the motion of the prime mobile (for in an equal time it travels round a far greater space)...30



...circuit spatium, maiorem quoque calorem concipere et ardentior esse debebat; cum tamen Astronomi doceant Saturnum esse frigidissimum, huius tantae frigiditatis non alia profecto causa quam supercaelestium aquarum vicinitas esse potest. Sed hoc frivolum est: octavum enim caelum vicinius est istis aquis quam orbi Saturni, et inter hunc et illas intermedium; quare sydera inerrantia quae in eo sunt, quo propiora illis aquis, eo plenius earum frigiditatem sentire ac participare deberent: quod falsum esse patet vel unius Syrii seu Caniculae argumento, quae ardoris excessu insignis est et apud omnes gentes infamis. Beatus Augustinus loco proxime posito, cum de istiusmodi aquis, qua ratione supra caelum esse queant, multum disputasset, hanc tandem velut clausulam disputationis adiicit: “Quoquo modo autem, et qualeslibet aquae ibi sint, eas esse ibi minime dubitemus: maior est quippe Scripturae huius auctoritas quam omnis humani ingenii capacitas.” Lege quae in eandem sententiam lib. 11 de Civitate Dei cap. ult. scribit Augustinus.
...it travels round, it ought also to conceive a greater heat and to be more burning; whereas the Astronomers teach that Saturn is most cold — and of this great coldness there can surely be no other cause than the nearness of the supercelestial waters. But this is frivolous: for the eighth heaven is nearer to those waters than the sphere of Saturn, and is intermediate between this and them; and so the fixed stars which are in it, the nearer they are to those waters, the more fully they ought to feel and share their coldness — which is plainly false, by the argument of the single star Sirius, or the Dog-star, which is notable for its excess of heat and infamous among all nations. Blessed Augustine, in the place just cited, when he had disputed much about waters of this kind — by what reasoning they can be above heaven — at last adds this, as it were a conclusion of the dispute: “But in whatever way, and of whatever kind, the waters there may be, let us by no means doubt that they are there: for the authority of this Scripture is greater than all the capacity of human wit.” Read what Augustine writes to the same effect in book 11 of the City of God, the last chapter.31



Obiicitur adversus istam opinionem labilem et fluxam aquarum naturam super extimam caeli faciem, quae perfectissime rotunda et levis est, non posse consistere. Solvit hoc Basilius: licet concava Caeli superficies sit rotunda, non continuo tamen esse consequens et necessarium ut convexa Caeli superficies sit etiam rotunda, sicut videre est in fornicibus et locis concameratis. Beda vero in Hexameron ita respondet: “Non esse minus facile omnipotenti Deo tenere aquas super Caelum sydereum, sive liquidas sive modo Chrystalli conglaciatas atque concretas, quam (quod facit quotidie) tenere aquas in sublimi aëre suspensas, unde tantus sit imbrium defluxus — quod loco miraculi praedicat Iob de Deo capite vigesimosexto, ‘Qui ligat aquas in nubibus suis, ut non erumpant pariter deorsum.’ Ipse enim est qui undas rubri maris atque Iordanis, in sublime erectas et murorum similitudine firmatas, fecit consistere.” Sed ex Beda quaerendum esset utrum putaret aquas esse supra caelum naturaliter an miraculose. Si diceret esse miraculum, facile reiiceretur ex sententia Augustini, cui non placet in reddenda ratione eorum quae in prima rerum institutione et dispositione facta sunt ad omnipotentiam Dei et ad miracula confugere. Sin autem diceret aquas ibi esse naturaliter, facilius confutari posset, cum naturalis aquarum locus sit infra aërem terraeque proximus.
It is objected against this opinion that the slippery and flowing nature of water cannot rest upon the outermost surface of heaven, which is most perfectly round and smooth. Basil solves this: although the concave surface of Heaven is round, it does not at once follow as a consequence and necessity that the convex surface of Heaven is also round — as is to be seen in vaults and arched places. Bede, in the Hexaëmeron, answers thus: “It is no less easy for almighty God to hold waters above the starry Heaven — whether liquid, or congealed and compacted in the manner of crystal — than (what He does daily) to hold waters suspended in the upper air, whence comes so great a downpour of rains; which Job declares of God, as a kind of miracle, in chapter twenty-six, ‘Who binds the waters in his clouds, that they break not out all together downward.’ For He it is who made the waves of the Red Sea and of the Jordan, raised on high and made firm in the likeness of walls, to stand still.” But of Bede it should be asked whether he thought the waters are above heaven naturally or miraculously. If he should say it is a miracle, it would easily be rejected on Augustine's principle, who does not approve, in rendering the reason of things done in the first institution and ordering of things, to have recourse to the omnipotence of God and to miracles. But if he should say the waters are there naturally, it could be refuted more easily, since the natural place of water is below the air and nearest to the earth.32



Nec iuvat eum argumentum vaporum qui sunt in sublimi aëre; namque illi, ut sint aqua secundum substantiam, non habent tamen naturalis aquae proprietates — frigiditatem dico, densitatem et gravitatem — sed propter calorem tenuati et facti leves feruntur ad supera loca; cum primum tamen in veram aquam mutantur, non queunt sublimi loco consistere, sed naturali pondere ad ima deferuntur. Ac licet vapores ad superiores regiones aëris, ob eas quas dixi causas, subvehi queant, illuc tamen nec ad supremam aëris regionem, neque ad locum ignis — quanto minus supra octavum Caelum — possunt attolli. Beatus Augustinus libro secundo [de Genesi ad litteram]...
Nor does the argument from vapors that are in the upper air help him; for those, although they are water in substance, do not however have the properties of natural water — coldness, I mean, density, and weight — but, rarefied by heat and made light, are carried to the upper places; yet as soon as they are changed into true water, they cannot remain in a lofty place, but are borne down to the lowest by their natural weight. And although vapors can be carried up to the higher regions of the air, for the causes I have said, they can nonetheless be raised neither to the highest region of the air, nor to the place of fire — much less above the eighth Heaven. Blessed Augustine, in the second book [on Genesis according to the Letter]...33



...secundo de Genesi ad litteram capite quarto, et in Dialogo sexagesimoquinto quaestionum quaestione vigesimaseptima, argumentatur non esse putandum incredibile aquam evehi et esse supra caelum: “Videmus enim,” inquit, “quotidie aquam tenuatam in vaporem tolli ad superiores partes aëris, quae, si magis etiam magisque tenuaretur, celsiora quoque loca peteret. Cum igitur Physiologi doceant omne corpus in infinitum rarescere et dividi posse, etiam poterit in infinitum fieri levius et ad quamcumque locorum sublimitatem sustolli: quocirca non videtur impossibile aquam eatenus attenuari posse quoad idonea sit etiam supra Caelum promoveri.” Haec Augustinus.
...in the second book on Genesis according to the Letter, chapter four, and in the Dialogue of Sixty-five Questions, question twenty-seven, argues that it is not to be thought incredible that water should be carried up and be above heaven: “For we see,” he says, “every day water rarefied into vapor lifted to the upper parts of the air, which, if it were rarefied still more and more, would seek even loftier places. Since, then, the Natural Philosophers teach that every body can be rarefied and divided to infinity, it will also be able to become infinitely lighter and to be raised to any height of places whatsoever: wherefore it does not seem impossible that water can be attenuated so far as to be fit to be moved even above Heaven.” These are Augustine's words.34



Cuius nec opinatio probabilis est, et invalida est argumentatio. Non enim fieri potest ut adeo extenuetur aqua ut supra Caelum efferri queat: primo, propter soliditatem et continuitatem caeli, nulli transitum praebentis; tum propter regionem ignis superfusam aëri, qui omnem istiusmodi vaporum vim prorsus absumeret; deinde, quia terminus naturalis eorum quae sursum feruntur est citima orbis Lunae extremitas — levissimus enim omnium corporum ignis ulteriora non appetit loca. Postea, licet omne corpus ratione Mathematica (qua seiunctum ab omni materia naturali cogitatur) in infinitum rarefieri ac dividi posse dicatur, id tamen revera fieri nullo in corpore naturali possibile est: omnium enim rerum natura constantium, tam parvitatis et magnitudinis quam densitatis et raritatis, certus a natura praefinitus est terminus; quamobrem aqua non potest constare quantalibet raritate, sed si plus quam fert eius natura attenuetur, continuo vertitur in aërem, et hic nimio plus tenuatus in ignem mutatur.
But neither is his opinion probable, nor is the argument valid. For it cannot come about that water be so attenuated that it can be carried above Heaven: first, on account of the solidity and continuity of the heaven, which affords passage to nothing; then, on account of the region of fire spread over the air, which would utterly consume all force of such vapors; next, because the natural terminus of the things that are borne upward is the nearest extremity of the Moon's sphere — for fire, the lightest of all bodies, seeks no places beyond. Further, although every body, by the Mathematical reckoning (whereby it is thought of as separated from all natural matter), is said to be able to be rarefied and divided to infinity, yet that this really happen is in no natural body possible: for of all things consisting of nature there is a fixed limit, set by nature, both of smallness and largeness and of density and rarity; wherefore water cannot subsist at any rarity whatsoever, but if it be attenuated more than its nature bears, it is straightway turned into air, and this, rarefied too much, is changed into fire.35



Sed, ut brevi praecidam, universe opinionem istam de aquis super sydera positis confutabo. Nullo modo est credibile veram et naturalem aquam esse supra Caelum: etenim, cum sit aqua corpus gravius et crassius atque ignobilius aëre, esset profecto contra naturalem rerum ordinem et contra bonam universi dispositionem tantam vim aquarum, certe longe maiorem omnibus aquis terrestribus, non modo super aërem, sed etiam super octo caelestes orbes esse locatam. Nam et ratio docet et confirmat experientia naturalem aquae locum esse infra aërem et proxime supra terram: cernimus enim aquam non quiescere in aëre, et quae in sublimi aëre ex nubibus generatur statim suopte nutu et pondere deorsum praecipitari; quare, si aqua esset supra Caelum, negari non posset eam illic esse contra naturam suam ac violente; atqui nullum violentum est perpetuum; nec est credibile Deum, qui in exordio mundi res omnes quas potenter condidit sapienter etiam et cuiusque rei naturae convenienter disposuit, tantam aquarum copiam contra naturalem earum propensionem atque impetum supra Caelos collocasse. Si natura, ut saepe usurpat Aristoteles, nihil facit frustra, quanto minus Deus, omnis naturae sapientissimus opifex, frustra tantam aquarum vim posuisset super caelum, et tot annorum millibus violente ibi [tenuisset]...
But, to cut it short, I will refute this opinion about waters placed above the stars universally. In no way is it credible that there is true and natural water above Heaven: for, since water is a body heavier and coarser and more ignoble than air, it would surely be against the natural order of things and against the good disposition of the universe that so great a force of waters — certainly far greater than all the earthly waters — should be placed not only above the air, but even above the eight celestial spheres. For both reason teaches and experience confirms that the natural place of water is below the air and nearest above the earth: for we see that water does not rest in the air, and that the water which is generated in the upper air from clouds is at once cast down by its own inclination and weight; wherefore, if water were above Heaven, it could not be denied that it is there against its nature and by violence; but nothing violent is perpetual; nor is it credible that God — who, at the world's beginning, ordered all the things he powerfully founded also wisely and suitably to the nature of each thing — placed so great a quantity of waters, against their natural inclination and impetus, above the Heavens. If nature, as Aristotle often affirms, does nothing in vain, how much less would God, the most wise Maker of all nature, have placed so great a force of waters above heaven in vain, and for so many thousands of years [held them] there by violence...36



...ibi tenuisset; praesertim cum earum aquarum nullus satis idoneus et probabilis usus excogitari possit. Nam quod aiunt quidam opus fuisse earum refrigeratione ad mitigandum ac moderandum ardorem syderum, Peripateticis nequaquam probaretur: sydera enim non esse calida et ignea demonstravit Aristoteles libro secundo de Caelo et primo libro Meteororum, et nos ostendemus in alio libro, quem de caelis et syderibus scripsimus, et huic subnectemus. Verum demus esse calida et ignea: at quanto satius fuisset a principio non plus caloris tribuere cuique syderi quam quantum utile futurum erat ad mundi conservationem, quam immoderatum syderibus largiri calorem, ad quem postea corrigendum et temperandum opus fuerit isto tam violento aquarum remedio. Et vero, si aqua illa refrigerando minuit ardorem syderum, id fieri non posset sine alteratione: remissio enim unius contrarii, auctore Aristotele, non fit nisi propter contrarii admixtionem; quamobrem perpetuo sydera alterarentur et quodammodo corrumperentur, certe in illis notabilis aliqua variatio evenisset, quae tamen ne minima quidem post mundum conditum adhuc potuit deprehendi. Cum autem sydera non calefaciant nisi per lucem, ut remittatur eorum vis calefaciendi necessum esset pariter etiam minui vim et copiam lucis, quam tamen eandem omni aevo et invariabilem fuisse concessu omnium constat. Porro inter contraria mutua est pugna, et, ut Philosophi loquuntur, actio et reactio: quocirca et aqua illa, reprimens vim caloris, vicissim syderum ardore calesceret atque tabesceret, ac tandem interiret; cuius interitus et irritum faceret primum Dei consilium atque propositum, et locum aquae corruptae inanem et vacuum relinqueret, vel aliquid in eius locum recens generatum sufficeretur, vel aquarum interitus proficeret ad incrementum syderum, et insignis aliqua syderibus fieret accessio. Haec cum sint et rationi et sensibus et doctorum hominum observationibus plane contraria, sunt etiam omnino repudianda et reiicienda, e quibus haec necessario conficiuntur.
...held them there by violence — especially since no sufficiently fitting and probable use of those waters can be devised. For as to what some say, that there was need of their cooling to mitigate and moderate the heat of the stars, this would by no means be approved by the Peripatetics: for that the stars are not hot and fiery Aristotle demonstrated in the second book On the Heaven and the first book of the Meteorology, and we shall show it in another book, which we have written on the heavens and the stars and will append to this. But let us grant that they are hot and fiery: yet how much better would it have been, from the beginning, not to give each star more heat than would be useful for the conservation of the world, than to lavish immoderate heat on the stars, for the correcting and tempering of which there should afterward be need of so violent a remedy of waters. And indeed, if that water by cooling lessens the heat of the stars, that could not happen without alteration: for the remission of one contrary, on Aristotle's authority, does not come about except by the admixture of its contrary; wherefore the stars would be perpetually altered and in a manner corrupted, and surely some notable variation would have arisen in them — which, however, not even the slightest, since the founding of the world, has yet been able to be detected. And since the stars do not give heat except by light, in order that their heating power be remitted it would be necessary that the force and quantity of light be likewise diminished — which light, however, all admit to have been the same and invariable through every age. Furthermore, between contraries there is mutual conflict and, as the Philosophers say, action and reaction: wherefore that water too, repressing the force of heat, would in turn grow hot by the burning of the stars, and waste away, and at last perish; and its perishing would frustrate and make void God's first counsel and purpose, and would leave the place of the corrupted water empty and void — or something newly generated would be substituted in its place, or the perishing of the waters would contribute to the increase of the stars, and some notable accession would be made to the stars. Since these things are plainly contrary to reason, to the senses, and to the observations of learned men, the premises from which they necessarily follow are also wholly to be repudiated and rejected.37



Alii, his opinor convicti rationibus, opinantur eas aquas esse comparatas ad retundendum ardorem ignis elementaris sub orbem lunae subiecti, qui, cum sit mole amplissimus potentiaque efficacissimus, nisi esset ita repressus, omnia conficeret atque consumeret. Sed hoc futile est: nam neque ille ignis, cum sit in rarissima ac tenuissima materia, magnam habet calefaciendi vim; et ei, quantacumque ipsa sit reprimendae, tum media regio aëris frigidissima, tum immensa terrestrium aquarum copia abunde sufficit; ac ne illa quidem supercaelestis aqua posset ad elementum ignis frigus suum transmittere, impedita quippe esset octo caelestium orbium interpositu, qui, cum sint incorruptibiles, nec frigoris neque cuiusquam aliarum qualitatum quae vim habent corrumpendi sunt capaces. Quidam vero sic argumentatur: cum duae sint in sublunari mundo principes qualitates vim agendi habentes, Calor et Frigus, harum in caelis causas esse [aliquas effectrices et conservatrices]...
Others, convinced (I suppose) by these arguments, think that those waters were provided to beat back the heat of the elemental fire set beneath the sphere of the moon — which, since it is most ample in mass and most efficacious in power, would, unless it were thus repressed, destroy and consume all things. But this is futile: for neither does that fire, since it is in the rarest and thinnest matter, have a great power of heating; and for repressing it, however great it be, both the most cold middle region of the air and the immense quantity of earthly waters abundantly suffice; nor indeed could that supercelestial water transmit its cold to the element of fire, for it would be hindered by the interposition of the eight celestial spheres, which, since they are incorruptible, are capable neither of cold nor of any of the other qualities that have power to corrupt. But a certain one argues thus: since there are in the sublunary world two principal qualities having power to act, Heat and Cold, there must be in the heavens [some causes that produce and preserve] them...38



...esse aliquas effectrices et conservatrices necesse est. Quemadmodum igitur Caeli astriferi syderum lumine calorem generant ac tuentur, ita ratio suadet esse Caelum aliquod aqueum, cuius potentia frigus effici et conservari possit. Verum haec infirma est argumentatio: nam neque caelum illud per tot orbes intermedios vim frigoris transmittere posset ad res sublunares; et Astronomi vim frigefaciendi etiam astris, ut Saturno, tribuunt; multi praeterea hoc referunt ad varias influentiarum facultates quas caelis assignant. Denique sententia est Peripateticorum Caelum per lumen facere tam calorem quam frigus, diversa tamen ratione — illum quidem per se, hoc autem per accidens; nam praesentia luminis facit calorem, absentia vero frigus: quo enim lumen Solis aut nullo modo aut tenuiter pertingit, inibi frigus vigere ac roborari cernimus.
...there must be some causes that produce and preserve them. As, therefore, the star-bearing Heavens generate and maintain heat by the light of the stars, so reason persuades that there is some watery Heaven, by whose power cold may be produced and preserved. But this is a weak argument: for neither could that heaven transmit the force of cold to sublunary things through so many intervening spheres; and the Astronomers attribute the power of cooling to the stars too, as to Saturn; and many besides refer this to the various faculties of the influences which they assign to the heavens. Finally, it is the opinion of the Peripatetics that the Heaven produces both heat and cold by light, yet in a different manner — heat by itself, but cold by accident; for the presence of light produces heat, but its absence cold: for wherever the light of the Sun reaches either not at all or only thinly, there we perceive cold to thrive and be strengthened.39



Sunt alii qui multo aliter aquas illas interpretantur, quarum interpretationes atque sententias, ut propositum et promissum meum impleam et satisfaciam lectori, tacitas praeterire non debeo. Beatus Augustinus prioris libri de Genesi contra Manichaeos cap. 11 per aquas interpretatur materiam; per firmamentum, caelum astriferum, quod dividit inter materiam rerum invisibilium atque supercaelestium, et inter materiam inferiorum et sublunarium corporum: dici autem aquas illas invisibiles esse supra Caelum, non tam locorum spaciis quam naturae dignitate. Sic ille. Verum, ne hoc affirmate et pro certo dicere videretur, proxime subiicit: “Quamquam de hac re nihil temere affirmandum est: obscura est enim et remota a sensibus hominum.” Bene habet quod hoc Augustinus dubitanter sensit, non enim est probabile: nam praeterquam quod facere Angelos ex materia concretos abhorret multum a doctrina iampridem probata a Theologis, ipsa etiam interpretatio tota est figurata et mystica, nec verborum Mosis sententiae inhaerens, nimiumque violente contorta.
There are others who interpret those waters far otherwise, whose interpretations and opinions, that I may fulfill my purpose and promise and satisfy the reader, I ought not to pass over in silence. Blessed Augustine, in the first book on Genesis against the Manichees, chapter 11, interprets by the waters matter; by the firmament, the star-bearing heaven, which divides between the matter of invisible and supercelestial things and the matter of inferior and sublunary bodies: and that those invisible waters are said to be above Heaven not so much by spatial distances as by dignity of nature. So he. But, lest he should seem to say this by assertion and for certain, he immediately adds: “Although nothing is to be rashly affirmed about this matter: for it is obscure and remote from the senses of men.” It is well that Augustine held this hesitantly, for it is not probable: for, besides that to make Angels concrete out of matter abhors greatly from the teaching long since approved by the Theologians, the interpretation itself is also wholly figurative and mystical, not cleaving to the meaning of Moses' words, and twisted too violently.40



Est multorum Theologorum alia quaedam opinio, in primis hoc loco perpendenda et diiudicanda. Placet multis per aquas superiores intelligendum esse nonum Caelum, ab ipsis dictum Chrystallinum et putatum primum mobile; per firmamentum autem interpretantur vel octavum orbem tantummodo, vel ipsum una cum septem ei subiectis planetarum orbibus. Haec praeter ceteras sententias probatur S. Bonaventurae in 2 sent. dist. 14, et Aegidio in 2 parte operis quod scribit in Hexameron c. 14 et sequentibus, nec paucis aliis scholasticis Theologis; quibus aggregare oportet Nicolaum de Lyra, Tostatum, Caietanum et Catharinum. Propterea vero nonum Caelum putant a Mose nomine aquarum appellatum, quod magnam cum aqua similitudinem et convenientiam habeat. Sed quae sit ista convenientia et similitudo, quoniam ceteris diligentius et enucleatius exponit Bonaventura, ipsum audiamus: in 2 li. Sent. d. 14 art. 1 ad hunc modum ipse Philosophatur: “In aqua elementari tres esse proprietates: perspicuitatem, frigiditatem et gravitatem. In perspicuitate nonum caelum formaliter convenit cum vera et naturali aqua; in gravitate nullo modo convenit; in frigiditate partim convenit, partim autem minime: formaliter quidem non convenit, quia non est actu frigidum, at vero virtualiter et effective maxime [convenit]...”
There is another opinion of many Theologians, especially to be weighed and judged in this place. It pleases many that by the upper waters is to be understood the ninth Heaven, called by them the Crystalline and supposed to be the prime mobile; while by the firmament they interpret either the eighth sphere alone, or it together with the seven planetary spheres beneath it. This opinion, beyond the rest, is approved by St. Bonaventure on the second book of the Sentences, distinction 14, and by Giles, in the second part of the work he writes on the Hexaëmeron, chapter 14 and following, and by not a few other scholastic Theologians; to whom must be added Nicholas of Lyra, Tostatus, Cajetan, and Catharinus. And they think the ninth Heaven was called by Moses by the name of waters because it has a great likeness and agreement with water. But what that agreement and likeness is — since Bonaventure expounds it more carefully and clearly than the rest — let us hear him: on the second book of the Sentences, distinction 14, article 1, he philosophizes in this manner: “In elemental water there are three properties: transparency, coldness, and weight. In transparency the ninth heaven formally agrees with true and natural water; in weight it in no way agrees; in coldness it partly agrees and partly not at all: formally indeed it does not agree, because it is not actually cold, but virtually and effectively it most of all [agrees]...”41



...maxime convenit: habet enim itidem refrigerandi vim ut aqua. Quapropter, cum nonum caelum duas habeat aquae proprietates, non inepte aquarum nomine appellatur.” Sic ille. Ceterum istam opinionem non est difficile multis et validis rationibus refellere. Principio, secundum istos fateri oportet Mosem in brevissima narratione tripliciter variasse significationem huius vocis “Aqua”: etenim cum primo dixit, “Et spiritus Domini ferebatur super aquas,” isti per aquas exponunt materiam primam vel corpulentam quandam massam; cum autem postea subiungit, “Fiat firmamentum in medio aquarum, et dividat aquas ab aquis,” per aquas superiores interpretantur nonum caelum; cum vero Moses tertio loco dixit, “Congregentur aquae quae sub caelo sunt in locum unum,” isti nomine aquarum verum aquae elementum intelligendum esse censent. Quis igitur, etiamsi non nimis acute videat, non videt eam interpretationem et procul esse a vero, et vitiosam facere ac reprehensioni obnoxiam narrationem Mosis, ut quem faciat, perexiguo intervallo eiusdem vocis ter variata significatione, in doctrina tam seria et gravi nimis ambigue et obscure loqui? Verum cominus istam de caelo Crystallino opinionem propriis argumentorum machinis oppugnemus.
...most of all agrees: for it has likewise a power of cooling, as water has. Wherefore, since the ninth heaven has two of the properties of water, it is not ineptly called by the name of waters.” So he. But it is not difficult to refute that opinion by many and strong arguments. First, according to these men one must admit that Moses, in a very brief narrative, varied the signification of this word “Water” three times: for when he first said, “And the Spirit of the Lord was borne over the waters,” these expound by the waters prime matter or a kind of bulky mass; but when he afterward adds, “Let there be a firmament in the midst of the waters, and let it divide the waters from the waters,” by the upper waters they interpret the ninth heaven; and when Moses said, in the third place, “Let the waters that are under heaven be gathered into one place,” these judge that by the name of waters the true element of water is to be understood. Who then — even if he does not see too keenly — does not see that this interpretation is both far from the truth, and makes Moses' narrative faulty and liable to censure, in that it makes him, within a very small interval, by varying the signification of the same word three times, speak too ambiguously and obscurely in a matter so serious and grave? But let us attack this opinion of the Crystalline heaven at close quarters, with the engines of its own [refuting] arguments.42



Ac primo, propositum et institutum Mosis, qui hanc historiam scripsit Hebraeis rudibus nec doctrinae rerum invisibilium capacibus, illud profecto fuit (ut non semel antea meminimus) originem atque primordia mundi huius corporei et aspectabilis, et creationem rerum omnium quae in hoc mundo humanis patent sensibus, enarrare: nonum autem caelum est prorsus inaspectabile, nec modo non manifestum vulgo, sed etiam doctissimis Philosophorum et Astrologorum usque ad Hyparchi vel Ptolemaei tempora incompertum. Deinde, si nonum caelum, quia perspicuum est aut vim habet refrigerandi, propterea dicitur aqua, pari ratione orbis Saturni appellari deberet aqua, quippe cum totus praeter astrum Saturni sit pellucidus, ipsum autem astrum frigidissimum esse censeatur ab Astrologis. Postea, perabsurda est locutio et nimis remota a communi loquendi consuetudine appellare aliquid simpliciter aquam quod habeat vel perspicuitatem vel refrigerandi potentiam aquae similem: sic enim et vitrum et oppium et lactucam appellare aquam possemus.
And first, the purpose and design of Moses, who wrote this history for rude Hebrews not capable of the doctrine of invisible things, was assuredly this (as we have more than once remarked before): to recount the origin and first beginnings of this corporeal and visible world, and the creation of all the things which in this world lie open to human senses. But the ninth heaven is utterly invisible, and not only not manifest to the common people, but even unknown to the most learned of the Philosophers and Astrologers down to the times of Hipparchus or Ptolemy. Next, if the ninth heaven, because it is transparent or has a power of cooling, is on that account called water, then by the same reasoning the sphere of Saturn ought to be called water — since the whole of it, except the star Saturn, is pellucid, while the star itself is judged by the Astrologers to be most cold. Further, it is a most absurd manner of speaking, and too far removed from the common usage of speech, to call anything simply “water” that has either transparency or a cooling power similar to water's: for thus we could call glass, and opium, and lettuce “water.”43



Illud quoque mirum est qua ratione istis exploratum et perspectum fuerit nonum caelum esse diaphanum et Crystallo simile, cum ad eius rei notitiam nec sensuum adminiculo, nec ullis ingenii opibus, nec cuiusquam nobilium Philosophorum testificatione aut monitu pervenire potuerint. Certe fuit proprium hoc eorum inventum, qui, cum persuasum haberent aquas illas esse super sydera, quo graviora vitarent incommoda, caelum illud Crystallinum ingeniose commenti sunt. Sed quis obsecro scit mortalium nonum illud caelum sit totum omnino pellucidum et perspicuum, necne? Quid? Quod arbitrantur isti [nonum illud caelum esse primum mobile]...
This too is strange: by what reasoning it was ascertained and clearly seen by these men that the ninth heaven is diaphanous and like crystal, since they could not have come to the knowledge of that matter either by the aid of the senses, or by any resources of wit, or by the testimony or warning of any of the noble Philosophers. Surely this was a peculiar invention of those who, since they were persuaded that those waters are above the stars, ingeniously devised that Crystalline heaven in order to avoid the heavier difficulties. But who, I beseech you, of mortals knows whether that ninth heaven is wholly pellucid and transparent throughout, or not? What of the fact that these men think [that ninth heaven to be the prime mobile]...44



...isti nonum illud caelum esse primum mobile, repugnantibus fere qui trecentos abhinc annos fuere Mathematicis, qui se certis observationibus compertum habere dicunt aliud esse caelum nono superius, quod vere sit primum mobile. Quare duo sunt caeli supra firmamentum, ambo et mobiles et instellati: cur non etiam pellucidi, ut pariter ambo nomine aquarum appellari queant? Quod autem de suo addit Bonaventura, propterea nonum caelum rite nominari aquam, licet actu non sit frigidum, quod naturali potentia refrigerandi polleat: nullo id experimento aut coniectura, nedum certa ratione, probari potest; cum enim refrigeratio noni Caeli nullo argumento ab ipso fuerit deprehensa, nec vero deprehendi possit a quopiam, satis apparet nullam mereri fidem et prorsus esse improbabile.
...that ninth heaven to be the prime mobile — almost in contradiction to the Mathematicians who lived some three hundred years ago, who say they have ascertained by sure observations that there is another heaven above the ninth, which is truly the prime mobile. Wherefore there are two heavens above the firmament, both mobile and starless: why not transparent too, so that both alike might be called by the name of waters? And as for what Bonaventure adds on his own — that the ninth heaven is rightly named water, although it is not actually cold, because it is strong in a natural power of cooling: this can be proved by no experiment or conjecture, much less by sure reasoning; for since the cooling of the ninth Heaven has been detected by no argument from it, nor indeed can be detected by anyone, it sufficiently appears that it deserves no belief and is wholly improbable.45



Nam quasnam res, aut qua ratione Caelum illud refrigerat? An sydera? Sed negat Bonaventura ea formaliter esse calida: cui consequens est nec egere refrigeratione, nec ea posse affici. An illa refrigeratio non in Caelis, sed in his quae sunt infra caelos exercetur? Sed primo exponi debet per quam vim et qualitatem caelum refrigeret, cum non sit actu frigidum. Etenim Aristoteli et peripateticis stat non aliter Caelum agere in res sublunares quam per motum et lumen. Illa porro vis refrigerandi, cum transire debeat elementum ignis, aut eam omnem corrumperet ignis, aut ab ea ipse corrumperetur. Oporteret etiam sublimiora loca esse omnia frigidiora, scilicet quo propius vim illam refrigerandi acciperent. Et cum caelum illud sit uniforme et simili modo totum moveatur, simili etiam parique modo refrigeraret omnia, quod valde noxium esset: certe falsum esse demonstrat experientia. Atque haec quidem ab aliis de supercaelestibus aquis sunt prodita.
For what things, or by what means, does that Heaven cool? Is it the stars? But Bonaventure denies that they are formally hot — whence it follows that they neither need cooling nor can be affected by it. Or is that cooling exercised not in the Heavens, but in the things that are below the heavens? But first it must be explained by what force and quality the heaven cools, since it is not actually cold. For it stands fixed for Aristotle and the Peripatetics that the Heaven acts upon sublunary things in no other way than by motion and light. Further, that cooling power, since it must pass through the element of fire, would either be wholly corrupted by the fire, or the fire itself would be corrupted by it. It would also have to be that all the loftier places are colder — namely, the nearer they receive that cooling power. And since that heaven is uniform and is wholly moved in a like manner, it would cool all things in a like and equal manner too, which would be very harmful: that this is false experience demonstrates. And these are the things handed down by others concerning the supercelestial waters.46



Restat ut paucis aperiamus et expediamus (confutatis namque aliorum opinionibus, hoc unum est reliquum) sententiam nostram, non quidem a nobis primo inventam, sed nobis tamen praeter ceteras probatam: cuius eo facilior atque promptior erit explicatio et probatio, quod paulo superius, cum egimus de firmamento, satis perspicue ostendimus nomine firmamenti hoc loco Mosem non caelum sydereum, sed spacium aëreum quod circum terram usquequaque diffusum est et usque ad sydera expansum, significare voluisse. Nos igitur existimamus aquas quae sunt super firmamentum non esse alias quam quae in sublimi aëre, quam mediam regionem aëris vocant philosophi, generantur. Si enim firmamentum, hoc loco, est spacium aëreum quod interpatet inter terram et sydera, proculdubio aquas quae supra firmamentum sunt non alias interpretari convenit quam quae in superiori parte aëris gignuntur: illuc enim vapores ex terra et aquis, potentia solis elati, densantur et coguntur in nubes, ex quibus imbres generati tam large et commode ad irrigandam et fecundandam terram defluunt, tanta nonnunquam copia et impetu ut videantur illic esse ingentes lacus et flumina, quin etiam [maria]...
It remains that we open up and dispatch in few words (for, the opinions of others being refuted, this one thing is left) our own opinion — not indeed first discovered by us, yet approved by us beyond the rest. Its explanation and proof will be the easier and readier because, a little above, when we treated of the firmament, we showed clearly enough that by the name of firmament in this place Moses meant to signify not the starry heaven, but the aerial space which is diffused on every side around the earth and expanded up to the stars. We therefore judge that the waters which are above the firmament are none other than those which are generated in the upper air, which the philosophers call the middle region of the air. For if the firmament, in this place, is the aerial space which lies open between the earth and the stars, then without doubt it is fitting to interpret the waters which are above the firmament as none other than those which are begotten in the upper part of the air: for thither the vapors raised from earth and waters by the power of the sun are condensed and gathered into clouds, from which the rains, generated, flow down so abundantly and conveniently to water and make fruitful the earth, sometimes with such quantity and force that there seem to be there huge lakes and rivers — nay, even [seas]...47



...etiam maria. Quocirca, ut fieret diluvium, Scriptura narrat reseratas esse caeli cataractas, quo significantur densissimi imbres maximo impetu et fragore deorsum praecipitati. Ad hoc intelligendum pertinet quod tradit Aristoteles primo libro Meteororum, summa tertia, capite primo: inter Caelum et terram ferri per aëra ingens quoddam flumen, sursum ascendens et deorsum descendens perpetua vicissitudine. Verba eius sic habent: “Oportet autem intelligere hunc veluti fluvium fluere circulariter sursum et deorsum, communem aëris et aquae: prope enim existente sole, vaporis sursum fluit fluvius; cum autem elongatur, aquae deorsum. Et hoc perenne vult fieri secundum ordinem. Quare, si obscure dicebant Oceanum priores, forte utique hunc fluvium dicebant circulariter fluentem circa terram.” Hactenus Aristoteles. Similia sunt quae docet Salomon Proverb. 8, cum ait, “Quando praeparabat caelos aderam, quando aethera firmabat sursum, et librabat fontes aquarum.” Pro illo vocabulo “Aethera” Hebraice est שחקים Shechachim, quod proprie significat nubes; quamobrem Septuaginta verterunt Graece τὰ ἄνω νέφη, hoc est supernas nebulas seu nubes. Quare quod sequitur, “Et librabat fontes aquarum,” non de fontibus qui e terra scaturiunt accipiendum est, sed potius de fontibus caelestibus, qui nimirum ex nubibus aquam in terram profundunt. Dicitur autem Deus librasse fontes aquarum, eo quod in excelso aëre suspendit nubes, e quibus quasi e fontibus imbres effundit, non sine modo, sed quasi librando et cum mensura, ne aut nimium parca aut nimium larga huiusmodi aquarum profusio terris noceat. Quo spectat illud apud Iob capite vicesimosexto, “Qui ligat aquas in nubibus suis, ut non erumpant pariter deorsum.”
...even seas. Wherefore, that the flood might come about, Scripture relates that the cataracts of heaven were unbarred — by which are signified the densest rains, hurled down with the greatest force and crash. To understanding this pertains what Aristotle hands down in the first book of the Meteorology, third section, chapter one: that between Heaven and earth there is borne through the air a certain huge river, ascending upward and descending downward in perpetual alternation. His words run thus: “One must understand this as a kind of river flowing in a circle, upward and downward, common to air and water: for when the sun is near, the river of vapor flows upward; but when it is far off, the water flows downward. And he wishes this to happen perennially, in due order. Wherefore, if the ancients spoke obscurely of Ocean, perhaps indeed they meant this river flowing in a circle around the earth.” Thus far Aristotle. Similar are the things Solomon teaches in Proverbs 8, when he says, “When he prepared the heavens, I was present; when he made firm the ether above, and balanced the fountains of waters.” For that word “ether,” in Hebrew it is שחקים (Shechachim), which properly signifies clouds; wherefore the Seventy rendered it in Greek τὰ ἄνω νέφη, that is, the upper mists or clouds. So that what follows, “And he balanced the fountains of waters,” is not to be taken of the springs that gush from the earth, but rather of the celestial fountains, which indeed pour out water from the clouds upon the earth. And God is said to have balanced the fountains of waters because, in the high air, he suspends the clouds, from which, as from fountains, he pours out the rains — not without measure, but as if by weighing and with measure, lest a profusion of such waters either too sparing or too lavish should harm the lands. To this looks that passage in Job, chapter twenty-six, “Who binds the waters in his clouds, that they break not out all together downward.”48



Placet itaque nobis secundo die factum esse firmamentum, hoc est, ex materia illa nebulosa et aquea quae interius spacium opplebat, magis tenuata, factum esse aërem, et, si quis supra aërem est, ignem. Sic enim multi censuerunt. Sed similius vero est quod supra diximus, omnia quatuor elementa esse facta simul in principio una cum caelis; et hoc secundo die, hoc spatium supra terram usquequaque amplissime diffusum, quod Hebraice dicitur רקיע Rachiah, Graece στερέωμα, Latine firmamentum, secundum inferiorem sui partem quam tenet aër, factum esse naturalem locum generationis aquarum pluvialium, et firmissimum atque immutabile interstitium inter aquas caelestes (id est aëreas) et terrestres. Illud quoque nobis fit verisimile, mediam aëris regionem, in qua perennis fit istiusmodi aquarum generatio, factam esse tunc actu frigidam, scilicet ut frigore suo iuvaret condensationem et concretionem nubium, et ex his procreationem imbrium. Nisi forte putet quispiam mediam illam aëris oram, ob remotionem tam inferne quam superne ab omni calore, ex se frigidam esse: quod ut Stoici ultro concederent, quibus aër suapte natura frigidus est, ita negandum esset Aristoteli, qui aërem facit natura sua calidum et humidum. De his porro aquis supercaelestibus, quae sunt super aërem (saepe dictum in Scriptura caelum), permulti [Scripturae loci]...
We are therefore content that on the second day the firmament was made — that is, that from that nebulous and watery matter which filled the inner space, when further rarefied, air was made, and, if there is anything above the air, fire. For so many have judged. But it is more likely true, as we said above, that all four elements were made together in the beginning along with the heavens; and that on this second day this space, spread most amply on every side above the earth — which in Hebrew is called רקיע (Rachiah), in Greek στερέωμα, in Latin firmamentum — according to its lower part, which the air holds, was made the natural place for the generation of rain-waters, and a most firm and immutable interstice between the celestial (that is, aerial) waters and the terrestrial. This too becomes probable to us, that the middle region of the air, in which the perennial generation of such waters takes place, was then made actually cold — namely, that by its cold it might assist the condensation and congealing of clouds, and from these the production of rains. Unless perhaps someone think that that middle tract of the air is cold of itself, on account of its remoteness, both below and above, from all heat: which, although the Stoics would readily grant — for whom the air is by its own nature cold — must yet be denied against Aristotle, who makes the air by its nature hot and moist. Furthermore, concerning these supercelestial waters, which are above the air (often called “heaven” in Scripture), very many [passages of Scripture]...49



...multi Scripturae loci commodissime intelliguntur: veluti cum dicitur Deus prohibere pluvias de Caelo, dare pluviam de Caelo, vel continere eam in caelo, aut claudere caelum ne pluat, et rursus aperire ut pluat; cum vocatur caelum pluviosum vel siccum; cum dicitur aquis tegere superiora caeli, vel operire caelum nubibus; et cum dicitur, quo diluvium fieret, aperuisse Deum caeli cataractas. Apud Malachiam capite tertio ait Dominus, “Si non aperuero vobis cataractas caeli, et effudero vobis benedictionem usque ad abundantiam.” Apud Hieremiam capite decimo: “Ad vocem suam dat Deus multitudinem aquarum in caelo, et elevat nebulas ab extremitatibus terrae, fulgura in pluviam facit, et educit ventum de thesauris suis.” Eadem sententia iterum ponitur ab ipso postea capite quinquagesimo primo.
...very many passages of Scripture are most conveniently understood: as when God is said to forbid rains from Heaven, to give rain from Heaven, or to hold it back in heaven, or to shut heaven that it rain not, and again to open it that it rain; when heaven is called rainy or dry; when he is said to cover the higher parts of heaven with waters, or to cover heaven with clouds; and when it is said, that the flood might come, that God opened the cataracts of heaven. In Malachi, chapter three, the Lord says, “If I do not open to you the cataracts of heaven, and pour out for you a blessing even to abundance.” In Jeremiah, chapter ten: “At his voice God gives a multitude of waters in heaven, and raises the mists from the ends of the earth; he makes lightnings into rain, and brings the wind out of his treasures.” The same statement is set down again by him afterward, in chapter fifty-one.50



Non est ignorandum hoc loco duo solere Scripturam praedicare instar magni miraculi, ad omnipotentiam Dei declarandam: alterum est, quod Deus immensam terrae molem et pondus seu suspensum super nihilo teneat, sicut ait Iob vicesimosexto, “Qui appendit terram super nihilum,” et Isaias capite quadragesimo, “Appendit tribus digitis molem terrae”; alterum est, quod supra caelum, hoc est in sublimi aëre, infinitam vim aquarum cohibeat, quarum nimia vel retentione vel profusione omnem terrarum orbem perdere facile posset. Huc spectavit Iob capite vicesimo sexto, cum dixit, “Qui ligat aquas in nubibus suis, ut non erumpant pariter deorsum,” et capite duodecimo, “Si continuerit aquas, omnia siccabuntur; et si emiserit eas, subvertent terram.” Et Plinius libro tricesimo primo capite primo, “Quid mirabilius,” inquit, “aquis in Caelo stantibus?”
It must not be unknown here that Scripture is wont to proclaim two things, as a kind of great miracle, to declare the omnipotence of God: one is, that God holds the immense mass and weight of the earth suspended over nothing, as Job says in chapter twenty-six, “Who hangs the earth upon nothing,” and Isaiah in chapter forty, “He weighs the mass of the earth with three fingers”; the other is, that above heaven — that is, in the high air — he holds in check an infinite force of waters, by whose excessive retention or profusion he could easily destroy the whole globe of the lands. To this looked Job, chapter twenty-six, when he said, “Who binds the waters in his clouds, that they break not out all together downward,” and chapter twelve, “If he hold back the waters, all things shall be dried up; and if he send them forth, they shall overturn the earth.” And Pliny, in the thirty-first book, chapter one, says, “What is more wonderful than waters standing in the Heaven?”51



Has igitur aquas sublimes et caelestes, cum sint vulgo manifestae et admirabiles, perquam credibile est Mosem ex hoc loco denotare voluisse; et ob eandem causam tum Davidem in Psalmo centesimoquadragesimooctavo, tum etiam tres illos iuvenes Hebraeos in eo Hymno, quem per medios ignis Babilonici globos intacti Deo cantabant, hasce aquas invitasse ad laudandum Deum, hoc est, eiusmodi aquarum contemplatione et admiratione excitasse homines ad Divinae potentiae laudes praedicandas atque celebrandas. Hanc de aquis supercaelestibus sententiam valde commendat Augustinus libro undecimo de Genesi ad litteram capite quarto, ita scribens: “Hanc ego diligentiam considerationemque laude dignissimam iudico: quod enim dixi, neque contra fidem est, et in promptu posito documento credi potest.” In hac sententia fuisse Beatum Epiphanium existimari potest, quod is in Epistola quam scripsit ad Ioannem Hierosolymitanum Episcopum, et ab Hieronymo Latine conversa est, affirmat aquas quae super caelos sunt fuisse eas quarum defluxu in terram, apertis caeli cataractis, factum est Noëticum diluvium: illas vero aquas non ex nono Caelo, sed ex aëre descendisse constat. Denique magna huius nostrae sententiae comprobatio est eorum omnium confutatio quam supra posuimus, qui hasce aquas super caelestes orbes collocaverunt. Si enim non sunt supra sydera, nusquam alibi quam supra aërem esse intelli[gi potest]...
These sublime and celestial waters, therefore, since they are manifest and admirable to the common people, it is highly credible that Moses meant to denote in this place; and for the same reason both David, in Psalm one hundred forty-eight, and also those three Hebrew youths, in that Hymn which they sang, untouched, to God amid the very globes of the Babylonian fire, invited these waters to praise God — that is, by the contemplation and admiration of such waters they stirred men to proclaim and celebrate the praises of the Divine power. This opinion concerning the supercelestial waters Augustine greatly commends, in the eleventh book on Genesis according to the Letter, chapter four, writing thus: “This diligence and consideration I judge most worthy of praise: for what I have said is neither against the faith, and can be believed on a ready proof.” That Blessed Epiphanius was of this opinion can be supposed, since he, in the Epistle which he wrote to John, Bishop of Jerusalem, and which was translated into Latin by Jerome, affirms that the waters which are above the heavens were those by whose flowing down upon the earth, the cataracts of heaven being opened, the Noachic flood was caused: but that those waters descended not from the ninth Heaven, but from the air, is certain. Finally, a great confirmation of this our opinion is the refutation, which we set down above, of all those who placed these waters above the celestial spheres. For if they are not above the stars, they can be understood to be nowhere else than above the air...52



...telligi potest. Ac licet aquae aliquae essent super sydera, tamen quod illae remotissimae essent ab hominum non modo sensu, sed etiam intelligentia, nec ullo signo aut effectu notabiles, equidem reor Mosem fuisse eas hoc loco tacitas praeteriturum; quemadmodum etiam de Angelis multa quae docere potuisset, ob eandem causam silentio suppressit, suscepta tantum descriptione et explicatione huius mundi corporati et aspectabilis, et earum rerum quae in sensus hominum incurrunt, vel ex iis quae percepta sunt sensibus promptissime facillimeque possunt cognosci.
...And although there were some waters above the stars, yet, because those would be most remote from men not only in sense but even in understanding, and notable by no sign or effect, I for my part think that Moses would have passed them over in silence in this place — just as also concerning the Angels he suppressed in silence many things which he could have taught, for the same reason, having undertaken only the description and explanation of this corporeal and visible world, and of those things which fall under the senses of men, or which can be most readily and easily known from the things that are perceived by the senses.53



Ceterum, quatuor sunt quae huic sententiae possunt opponi. Primum est, in psalmo 148 sic esse, “Laudate Deum caeli caelorum, et aquae quae super caelos sunt laudent nomen Domini”: per “caelos caelorum” haud dubie, secundum phrasim Hebraicam, intelliguntur nobilissimi et praestantissimi caeli, hoc est syderei, qui hoc nomine distinguuntur ab aëre, quem etsi nonnunquam Scriptura vocat caelum, vocat tamen caelum praecise, nunquam autem caelum caeli vel caelos caelorum. Quare cum proxime David subiicit, “Et aquae quae super caelos sunt laudent nomen Domini,” utique accipiendum est de caelis quos proxime ante dixerat caelos caelorum. Ex hoc igitur loco palam fit esse aquas super caelos sydereos. Alterum est, in hymno trium puerorum commemorari omnia Dei opera, non inordinate, sed eo ordine ut a supremis per media descendatur ad infima: primo autem loco ponuntur Angeli, secundo loco caeli, tertio aquae quae super caelos sunt, quarto sol luna et stellae; cum igitur aquae supercaelestes recenseantur statim post Angelos et caelos, et ante sydera omnia, manifestum fit eas aquas locatas esse super sydera. Tertium est, in eodem hymno distincte ac separatim memorari aquas quae sunt super caelum, et eas quae in superiori aëre generantur: siquidem ante solem et lunam et stellas commemorat aquas quae supra caelos sunt, et aliquanto infra enumerat rorem, nivem, grandinem, pruinam, denique nubes et imbres, quae omnia pertinent ad aquas quae in media regione aëris gignuntur; quis igitur non liquido cernit divinam Scripturam hoc loco alias facere aquas quae sunt supra caelum, et alias quae in aëre generantur? Quartum est, Ecclesiam in eo hymno quem paulo superius pro confirmatione secundae opinionis adduximus non obscure significare esse positas aquas supra caelum ad refrigerandum et temperandum ardorem syderum, quod indicant illa verba, “Ut unda flammas temperet, Terrae solum ne dissipent.”
But there are four things that can be objected to this opinion. The first is that in Psalm 148 it stands thus, “Praise God, you heavens of heavens, and let the waters that are above the heavens praise the name of the Lord”: by “heavens of heavens,” doubtless, according to the Hebrew idiom, are understood the noblest and most excellent heavens — that is, the starry — which are distinguished by this name from the air; for although Scripture sometimes calls the air “heaven,” it calls it heaven precisely, but never “heaven of heaven” or “heavens of heavens.” Wherefore, when David next adds, “And let the waters that are above the heavens praise the name of the Lord,” it must surely be taken of the heavens which he had just before called the heavens of heavens. From this place, then, it becomes plain that there are waters above the starry heavens. The second is that in the Hymn of the Three Children all the works of God are recorded, not in disorder, but in such an order that one descends from the highest through the middle to the lowest: in the first place are set the Angels, in the second the heavens, in the third the waters that are above the heavens, in the fourth the sun, moon, and stars; since, therefore, the supercelestial waters are reckoned immediately after the Angels and the heavens, and before all the stars, it is manifest that those waters are placed above the stars. The third is that in the same hymn the waters which are above the heaven, and those which are generated in the upper air, are mentioned distinctly and separately: for before the sun and moon and stars it records the waters that are above the heavens, and somewhat below it enumerates dew, snow, hail, frost, and finally clouds and rains — all of which pertain to the waters that are begotten in the middle region of the air; who, then, does not plainly see that divine Scripture here makes some waters that are above heaven, and others that are generated in the air? The fourth is that the Church, in that hymn which we adduced a little above for the confirmation of the second opinion, not obscurely signifies that the waters are placed above heaven to cool and temper the heat of the stars — which those words indicate, “That the wave may temper the flames, lest [the waters] dissolve the earth's soil.”54



Sed his refellendis nec operosa nec longa opus est oratione. Primum enim ita solvitur: Concedamus per “caelos caelorum” significari caelos sydereos, aut potius caelum empyreum, quod sit singulari quadam ratione Dei sedes (certe est beatorum omnium, tam Angelorum quam hominum, domicilium); negamus tamen, cum subiungitur [“Et aquae quae super caelos sunt”]...
But to refute these there is need of neither a laborious nor a long discourse. The first is solved thus: Let us grant that by “heavens of heavens” are signified the starry heavens, or rather the empyrean heaven, which is in some singular way the seat of God (certainly it is the dwelling of all the blessed, both Angels and men); we deny, nevertheless, that when it is added [“And the waters that are above the heavens”]...55



...“Et aquae quae super caelos sunt,” Davidem esse locutum de praedictis caelis, sed tantum de aëreis: non enim dixit, “Et aquae quae super Caelos Caelorum sunt,” sed praecise dixit, “Quae super Caelos sunt.” Nec moveat quempiam quod Scriptura dicat pluraliter aquas esse super Caelos, quasi id non conveniret aëri: est enim hoc dictum consuetudine linguae Hebraeae, ut ante docuimus, in qua caelum caret singulari, quemadmodum apud Latinos Athenae, Syracusae, Venetiae.
...“And the waters that are above the heavens,” David was speaking of the aforesaid heavens, but only of the aerial ones: for he did not say, “And the waters that are above the Heavens of Heavens,” but said precisely, “Which are above the Heavens.” Nor let it move anyone that Scripture says in the plural that the waters are above the Heavens, as though this did not befit the air: for this is said by the custom of the Hebrew tongue, as we taught before, in which “heaven” lacks a singular — just as among the Latins Athenae, Syracusae, Venetiae.56



Ad secundum hoc modo respondendum est: futile esse argumentum illud ductum ex dispositione et ordine quo in illo hymno Dei opera numerantur; nam si ibi aquae supercaelestes ponuntur ante sydera, in Psalmo centesimoquadragesimo octavo eaedem aquae commemorantur post sydera. Quin eodem in hymno trium puerorum prius recensentur ros, pruina, nix, glacies et gelu, posterius autem dies et nox, lux et tenebrae, cum tamen haec, si ordo ille servatus esset, praeponi debuissent. Euthymius certe, illud Canticum explanans, monet nullo ordine recenseri in eo creaturas, siquidem terra, quae simul cum caelis ante alia omnia est facta, post alia multa memoratur.
To the second it must be answered in this way: that that argument drawn from the disposition and order in which the works of God are numbered in that hymn is futile; for if there the supercelestial waters are placed before the stars, in Psalm one hundred forty-eight the same waters are mentioned after the stars. Moreover, in the same Hymn of the Three Children, dew, frost, snow, ice, and cold are recounted earlier, but day and night, light and darkness later — whereas these, if that order had been kept, ought to have been placed first. Euthymius certainly, expounding that Canticle, advises that the creatures are recounted in it in no order, since the earth, which was made together with the heavens before all else, is mentioned after many other things.57



Tertium sic est diluendum: voluit Scriptura prius universe ac in commune nominare aquas quae in sublimi aëre generantur, dicens, “Et aquae quae super caelos sunt,” deinde vero omnes quasi species eiusmodi aquarum, ut sunt grando, nix, etc., sigillatim enarrare voluit: quae ratio narrandi et docendi frequens est in sacris litteris.
The third is to be dissolved thus: Scripture wished first to name universally and in common the waters that are generated in the high air, saying, “And the waters that are above the heavens,” and then to recount one by one, as it were, all the species of such waters — as are hail, snow, and the rest: which manner of narrating and teaching is frequent in the sacred writings.58



Quarti haec sit solutio: Ecclesia in illo hymno loquitur de aquis quae in caelo aëreo fiunt; his vero ait temperari calorem et ardorem syderum, non quidem calorem qui sit in ipsis syderibus, sed eum calorem qui ex syderibus accidit terrae. Nisi enim terra frequenter imbribus, rore, pruina, nive, nubibusque rigaretur, refrigeraretur, ac fecundaretur, proculdubio ardore syderum, maxime vero solis, nimium exsiccata et exusta omnino sterilesceret; et hoc plane significatur his verbis, “Ut unda flammas temperet, Terrae solum ne dissipent.”
Let this be the solution of the fourth: the Church in that hymn speaks of the waters that come to be in the aerial heaven; and by these she says the heat and burning of the stars is tempered — not indeed the heat which is in the stars themselves, but that heat which befalls the earth from the stars. For unless the earth were frequently watered, cooled, and made fruitful by rains, dew, frost, snow, and clouds, without doubt, too much dried up and scorched by the heat of the stars — and most of all of the sun — it would become wholly sterile; and this is plainly signified by those words, “That the wave may temper the flames, lest [the waters] dissolve the earth's soil.”59



Verum iam tempus est ut hanc de supercaelestibus aquis disputationem, quam propter eius magnam obscuritatem sententiarumque varietatem longius quam voluissemus producere necesse fuit, tandem hoc loco terminemus.
But now it is time that we should at last, in this place, bring to an end this disputation concerning the supercelestial waters — which, on account of its great obscurity and the variety of opinions, it was necessary to draw out longer than we should have wished.60



Translator’s notes
	Section heading (centered) introducing the commentary on the second day of creation. ↩
	Genesis 1:6, the lemma for the section on the second day. ↩
	Opens the two great questions of the second day: (1) what “firmament” means; (2) what the “waters above the firmament” are. The first opinion: “firmament” = a real celestial body — the eighth sphere of the fixed stars, or all the heavens together. Marginal gloss: “What the word ‘firmament’ signifies; the first opinion.” Sentence continues onto printed p. 90. ↩
	The first opinion (firmament = a solid celestial body): the etymology of στερέωμα/firmamentum as “solid.” Cicero, De natura deorum 1 (Velleius/Epicurus); Job 37:18; Job 14:12 (“donec atteratur caelum”); Homer (iron/brazen heaven); Aristotle, Meteorology 1, with Alexander of Aphrodisias; Basil, Hexaëmeron hom. 3; Psalm 17(18):3; Theodoret, Quaestiones in Genesim, q. 11. Marginal glosses: “Why Scripture calls the heaven by the name of firmament”; “Job 14”; “Psalm 17.” ↩
	The “crystal from frozen water” version of the firmament: Josephus, Ant. 1.1; Theodoret q. 11; Gennadius and Severian (in the Catena); Bede (Hexaëmeron), followed by Peter Lombard (Sent. II, d. 14), Peter Comestor (Historia scholastica 1.4), and Hugh. Bede's appeal to crystal, and to Peter's words in the Pseudo-Clementine Recognitions (bk. 2). Marginal gloss: “Clement of Rome.” Sentence continues onto printed p. 91. ↩
	Completes Bede's crystal view; then Basil's derision of it and his own view (the firmament forged of thin aerial matter densely packed — Isaiah 51:6 LXX, “like smoke”), with Ambrose agreeing. Catharinus's view: firmament = the eighth sphere of the fixed stars. Marginal glosses: “Basil, hom. 3 on Genesis”; “Ambrose, in the Hexaëmeron.” ↩
	Pererius's own thesis: “firmament” here does NOT mean a real celestial body. Against Catharinus: no reason to single out the eighth sphere; Scripture uses “heaven” only for a celestial body or for the air; the sun/moon (day four) are placed in the firmament but are not in the eighth heaven; the eighth heaven cannot be “in the midst of the waters” (two elements and seven planetary spheres lie between it and earthly waters); the “Saturn = lower waters” fable to be refuted below; all heavens were created before day one. Marginal glosses: “The author's opinion on the firmament”; “‘Heaven’ in Scripture is taken in two ways.” Sentence continues onto printed p. 92. ↩
	Continues the argument: no heaven is “in the midst of the waters”; the last (lunar) heaven is far from earthly waters, and there are no true waters above any celestial sphere. The “birds fly in/along the firmament” of day five (Genesis 1:20) fits no heaven; the Hebrew and LXX (κατὰ τὸ στερέωμα τοῦ οὐρανοῦ) given. Marginal refs: Acts 2; Eccles. 1. ↩
	Bede's exposition (in the Genesis commentary lately misascribed to Junilius Africanus): birds fly “under/along the firmament” because the aether (the upper air, reaching to the stars) is itself called the firmament of Heaven — just as men are said to live “under heaven” (Acts 2:5) and “under the sun” (Eccles. 1:3). ↩
	Pererius's positive thesis begins: the meaning is to be drawn from the Hebrew רקיע (raqia), from the verb רקע (raqa) = “to spread/extend out” — used thus in Isaiah 42:5; Psalms 133(136):6 & 136(135):6; Jeremiah 10:12. The Vulgate's “firmamentum” (after LXX στερέωμα) obscures this. Marginal glosses: “The author's opinion, what is signified here by the word ‘firmament’”; “The fourfold mode of extension.” Sentence continues onto printed p. 93. ↩
	The four modes of extension (dilation, rarefaction, growth, unrolling); רקיע here = the fourth (unrolling/spreading), confirmed by Psalm 103(104):2 and Isaiah 40:22 (heaven stretched like a curtain/tent). Against Lippomanus (Luigi Lippomano), who claimed רקע can mean “to make firm”: no example exists, and Hebraists don't recognize it; the “solid” sense only imitates the LXX στερέωμα. Marginal gloss: “Aloysius Lippomanus.” ↩
	Pererius's own definition: “firmament” = the whole expanded space around the earth up to the stars (as far as eyesight reaches) — its top held by heavens/stars, its bottom by fire and air; Moses uses it now of the upper part (stars set in it), now of the lower (birds fly in it; it divides the waters). This whole sublunar space was full of watery/nebulous matter (vapor-laden air). Scriptural support: Ecclesiasticus (Sirach) 24:5–6; Job 38:8–9. Marginal gloss: “What Moses signified by the name of firmament.” Sentence continues onto printed p. 94 (“...I wrapped it...”). ↩
	Completes the Job 38 quotation, then Pererius's physics of day two: the thinner part of the vapor-matter becomes air and fire (by God's power rather than light's nature, against Steuco); the coarser part settles as water, separated from the earth on day three. Marginal gloss: “Augustinus Eugubinus [Steuco], in the Cosmopoeia.” ↩
	Refinement: since all elements were made in substance before day one, day two's work is rather that air was constituted as the dividing boundary and natural place of the upper (rain) waters — not that clouds were actually raised then (Gen 2:5, “it had not yet rained”). Marginal gloss: “What was properly made on the second day.” ↩
	Pererius's arguments that firmament = the expanded space (air): the refutation of the celestial-body view; the Hebrew רקיע (raqia, “extension”); the etymology of שמים (shamayim, “heaven”) as šam (“there”) + mayim (“waters”) = “waters there,” fitting the rain-bearing air. Marginal gloss: “By firmament is properly understood the space between Heaven and earth.” Sentence continues onto printed p. 95. ↩
	Further confirmation that “firmament” = air: birds fly in it (day five); and Scripture often calls the air “heaven” — Genesis 7:11; Psalm 146(147):8; Zechariah 8:12; Matthew 16:3; Deuteronomy 28:23; 1 (3) Kings 17 (cf. Luke 4:25, James 5:17); 2 Peter 3:6–7. ↩
	The view is not new: Jerome, Ep. 83 (to Oceanus); Augustine, De Genesi ad litteram imperfectus liber, ch. 12 (the firmament = the whole aetherial frame, under which the calm upper and stormy lower air lie). ↩
	More authorities for the “firmament = air/space” view: Augustine, De Genesi ad litteram 2.4; Thomas Aquinas, ST I, q. 68; Durandus, Sent. II, d. 14; Rupert of Deutz, De Trinitate, bk. 1, ch. 22 (firmament = extended, rarefied air, “rather spirit than body,” citing Ecclesiastes 1:6). Sentence continues onto printed p. 96. ↩
	Completes Rupert; notes Steuco (Cosmopoeia) and Cajetan as defenders of the same reading (firmament = the expansion between heaven and earth, including air, fire, and the visible heavens). Marginal gloss: “Cajetan, on Genesis.” ↩
	The two objections (στερέωμα/firmament suits a solid, not air; the sun/moon/stars are placed “in the firmament” on day four). Solution to the first: “firmament” names not a most-solid body but a firm, immutable boundary between the waters (Augustine, De Genesi ad litteram 2.10; Rupert). Marginal glosses: “Two objections”; “Solution of the objections.” ↩
	Refuting weak solutions to the second objection: that Moses used “firmament” differently on days two and four (implausibly ambiguous); or that the bare word vs. “in the firmament of heaven” signals a shift (weak — it is just Hebrew idiom for “in the firmament which is heaven”); or that “in the firmament of heaven” means “above the firmament.” Sentence continues onto printed p. 97. ↩
	The preferred solution: the stars are said to be “in the firmament” either because seen through it (the air), or because רקיע covers the whole space from earth to the stars, indistinct to the senses — Moses accommodating the common view (cf. calling the moon a “great luminary,” though astronomically smaller than many stars). Thus stars belong to the firmament's upper part, the waters to its lower (air) part. “Waters above the heavens” (Ps. 148:4) is just the Hebrew plural שמים (shamayim), like the plural-only Latin place-names Athenae/Syracusae/Venetiae. (Aquinas ref printed “q. 30”; the relevant questions are ST I qq. 68 & 70.) Marginal ref: Ps. 148. ↩
	Begins the second great question: what the “waters above the firmament” are — hardest for those holding firmament = the starry heaven. The first interpretation, Origen's: figurative/mystical — the upper waters = the blessed Angels (reported by Epiphanius, Ep. to John of Jerusalem, and Jerome, Ep. to Pammachius). Marginal glosses: “What sort the waters placed above the firmament are”; “Origen's opinion, that by the waters placed above heaven the angels are understood.” Sentence continues onto printed p. 98. ↩
	Completes Origen's figurative reading (upper waters = the good Angels [Ps. 148:4], lower waters = the fallen ones), refuted by Epiphanius, Jerome, and Basil (who dismisses it as an old wives' tale), and by Pererius: it corrupts the literal sense, and Scripture (Ps. 104:2–3 Heb.; Ps. 148 & the Canticle of Dan. 3) distinguishes the upper waters FROM the angels. Rupert, De Trinitate bk. 1, ch. 23. (“libro vigesimotertio Confessionum” — a printer's slip: the Confessions have 13 books; the passage is bk. 13, ch. 32; Augustine retracts it at Retractations 2.6.) Marginal glosses: “Ps. 148”; “Origen is refuted by Epiphanius, Jerome, Basil, and the author”; “Dan. 3.” ↩
	The second opinion: that there are real, natural waters above the starry heaven (Justin Martyr, Responsiones ad orthodoxos q. 93; Philo; Josephus; Basil, Hexaëmeron hom. 3; and others named below). Their proposed purpose: to temper the heat of the stars (Ps. 104:3). Marginal glosses: “Ps. 103”; “The second opinion — of Justin Martyr, Philo, Josephus, Basil, Theodoret, Gennadius, Ambrose — that there are true waters above heaven.” Sentence (Basil's quotation) continues onto printed p. 99. ↩
	Basil's argument (Hexaëmeron hom. 3): God set waters above and below heaven to temper the heat of the fires; shared by Theodoret (q. 11), Gennadius, and Severian (in the Catena). Ambrose (Hexaëmeron 2.2) adds two signs: sudden torrential rains, and the Sun appearing “wet” as if drawing up water to cool itself. ↩
	Bede (De natura rerum) reports, but rejects, the view that the supercelestial waters were stored for the Flood, preferring the “tempering the stars' heat” reason; Tostatus ascribes the Flood-view to “a certain solemn doctor.” Pererius refutes it: it would require the heavens to be ruptured and resealed, and (since no more general flood, Gen. 9:11) any unused remainder would be pointless. Marginal gloss: “That the supercelestial waters were not reserved for the general flood.” ↩
	Introduces the Monday-Vespers hymn “Immense caeli conditor,” cited as supposed Church testimony for waters set above to temper the celestial fires. ↩
	The hymn “Immense caeli conditor” (Monday Vespers; attributed to Gregory the Great), printed in two columns on the page — read across as the eight lines given here. ↩
	Two further supports for the supercelestial waters: the microcosm analogy (cold brain above the fiery heart, per Augustine, City of God 11, last ch.); and the “Saturn” argument (Augustine, De Genesi ad litteram 2.5 & the unfinished commentary ch. 8) — Saturn sweeps the largest circuit, so should be hottest. Marginal gloss: “Nor [were the supercelestial waters reserved] for tempering the stars' heat raised by their motion.” Sentence continues onto printed p. 100. ↩
	Pererius refutes the Saturn argument: the eighth heaven (with its fixed stars) lies nearer the waters than Saturn does, yet contains the scorching Dog-star (Sirius) — so coldness can't come from the waters' nearness. Augustine's deferential conclusion (City of God 11, last ch.): however they are there, Scripture's authority surpasses human reason. ↩
	Objection: water can't rest on heaven's round outer surface. Replies: Basil (the convex face need not be round, like a vault's outside); Bede (God holds waters above as he holds clouds aloft — Job 26:8 — and made the Red Sea/Jordan stand like walls). But Pererius presses the dilemma: if miraculously, rejected (no miracles in creation, per Augustine); if naturally, refuted (water's natural place is low). Marginal glosses: “How water, of itself slippery and flowing, can rest above heaven”; “Basil, Hexaëmeron hom. 3.” ↩
	The vapor argument fails: vapors are water in substance but lack water's properties (cold, density, weight), being heat-rarefied; once they revert to true water they fall, and can never rise even to the upper air or fire-region, let alone above the eighth heaven. Sentence continues onto printed p. 101. ↩
	Augustine's rarefaction argument for water above heaven (De Genesi ad litteram 2.4; and the pseudo-Augustinian Dialogus quaestionum LXV, q. 27): vapor rises; bodies can be rarefied to infinity, so water could be made light enough to rise above heaven. Marginal gloss: “Augustine's opinion and argument about the supercelestial waters is examined.” ↩
	Pererius refutes Augustine: water cannot rise above heaven (heaven's solidity bars passage; the fire-region would consume the vapor; up-borne things stop at the Moon's sphere); and infinite rarefaction holds only mathematically — every natural body has fixed limits, and over-rarefied water turns to air, then fire. ↩
	Pererius's decisive argument: true water above the heavens would be against the natural order (water's place is low, near earth, as experience shows), hence violent and unnatural — but nothing violent is perpetual, and God orders each thing to its nature and does nothing in vain (Aristotle). Marginal glosses: “It is proved that there are no true waters above heaven”; “God and nature do nothing in vain.” Sentence continues onto printed p. 102. ↩
	Completes the refutation: no good use can be devised for supercelestial waters as a coolant. The stars aren't fiery (Aristotle, De Caelo 2; Meteor. 1; and Pererius's own forthcoming book on the heavens); even if hot, the remedy is gratuitous and self-defeating (cooling = alteration → corruption/variation never observed; light is invariable; action/reaction would make the water itself perish). Marginal gloss: “That the stars do not need cooling to temper their heat.” ↩
	Another version: the waters repress the elemental fire below the moon — refuted (that fire is feeble; the cold mid-air and earthly seas suffice; supercelestial cold can't cross the eight incorruptible orbs). Then a further argument begins (heat and cold need celestial causes). Marginal gloss: “That [the waters] were not provided either to beat back the heat of the elemental fire.” Sentence continues onto printed p. 103. ↩
	Completes and rebuts the “watery heaven as cause of cold” argument: cold can't cross so many spheres; astronomers already credit stars (e.g. Saturn) and the planetary “influences” with cooling; and for the Peripatetics the heaven makes cold only per accidens, by the absence of light. ↩
	Augustine's reading (De Genesi contra Manichaeos 1.11): waters = matter; firmament = the star-bearing heaven dividing the matter of invisible/supercelestial things from that of sublunary bodies; the “invisible waters above heaven” distinguished by dignity, not place. Augustine adds the caveat that nothing is to be rashly affirmed; Pererius judges it improbable (it makes angels material, and is wholly figurative). ↩
	The major scholastic opinion: the upper waters = the ninth (Crystalline) heaven, the supposed prime mobile; the firmament = the eighth sphere (alone or with the seven planetary spheres). Held by Bonaventure (Sent. II, d. 14), Giles of Rome (Hexaëmeron, pt. 2, ch. 14ff.), Nicholas of Lyra, Tostatus, Cajetan, Catharinus. Bonaventure's rationale (three water-properties: transparency, cold, weight). Marginal gloss: “The opinion of many, that the supercelestial waters are the ninth heaven, commonly called the Crystalline.” Sentence (Bonaventure's quotation) continues onto printed p. 104. ↩
	Completes Bonaventure and opens the refutation: this reading forces Moses to use “water” in three different senses within a few lines (prime matter; the ninth heaven; the element water) — making his grave narrative needlessly ambiguous. Marginal gloss: “The aforesaid opinion is refuted, and it is shown that the ninth heaven (called the Crystalline) is not the waters placed above heaven.” ↩
	Refutation continued: Moses wrote of the visible world for rude Hebrews, but the ninth heaven was invisible and unknown until Hipparchus/Ptolemy; the same logic would make Saturn's (transparent, cold) sphere “water”; and calling a thing “water” for mere transparency or a cooling power would make glass, opium, and lettuce “water” too. ↩
	Refutation continued: there is no way they could know the ninth heaven is crystal-clear (no sense, wit, or authority reaches it) — it was simply invented to escape the difficulties of waters above the stars; and no one even knows whether it is wholly transparent. Sentence continues onto printed p. 105. ↩
	Refutation continued: they make the ninth heaven the prime mobile, against the astronomers (~300 years before) who posited a tenth above it as the true prime mobile — so there are two starless, mobile (and presumably transparent) heavens above the firmament. And Bonaventure's claim that the ninth heaven has a natural cooling power is unverifiable and improbable. Marginal gloss: continues from p. 104. ↩
	Final blows against the crystalline-heaven view: it cools neither the (non-hot) stars nor sublunary things in any explicable way (heaven acts only by motion and light, per Aristotle); a cooling power crossing the fire would be destroyed; higher places would all be colder; and a uniform heaven would cool everything equally — contrary to experience. This closes the survey of others' opinions. ↩
	Pererius's own view: since the firmament is the aerial expanse (not the starry heaven), the “waters above the firmament” are simply those generated in the upper air (the philosophers' “middle region”) — vapors raised by the sun, condensed into clouds, falling as the rains that water the earth. Marginal gloss: “The author's opinion on the waters that are above the Heavens.” Sentence continues onto printed p. 106. ↩
	Completes the picture of the rain-bearing upper air (sometimes seeming like lakes/seas, whence the flood's “cataracts”). Aristotle's image of a circular “river” of vapor/water between heaven and earth (Meteorology 1.3, identified with the ancients' “Ocean”); Proverbs 8:27–28 (Hebrew שחקים sheḥaqim = “clouds,” LXX τὰ ἄνω νέφη); the “fountains” are the clouds, balanced and measured by God (Job 26:8). Marginal glosses: “A notable saying of Aristotle”; “The passage of Solomon in Proverbs ch. 8 is explained.” ↩
	Pererius's account of the second day: not the making of air's substance (all four elements were made at the beginning) but the constituting of the firmament's lower part (air) as the natural place of rain-waters and the firm boundary between aerial and terrestrial waters; the middle air-region made actually cold to aid cloud/rain formation (against the Stoics, who hold air cold by nature; with Aristotle, who makes it hot and moist). Marginal gloss: “The middle region of the air was made actually cold at the world's beginning.” Sentence continues onto printed p. 107. ↩
	Scriptural confirmation that “heaven” here = the rain-bearing air: God giving/withholding rain, covering heaven with clouds, opening its “cataracts” for the flood (1/3 Kings 18; Ps. 103/104; Ps. 146/147; Gen. 8); Malachi 3:10; Jeremiah 10:13 (= 51:16). Marginal glosses: “3 Kings 18; Ps. 103; Ps. 146; Gen. 8.” ↩
	Two “miracles” by which Scripture proclaims God's omnipotence: hanging the earth on nothing (Job 26:7; Isa. 40:12), and holding the vast waters aloft in the air (Job 26:8; 12:15; Pliny, Natural History 31.1). Marginal gloss: “The two things Scripture is wont to mention to declare God's omnipotence.” ↩
	Moses (and David, Ps. 148:4, and the Three Children, Dan. 3:60) summon these visible, wondrous waters to God's praise. Augustine commends the view (De Genesi ad litteram 11.4); Epiphanius (Ep. to John of Jerusalem, tr. Jerome) makes the supercelestial waters the source of the Flood — which descended from the air, not the ninth heaven. The earlier refutations confirm: if not above the stars, then above the air. Sentence continues onto printed p. 108. ↩
	Even granting some waters above the stars, Moses would have passed them over (as he did much about the angels), since his subject is the visible, sensible world. ↩
	The four objections to Pererius's view: (1) Ps. 148:4 places the waters above the “heavens of heavens” (= the starry heavens, never the air); (2) the Canticle of the Three Children (Dan. 3) lists them, in descending order, after angels/heavens but before the stars; (3) the same hymn lists the supercelestial waters separately from dew/snow/hail/clouds/rain (the mid-air waters); (4) the Church's hymn (“Immense caeli conditor”) sets them above heaven to temper the stars' heat. Marginal gloss: “Four objections are resolved. What the ‘heavens of heavens’ are.” ↩
	Begins the reply to objection 1: granting “heavens of heavens” = the starry (or empyrean) heaven, Pererius will deny that the appended “waters above the heavens” refers to those heavens. Sentence continues onto printed p. 109. ↩
	Reply to objection 1 completed: David said “above the Heavens,” not “above the Heavens of Heavens” — so the aerial heavens are meant; the plural “Heavens” is merely the Hebrew idiom (heaven has no singular), like the plural-only Latin Athenae/Syracusae/Venetiae. ↩
	Reply to objections 2 & 3: the hymn's order proves nothing — Ps. 148 reverses it (waters after the stars), and the hymn itself is disordered (dew/frost before day/night; the earth, made first, listed late). Euthymius (Zigabenus) notes the Canticle recounts creatures in no order. ↩
	Reply to objection 3 (developed): the hymn first names the upper-air waters in general (“waters above the heavens”), then their species (hail, snow, etc.) one by one — a common scriptural manner. ↩
	Reply to objection 4: the Church's hymn speaks of the aerial (rain) waters, which temper not the stars' own heat but the heat the stars cast upon the earth — without which watering the earth would be scorched sterile. ↩
	Closes the disputation on the supercelestial waters, and with it the commentary on the work of the second day. (The section on the third day, “Opus Tertii Diei,” begins on printed p. 110 / PDF 151.) ↩




The Work of the Third Day

LatineEnglish


The Work of the Third Day.1
Opus Tertii Diei.



God said: Let the waters that are under the Heaven be gathered together into one place, and let the dry land appear. And it was so done. And God called the dry land Earth, and the gatherings of the waters he called Seas. — Verse 9.2
Dixit Deus: Congregentur aquae quae sub Caelo sunt in locum unum, et appareat arida: Et factum est ita. Et vocavit Deus aridam terram, congregationesque aquarum appellavit Maria. — Vers. 9.



Auctor libri quarti Esdrae, capite sexto, docet hoc tertio die aquas in septimam terrae partem esse congregatas; reliquas autem sex terrae partes, aquis nudatas et siccatas, procreationi stirpium et usibus animalium esse assignatas: hoc si verum esset, necessario concluderetur terram multo ampliorem esse quam aquam. Basilius Homilia quarta in Hexameron tradit hoc Dei praecepto inditam esse aquis naturalem vim et propensionem ad declivia et ima loca defluendi. Basilium, ut assolet, secutus Ambrosius in eandem sententiam ita scribit: “Ex illo ergo tempore currit aqua, fontes labuntur in fluvios, lacus derivantur in maria: ipsa se aqua praecedit, urget et sequitur: unus est ductus, unum corpus.” Sic Ambrosius. Verum, cum eiusmodi vis deorsum propendendi non minus sit naturalis aquae quam eius frigiditas et gravitas, necesse est profecto eam, simul atque creata est aqua, fuisse ei ingeneratam. Sed forte Basilius et Ambrosius non aliud significare voluerunt, quam tertio die primum aquam explicuisse et exeruisse vim, quam ab initio occultam habebat, ad humiliora et depressiora loca delabendi.
The author of the fourth book of Esdras, in chapter six, teaches that on this third day the waters were gathered into the seventh part of the earth, while the remaining six parts of the earth, bared and dried of the waters, were assigned to the production of plants and to the uses of animals: which, if it were true, would necessarily lead to the conclusion that the earth is much larger than the water. Basil, in the fourth homily on the Hexaëmeron, hands down that by this command of God there was implanted in the waters a natural force and propensity to flow down to the sloping and lowest places. Ambrose, following Basil, as is his wont, writes to the same effect thus: “From that time, therefore, water runs; springs glide into rivers, lakes are drawn off into seas: the water goes before itself, presses on, and follows: there is one channel, one body.” So Ambrose. But since such a force of tending downward is no less natural to water than its coldness and weight, it must surely have been engendered in it as soon as the water was created. But perhaps Basil and Ambrose meant nothing other than that on the third day the water first unfolded and exerted the power, which from the beginning it had held hidden, of sliding down to the lower and more depressed places.3



Multi, nec e vulgo, putant hoc tertio die creatam esse terram: nam per terram, quam in principio creatam dicit esse Moses, non elementum terrae, sed materiam quandam informem interpretantur. Haec sententia placuisse videtur Augustino lib. 1 de Genesi ad litteram capite decimotertio, et libro primo de Genesi contra Manichaeos capite duodecimo, et libro de Genesi imperfecto capite decimo; placuit etiam Magistro sententiarum, et Hugoni de Sancto Victore in libro primo de Sacramentis, et Beato Bonaventurae (ubi etiam vult aquam esse hoc die creatam); et Tostatus hoc loco ait communem esse opinionem hoc die creata esse quatuor elementa secundum proprias formas et affectiones. Sed hanc opinionem supra confutavimus. Et vero ipsa Mosis verba eam redarguunt: hoc enim tertio die non dixit Deus, “Fiat terra,” sicut antea dixerat de luce et firmamento, sed dixit tantummodo “Appareat arida,” hoc est terra, quae an[tea fuit demersa]...
Many, and not of the common sort, think that on this third day the earth was created: for by the earth, which Moses says was created in the beginning, they interpret not the element of earth, but a certain unformed matter. This opinion seems to have pleased Augustine in the first book on Genesis according to the Letter, chapter thirteen, and in the first book on Genesis against the Manichees, chapter twelve, and in the unfinished book on Genesis, chapter ten; it pleased also the Master of the Sentences, and Hugh of St. Victor in the first book On the Sacraments, and Blessed Bonaventure (where he also holds that water was created on this day); and Tostatus, in this place, says it is the common opinion that on this day the four elements were created according to their proper forms and affections. But this opinion we refuted above. And indeed Moses' own words refute it: for on this third day God did not say, “Let earth be made,” as he had said before of light and the firmament, but said only, “Let the dry land appear” — that is, the earth, which be[fore was submerged]...4



...tea fuit demersa et operta aquis, et quae secundum naturalem elementorum dispositionem sub aquis esse debebat, animantium tamen causa nudetur aquis atque siccetur, et super aquas emineat. Basilius existimat omnem aquam quae erat in terra, sive exterius sive interius, penitus ab ea segregatam esse. “Non solum,” inquit, “exundantes aquae de terrae superficie tunc defluxerunt, sed quicquid etiam aquarum per omnem terrae profunditatem immistum erat excessit, inexorabilibus Dei praeceptis obtemperando.” Nemo autem putet Basilium loqui etiam de humore aqueo, quo veluti glutine compacta terra consistit, et sine quo in minutissimum pulverem dissolueretur. Philo ait quicquid erat tunc aquae salsum, futurum fertilitati terrae noxium, unum in locum tertio die confluxisse, dulci humore in terra relicto, tum velut glutine ad terrae coagmentationem, ne in pulverem dissiparetur, tum ad utilitatem plantarum et animalium. Verum, cum ante diem tertium totum illud corpus aquae unius esset rationis, et similibus omni ex parte qualitatibus praeditum, non potuit habere alias partes salsas et alias dulces.
...before was submerged and covered by the waters, and which, according to the natural disposition of the elements, ought to have been beneath the waters, is nonetheless, for the sake of living things, bared of the waters and dried, and stands out above the waters. Basil holds that all the water which was in the earth, whether outside or within, was utterly separated from it. “Not only,” he says, “did the overflowing waters then flow down from the surface of the earth, but whatever waters were mingled throughout the whole depth of the earth went out, obeying the inexorable commands of God.” But let no one think that Basil is speaking also of the watery moisture by which the earth holds together, as if by glue, and without which it would dissolve into the finest dust. Philo says that whatever water was then salt — bound to be harmful to the fertility of the earth — flowed together into one place on the third day, the sweet moisture being left in the earth, both as a glue for the cementing of the earth (lest it be scattered into dust), and for the benefit of plants and animals. But since before the third day that whole body of water was of one nature, and endowed in every part with like qualities, it could not have had some parts salt and others sweet.5



Sed quaestio exoritur hoc loco: si ante diem tertium aqua omnem undique terram operiebat, qua ratione potuit tertia die tota in unum terrae locum congregari? Solvitur haec quaestio multis modis, quorum priores duos tradit Augustinus primo libro de Genesi ad litteram capite duodecimo, et Beda in Hexameron, atque hos deinde plerique omnes secuti sunt. Primo dici potest aquam prius fuisse rariorem tenuioremque, ac modo nebulosae materiae, operuisse terram; postea vero multum coactam densatamque minori eguisse loco et receptaculo. Deinde responderi potest tunc multis partibus terram profunde subsedisse, aliis item plurimis in sublime elatis extumuisse, factasque esse magnas concavitates terrae profundasque valles et excelsos montes, quae loca fuerunt illarum aquarum receptacula; nam ante diem tertium terra aequaliter in orbem compacta et conglobata erat. Cogitare igitur oportet, cum Deus dixit “Congregentur aquae in locum unum,” factas esse Dei potentia plurimas terrae partes admodum depressas atque concavas, in quas tanta illius aquae moles confluere et recipi posset. Ad hanc intelligentiam conducit verbum Hebraeum קוה Kava, quod est hoc loco pro Latino verbo “Congregentur”; namque id proprie significat voraginem et locum profundum atque concavum, quo factum est fortasse ut etiam Latini, Hebraeos imitati, eiusmodi loca etiam cava appellarent. Ac mihi quidem videtur David hoc quod docui mirifice declarasse in Psalmo centesimotertio: nam aquam fuisse a principio usquequaque superfusam terrae demonstravit his verbis, “Abyssus sicut vestimentum amictus eius, super montes stabunt aquae”; hoc est, initio terra fuit velut amicta et operta aquis tantae altitudinis ut montium quorumlibet sublimitatem excedere possent. Tum illius praecepti divini, quo dictum est “Congregentur [aquae in locum unum]”...
But a question arises here: if before the third day the water covered the whole earth on every side, by what means could it, on the third day, be gathered wholly into one place of the earth? This question is solved in many ways, of which Augustine, in the first book on Genesis according to the Letter, chapter twelve, and Bede in the Hexaëmeron, hand down the first two, and afterward almost everyone followed these. First, it can be said that the water was before rarer and thinner, and, in the manner of nebulous matter, covered the earth; but afterward, much compressed and condensed, it needed a smaller place and receptacle. Next, it can be answered that then the earth subsided deeply in many parts, and in very many others, raised on high, swelled up, and that great concavities of the earth and deep valleys and lofty mountains were made, which places were the receptacles of those waters; for before the third day the earth was equally compacted and globed into a sphere. One must therefore consider that, when God said “Let the waters be gathered into one place,” there were made, by God's power, very many parts of the earth, quite depressed and concave, into which so great a mass of that water could flow together and be received. To this understanding the Hebrew word קוה (Kava) conduces, which here stands for the Latin verb “Let them be gathered”; for it properly signifies a chasm and a deep, concave place — whence perhaps it came about that the Latins too, imitating the Hebrews, called such places “cava” [hollows]. And to me indeed it seems that David wonderfully declared what I have taught, in Psalm one hundred three: for that the water was from the beginning poured out on every side over the earth he showed by these words, “The deep, like a garment, is its clothing; above the mountains the waters shall stand”; that is, in the beginning the earth was, as it were, clad and covered by waters of such height that they could exceed the loftiness of any mountains whatever. Then, expressing the divine command by which it was said “Let the waters [be gathered into one place]”...6



...aquae in locum unum,” incredibilem vim et efficacitatem exprimens, subdit, “Ab increpatione tua fugient, a voce tonitrui tui formidabunt.” Mox subiungit qua ratione Deus tantae molis aquae capacem locum et receptaculum comparaverit, ubi velut quodam carcere inclusae aquae coërcerentur, ne iterum universam terram obruerent et operirent: “Ascendunt,” inquit, “montes, et descendunt campi in locum quem fundasti eis: Terminum posuisti quem non transgredientur, neque convertentur operire terram.” Simile est quod tradit Aristoteles primo libro Meteororum, unum corpus globosum conflari ex aqua et terra, et in ipsius terrae concavitatibus universum elementum aquae contineri.
...the waters into one place,” expressing the incredible force and efficacy [of the command], he adds, “At thy rebuke they shall flee; at the voice of thy thunder they shall be afraid.” Then he subjoins by what means God prepared a place and receptacle capable of so great a mass of water, where the waters, shut up as in a kind of prison, might be confined, lest they should again overwhelm and cover the whole earth: “The mountains,” he says, “ascend, and the plains descend, into the place which thou hast founded for them: thou hast set a bound which they shall not pass, nor shall they return to cover the earth.” Similar is what Aristotle hands down in the first book of the Meteorology, that one globular body is formed of water and earth, and that the whole element of water is contained in the concavities of the earth itself.7



Quo licet intelligere falsam esse opinionem quorumdam existimantium fuisse terram ante diluvium totam aequabiliter rotundam, nulla celsiorum humiliorumque locorum inaequalitate; post diluvium autem hanc quam in terra cernimus montium et vallium distinctionem extitisse. Sed quomodo ante diluvium Oceanus tenebatur, ne terram effusus inundaret? Nonne huius sententiae manifesta confutatio est quod infra septimo capite huius libri scriptum est, “Aquas diluvii quindecim cubitis omnes terrae montes supergressas”? Si ab initio mundi non fuere montes, cur Scriptura appellat montes aeternos? Cur apud Salomonem Prover. 8 divina Sapientia, quo suam demonstraret antiquitatem, dixit se fuisse priusquam montes gravi mole consisterent? Quid quod inaequalitas partium terrae, et montium atque vallium distinctio, mire facit ad decorem, ornatum, et commoditatem terrae, ea ratione ut est parens stirpium et domicilium animantium? Confert etiam ad salubritatem aëris, fertilitatem, maturitatem fructuum, ad frangendos maris impetus, et ad furorem ventorum refraenandum. Denique conducit ad generationem fontium et fluminum, quae fere originem habent ex montibus. Quapropter David concinit, “Qui emittis fontes in convallibus: inter medium montium pertransibunt aquae.” Si autem terra aequabiliter omni ex parte rotunda esset, non possent ex ipsa flumina erumpere et ad varia et longinqua loca decurrere: non enim potest aqua defluere nisi locus originis eius sit vel superior, vel saltem aequalis loco unde erumpit; etenim aqua solum ascendit ad altitudinem suae originis. Si autem terra esset omnino sphaerica, cum aqua erumpere debeat ex loco subterraneo et indidem oriri, numquam profecto foras posset erumpere, quin locus originis loco scaturiginis et eruptionis eius semper esset inferior.
From which one may understand that the opinion of certain men is false, who think the earth before the flood was wholly and evenly round, with no inequality of higher and lower places, but that after the flood this distinction of mountains and valleys which we see in the earth arose. But how, before the flood, was the Ocean held back, lest, poured out, it should inundate the earth? Is it not a manifest refutation of this opinion that, below in the seventh chapter of this book, it is written that “the waters of the flood overtopped all the mountains of the earth by fifteen cubits”? If from the beginning of the world there were no mountains, why does Scripture call them “the eternal mountains”? Why, in Solomon, Proverbs 8, did divine Wisdom, to show her antiquity, say that she existed before the mountains were settled in their heavy mass? And what of the fact that the inequality of the earth's parts, and the distinction of mountains and valleys, wonderfully contributes to the beauty, adornment, and convenience of the earth — in respect of its being the parent of plants and the dwelling of living things? It contributes also to the healthfulness of the air, to fertility, to the ripening of fruits, to breaking the assaults of the sea, and to restraining the fury of the winds. Finally, it conduces to the generation of springs and rivers, which mostly have their origin from the mountains. Wherefore David sings in harmony, “Who sendest forth springs in the valleys: between the midst of the mountains the waters shall pass.” But if the earth were evenly round on every side, rivers could not break forth from it and run down to various and far-off places: for water cannot flow down unless the place of its origin is either higher than, or at least equal to, the place whence it bursts forth; for water rises only to the height of its origin. And if the earth were wholly spherical, since the water must break forth from a subterranean place and rise from there, it could surely never burst outward, but that the place of its origin would always be lower than the place of its gushing and eruption.8



Pulchre declarat hoc ipsum Rupertus libro primo de Trinitate et eius operibus capite tricesimoquarto. “Quid opus erat,” inquit, “eidem aridae, id est terrae, ut ascenderent montes et descenderent campi in locum quem fundasti eis? Hic plane illud sciendum est, quia si terra aequalis ubique iaceret, non levior quam in mari ventorum tempestas in ea regnaret. Nam solet et nunc, in locis illis qui montibus carent (videlicet maxime in Libya), tempestas, non minus quam in pelago, turbare foris deprehensos quoscumque, tam [pedites quam equo sedentes]...”
Rupert beautifully declares this very thing, in the first book On the Trinity and Its Works, chapter thirty-four. “What need was there,” he says, “for the same dry land — that is, the earth — that the mountains should ascend and the plains descend into the place which thou hast founded for them? Here, plainly, this must be known: that if the earth lay everywhere level, no lighter a storm of winds would reign in it than upon the sea. For even now, in those places that lack mountains (namely, most of all in Libya), a storm, no less than on the open sea, is wont to throw into confusion any caught abroad in it, both [those on foot and those sitting on horseback]...”9



...tam pedites quam equo sedentes. Etenim ubi per loca aequalia et nuda ventus coortus arenam humo excitavit, magna vi agitata, ora oculosque implet, et ita progressum incessumque impedit, ut in nullo mari maius fiat naufragium. Quid si nulli usquam montes ascendissent, si cuncta in planum terra descendisset? Si, ubi paululum ventis currere licet, tantas vires brevi colligunt, quid possent si nullum in toto mundo haberent repagulum? Ergo nec istud magnifici Dei laudibus deesse debuit, quod ascendunt montes et descendunt campi in locum quem ille fundavit eis: fundavit, inquam, videlicet ut neque montes semel ascendere iussi descendant, neque campi semel depressi consurgant. Cum ita terra fundator abyssum, quae sicut vestimentum amictus eius erat, dispulit, eadem ipse potentia competens aquarum subsidium large diffudit. Non enim sic ab increpatione eius aquae fugerant et congregatae sunt in locum unum, ut haec apparens sic de utero abyssi proiiceretur tanquam abortivum; sed indesinenter trahens aquas in omnes venas, copiosam sugit abyssi mammam, et ascendentem per nubes rursusque labentem temporaneam et serotinam accipit de caelo pluviam. Alitur intrinsecus dulcescentibus aquis, rigatur extrinsecus de superioribus suis; item scatent fontes, fluunt amnes. Quod itidem laudans Psalmista, “Qui emittis,” inquit, “fontes in convallibus: inter medium montium pertransibunt aquae.” Proinde et Ecclesiastes, aquarum fluentium originem considerans, “Omnia,” inquit, “flumina intrant mare, et mare non redundat. Quare? Videlicet quia non influit illuc nisi quod exinde praedictis modis sumitur.” Sic Rupertus.
...both those on foot and those sitting on horseback. For where, over level and bare places, a rising wind has stirred up the sand from the ground, it, driven with great force, fills the mouths and eyes, and so hinders progress and walking that in no sea does a greater shipwreck come about. What if no mountains had anywhere risen, if the whole earth had sunk into a plain? If, where the winds are permitted to run only a little, they gather such force in a short space, what could they do if they had no barrier in the whole world? Therefore neither ought this to have been wanting to the praises of the magnificent God, that the mountains ascend and the plains descend into the place which he founded for them: founded, I say, namely so that neither the mountains, once bidden to ascend, should descend, nor the plains, once depressed, should rise up. When thus the founder of the earth drove away the deep, which was like a garment, its clothing, by the same power he poured out abroad a fitting supply of waters. For the waters did not so flee at his rebuke and gather into one place, that this [dry land], appearing, should thus be cast forth from the womb of the deep like an abortion; but, drawing the waters unceasingly into all its veins, it sucks the deep's abundant breast, and receives the early and the late rain from heaven, which ascends through the clouds and falls again. It is nourished within by the sweetening waters, watered without from the waters above it; likewise springs gush, streams flow. Praising which likewise, the Psalmist says, “Who sendest forth springs in the valleys: between the midst of the mountains the waters shall pass.” And so also Ecclesiastes, considering the origin of the flowing waters, says, “All the rivers enter into the sea, and the sea does not overflow. Why? Namely, because nothing flows in thither except what is taken from it again in the aforesaid ways.” So Rupert.10



Hugo quoque lib. 1 de Sacramentis, 1 part. cap. 6 et 21, censet ab initio factam esse terram cum omnibus cavitatibus et alveis quae futura erant deinde aquarum receptacula; sed probabilius est a principio condita esse elementa secundum naturalem suam constitutionem convenientem ipsis, ut sunt partes universi, hoc est ut essent sphaericae figurae et unum contineretur ab alio. Tertio modo responderi potest ad quaestionem supra positam, aquam ante circumfusam toti terrae ita fuisse tertio die unum in locum coactam, ut in maximam elata sublimitatem altissime extumuerit. Hoc responsum traditur maximeque probatur a Basilio, Ambrosio, et Catharino super hunc locum, et a beato Thoma in prima parte quaestione sexagesimanona, et Dionysio Carthusiano. Verumtamen tertium hoc responsum superiori quaestioni datum gravem et arduam habet quaestionem, et inter viros doctos nostri temporis non sine studio et cura tractatam: An mare, quae est congregatio aquarum tertio die facta a Deo, sit altius quam est terra? Quam quaestionem visum est nobis nec silentio praetereundam esse, nec indiligenter et inaccurate tractandam, praesertim cum ea bonam partem in divinarum litterarum tractatione et explicatione versetur. Fuere multi, et cum primis graves atque nobiles Theologi, tam de veteribus quam de recentioribus, qui admirandam de situ maris et aquae praestituto illi a Deo, cum dixit aquis “Congregetur aqua in locum unum, et appareat arida,” habuere opi[nationem]...
Hugh too, in the first book On the Sacraments, part one, chapters 6 and 21, judges that the earth was made from the beginning with all the cavities and beds which were thereafter to be the receptacles of the waters; but it is more probable that the elements were founded from the beginning according to their natural constitution befitting them, as they are parts of the universe — that is, that they were of spherical figure, and one contained by another. In a third way it can be answered to the question set down above, that the water, which before was poured around the whole earth, was on the third day so compressed into one place that, raised to the greatest height, it swelled up exceedingly high. This answer is handed down, and most of all approved, by Basil, Ambrose, and Catharinus on this place, and by blessed Thomas in the First Part, question sixty-nine, and by Dionysius the Carthusian. Nevertheless this third answer, given to the foregoing question, has a grave and arduous question, treated among the learned men of our time not without zeal and care: Whether the sea — which is the gathering of the waters made by God on the third day — is higher than the earth is? Which question it has seemed to us neither to be passed over in silence, nor to be treated carelessly and inaccurately, especially since it is in good part engaged in the treatment and explanation of the divine writings. There have been many — and, foremost, grave and noble Theologians, both of the ancients and of the moderns — who held an admirable opinion concerning the site of the sea and water, appointed to it by God when he said to the waters, “Let the water be gathered into one place, and let the dry land appear”...11



...opinationem: opinantur enim aquam maris esse multo altiorem quam est terra, eamque solo Dei praecepto teneri, ne ad humiliora loca quo naturaliter propendet defluens terram universam operiat et obruat. Etenim isti persuasum sibi certumque habent molem aquae longe maiorem esse quam est terra, cum sit elementum superius et nobilius, quod secundum naturalem ordinem universum terrae orbem complecti et continere debeat, et sit rarius atque tenuius corpus, eoque mole grandius; et manifesto experimento sit compertum ex pusilla terra multo ampliorem aquam generari; quin existimarunt quidam, et Aristoteles libro secundo de Generatione et corruptione indicavit, aquam esse terra decuplo ampliorem. Si igitur aqua est longe maior quam terra, cum ea intra cavas et profundas terrae partes contineatur, necesse est, cum non sit maior extensione, esse grandiorem altitudine ac sublimitate. Sed huius sententiae et auctores et firmamenta exponamus.
...an opinion: for they think that the water of the sea is much higher than the earth is, and that it is held back by God's command alone, lest, flowing down to the lower places to which it naturally inclines, it should cover and overwhelm the whole earth. For these men hold it persuaded and certain to themselves that the mass of water is far greater than the earth, since it is a higher and nobler element, which according to the natural order ought to enfold and contain the whole globe of the earth; and that it is a rarer and thinner body, and therefore greater in bulk; and that it is found by manifest experiment that from a little earth much more water is generated; indeed, some have thought — and Aristotle indicated, in the second book On Generation and Corruption — that water is ten times larger than earth. If, then, the water is far greater than the earth, since it is contained within the hollow and deep parts of the earth, it must — not being greater in extension — be greater in height and elevation. But let us set out both the authors and the supports of this opinion.12



Basilius, homilia quarta in Hexameron, mare altius esse terra confirmat argumento maris rubri, cum quo Sesostres rex Aegypti et Darius Persarum rex coniungere mare Aegyptiacum conati sunt: “Quod sane,” inquit, “non tentassent, nisi mare rubrum altius esse terra Aegypti compertum habuissent.” Verum in huius historiae commemoratione videtur Basilius memoria lapsus, aut mendum eius scriptis aliunde obrepsisse: tradit enim Plinius libro sexto capite vicesimonono Reges illos non mare Aegyptiacum, sed Nilum fluvium cum mari rubro coniungere voluisse, incepto autem destitisse metu exundationis, excelsiore tribus cubitis rubro mari comperto quam terra Aegypti; vel potius quia metuebant ne, immissa mari aqua Nili, quae sola Aegyptiis potum praebet, corrumperetur. Innuit etiam hoc Aristoteles extremo libro primo Meteororum. Strabo libro decimoseptimo, eandem narrans historiam, ait: “Id operis pene perfectum, derelictum tamen fuisse a Dario primo, falsa opinione persuaso; persuasus est enim rubrum mare Aegypto sublimius, unde, si intermedius Isthmus intercideretur, Aegyptum a mari obrutum iri; Ptolemaei tamen reges eum incidentes Euripum clausum fecerunt, ut, cum vellent, in exterius mare navigarent, ac rursus sine periculo reverterentur.” Haec Strabo. Quare mare rubrum altius esse terra Aegypti, et auctoritate Strabonis et experimento facto a regibus Aegypti, constat esse falsum; quamquam, ut id demus, non tamen efficitur ab istis quod intendunt: nam fieri poterat ut mare rubrum non esset altius terra quae erat ei proxime continens et adiacens, sed remotiori quae magis attingebat Aegyptum. Veruntamen Basilio assentitur beatus Thomas in prima parte quaestione sexagesimanona articulo primo, et Catharinus in Commentario super hunc locum Geneseos.
Basil, in the fourth homily on the Hexaëmeron, confirms that the sea is higher than the earth by the argument of the Red Sea, with which Sesostris, king of Egypt, and Darius, king of the Persians, attempted to join the Egyptian sea: “Which,” he says, “they surely would not have attempted, unless they had ascertained that the Red Sea was higher than the land of Egypt.” But in the recounting of this history Basil seems to have slipped in memory, or an error to have crept into his writings from elsewhere: for Pliny relates, in the sixth book, chapter twenty-nine, that those kings wished to join not the Egyptian sea, but the river Nile, with the Red Sea, and desisted from the undertaking out of fear of inundation, the Red Sea being found higher by three cubits than the land of Egypt; or rather because they feared lest, the Nile water being let into the sea — which alone furnishes the Egyptians their drink — it should be spoiled. Aristotle too hints at this at the end of the first book of the Meteorology. Strabo, in the seventeenth book, narrating the same history, says: “That work was nearly completed, yet was abandoned by Darius the First, persuaded by a false opinion; for he was persuaded that the Red Sea was higher than Egypt, whence, if the intervening Isthmus were cut through, Egypt would be overwhelmed by the sea; the Ptolemaic kings, however, cutting it, made a closed channel [Euripus], so that, when they wished, they might sail into the outer sea, and again return without danger.” So Strabo. Wherefore that the Red Sea is higher than the land of Egypt is established to be false, both by the authority of Strabo and by the experiment made by the kings of Egypt; although, even granting it, what these men intend is still not effected: for it could happen that the Red Sea was not higher than the land immediately continuous and adjacent to it, but than a more remote land which bordered more on Egypt. Nevertheless Basil is agreed with by blessed Thomas, in the First Part, question sixty-nine, article one, and by Catharinus, in his Commentary on this place of Genesis.13



Confirmatur autem ea opinio nonnullis Scripturae testi[moniis]...
And that opinion is confirmed by certain testi[monies] of Scripture...14



...moniis. Primum testimonium est Davidis Psalmo centesimotertio, “Super montes,” inquit, “stabunt aquae,” hoc est, aqua erit superior et sublimior quibuslibet terrae montibus. Alterum est eiusdem in Psalmo tricesimosecundo, “Congregans sicut in utre aquas maris,” vel, ut est in Hebraeo, “Congregans sicut tumulum seu acervum aquas Maris.” Cuius simile est illud in libro Ecclesiastici capite tricesimonono, “In verbo eius stetit aqua sicut congeries”; et illud quod est in Oratione Regis Manassis, “Tu ligasti mare verbo praecepti tui, et conclusisti abyssum, et signasti eam laudabili et terribili nomine tuo.” Tertium est illud ex Psalmo sexagesimooctavo, “Veni in altitudinem maris,” ex quo intelligitur mare esse altius comparatione terrae. Hoc etiam maxime consentaneum esse sacris litteris ad hunc modum argumentantur: Ubicumque Scriptura loquitur de situ maris, tamquam miraculum quoddam et clarissimum omnipotentiae Dei argumentum magnificat ac praedicat quod mare non se effundat in terras easque omnes operiat et obruat; quod sane non foret mirum si mare non esset altius terra. Atque hoc, verbis ipsius Scripturae appositis, fit illustrius. Hieremias capite quinto, “Me ergo non timebitis?” ait Dominus. “Qui posui arenam terminum mari, praeceptum sempiternum quod non praeteribit; et commovebuntur et non poterunt, et intumescent fluctus eius et non transibunt illud.” Proverb. 8, “Legem,” inquit, “ponebat aquis, ne transirent fines suos.” In Psalmo centesimotertio, “Terminum posuisti quem non transgredientur, neque convertentur operire terram.” Sed luculentius Iob capite tricesimooctavo, “Quis,” ait Dominus, “conclusit ostiis mare, quando erumpebat quasi de vulva procedens? Circumdedi illud terminis meis, et posui vectem et ostia, et dixi: Usque huc venies, et non procedes amplius, hic confringe tumentes fluctus tuos.”
...testimonies. The first testimony is David's, in Psalm one hundred three: “Above the mountains,” he says, “the waters shall stand,” that is, the water will be higher and loftier than any mountains of the earth. The second is the same author's, in Psalm thirty-two: “Gathering the waters of the sea as in a vessel,” or, as it is in the Hebrew, “Gathering the waters of the Sea as a heap or pile.” Like which is that in the book of Ecclesiasticus, chapter thirty-nine: “At his word the water stood like a heap”; and that in the Prayer of King Manasses: “Thou hast bound the sea by the word of thy command, and hast shut up the deep, and sealed it by thy praiseworthy and terrible name.” The third is that from Psalm sixty-eight: “I am come into the depth of the sea,” from which it is understood that the sea is higher in comparison with the earth. They also argue that this is most agreeable to the sacred writings in this way: Wherever Scripture speaks of the situation of the sea, it magnifies and proclaims, as a kind of miracle and a most clear argument of God's omnipotence, that the sea does not pour itself out over the lands and cover and overwhelm them all; which surely would be no wonder, if the sea were not higher than the earth. And this is made clearer by the very words of Scripture set down. Jeremiah, chapter five: “Will you not then fear me?” says the Lord. “Who set the sand a bound to the sea, an everlasting precept which it shall not pass; and they shall be moved and shall not prevail, and its waves shall swell and shall not pass over it.” Proverbs 8: “He set,” it says, “a law for the waters, that they should not pass their bounds.” In Psalm one hundred three: “Thou hast set a bound which they shall not pass, nor shall they return to cover the earth.” But more brilliantly Job, chapter thirty-eight: “Who,” says the Lord, “shut up the sea with doors, when it broke forth as issuing from the womb? I surrounded it with my bounds, and set a bar and doors, and said: Thus far shalt thou come, and shalt go no further, and here shalt thou break thy swelling waves.”15



Ex adverso autem Caietanus, cum Philosophis et Astrologis consentiens (quis autem tam clara, explorata et certa docentibus non consentiat?), super hunc locum Geneseos ridens hanc opinionem, “Si quis,” inquit, “dubitat terramque apparet extra aquas esse superiorem aquis, non tam eget ratione quam applicatione ad sensum: cernimus enim motum aquae semper fieri in decliviorem locum, flumina autem per terram decurrunt in mare; quod si altius esset quam terra, profecto in eam, ut in locum decliviorem et humiliorem, necessario deflueret; nam dicere mare omnipotentia Dei teneri ne defluat in terram ineptum est et puerilis inscitiae, ponere sine causa tantum et tam perpetuum miraculum.” Videtur etiam Scriptura eam opinionem coarguere, quippe eos qui ex terra petunt mare dicit descendere, sicut in Psal. 106, “Qui descendunt mare in navibus.” Certe sine magno miraculo non potest aqua, quae suapte natura gravior est aëre estque fluxa et labilis, ita consistere ut partes eius sublimiores terra ad eam non delabantur, sicut possunt partes terrae supra aërem eminentes consistere, videlicet propter partium eius firmitatem et inter se solidam connexionem. Quid quod aquam esse rotundam, et ex aqua et terra unum conflari globum, et physicis et Mathematicis argumentis evi[denter]...
But on the contrary Cajetan, agreeing with the Philosophers and Astrologers (and who would not agree with those who teach things so clear, ascertained, and certain?), laughing at this opinion on this place of Genesis, says: “If anyone doubts that the earth which appears outside the waters is higher than the waters, he needs not so much reasoning as the application of his senses: for we see that the motion of water always takes place toward the lower place, and the rivers run down through the land into the sea; and if it were higher than the land, it would surely flow down necessarily into it, as into a lower and humbler place; for to say that the sea is held by God's omnipotence lest it flow down upon the land is foolish and the mark of childish ignorance, to posit so great and so perpetual a miracle without cause.” Scripture too seems to refute that opinion, since it says that those who seek the sea from the land “descend,” as in Psalm 106: “They that go down to the sea in ships.” Certainly without a great miracle the water — which by its own nature is heavier than air, and is fluid and slippery — cannot so stand that its parts higher than the earth do not fall down to it, as the parts of the earth eminent above the air can stand (namely, on account of the firmness of its parts and their solid connection among themselves). And what of the fact that the water is round, and that one globe is formed of water and earth, is proved by both physical and Mathematical arguments evi[dently]...16



...denter probatur? Hoc item demonstrat quotidiana experientia. Si enim mare altius esset terra, pari ventorum aut remigum vi et impulsu, eadem navis multo velocius ferretur ad portum seu littus tendens quam ex portu aut ex littore discedens: discedens enim ex littore ascenderet, et in arduum et acclive obnitens difficiliorem haberet progressum; contra vero accedens ad littus, tanquam per lubricam declivitatem descendens, magna velocitate atque impetu deferretur; quin quo magis navis ex portu discederet, eo melius ab iis qui sunt in portu vel littore cerneretur, ut pote quae magis ac magis semper in altiorem locum ascenderet: quod tamen contra evenit.
...dently? This too daily experience demonstrates. For if the sea were higher than the earth, with an equal force and impulse of winds or oars, the same ship would be borne much more swiftly when heading toward the harbor or shore than when departing from the harbor or shore: for in departing from the shore it would ascend, and, struggling up a steep and rising slope, would have a more difficult progress; whereas, on the contrary, approaching the shore, as though descending a slippery incline, it would be borne along with great speed and force; indeed, the more the ship departed from the harbor, the better it would be seen by those who are in the harbor or on the shore, inasmuch as it would be ascending more and more always into a higher place: which, however, happens contrariwise.17



Haec incommoda ut declinaret Paulus Burgensis in alteram etiam magis absurdam opinionem incurrit. Ita enim in prima sua additione ad postillam Nicolai de Lyra super hunc locum Geneseos scribit, in exordio mundi creatum esse a Deo elementum aquae circumfusum et concentricum terrae; postea tertio die, propter utilitatem usumque stirpium atque animantium, ita separatam esse aquam a terra ut faceret aqua proprium globum, diversum a globo terrae, habentemque aliud centrum quam est terra et mundi centrum: non quidem ita ut globus aquae omnino esset extra globum terrae, sed ut eum secundum aliquam partem intersecaret. Quanto autem intervallo distent inter se centrum terrae et centrum aquae, ait non posse explorata certaque ratione comprehendi; posse tamen probabili coniectura existimari esse idem centrum aquae atque est centrum orbis eccentrici lunae, propterea quod aqua, ut multis constat argumentis et experimentis, sequitur motum lunae, praesertim autem in fluxu et refluxu. Addit Burgensis aquam initio mundi factam, quia erat concentrica terrae, habuisse tum naturalem vim et propensionem tendendi ad centrum terrae et mundi; sed eandem postea tertio die segregatam a terra, deposita priori propensione, accepisse aliam longe diversam, qua naturaliter propendet non ad centrum terrae et mundi, sed ad centrum eius globi quem aqua proprium confecit a terris separata, ad quod centrum omnes aquae ubicumque sint, ab eo tempore usque adhuc, naturalem habent propensionem et motum.
In order to avoid these difficulties, Paul of Burgos fell into another opinion even more absurd. For thus he writes, in his first addition to the postil of Nicholas of Lyra on this place of Genesis, that at the beginning of the world the element of water was created by God poured around and concentric with the earth; but afterward, on the third day, for the benefit and use of plants and living things, the water was so separated from the earth that the water made its own globe, distinct from the globe of the earth, and having a center other than the earth and the center of the world: not indeed so that the globe of water was wholly outside the globe of earth, but so that it intersected it in some part. By how great an interval the center of the earth and the center of the water are distant from each other, he says cannot be comprehended by any sure and ascertained reckoning; but it can be supposed, by probable conjecture, that the center of the water is the same as the center of the eccentric orb of the moon — because the water, as is established by many arguments and experiments, follows the motion of the moon, especially in the ebb and flow. Burgos adds that the water, made at the beginning of the world, since it was concentric with the earth, had then a natural force and propensity of tending to the center of the earth and of the world; but that the same water, afterward on the third day separated from the earth, having laid aside its former propensity, received another far different, by which it naturally inclines not to the center of the earth and the world, but to the center of that globe which the water made its own when separated from the lands — to which center all the waters, wherever they are, from that time until now, have their natural propensity and motion.18



Hanc suam commentationem valde laudat et magnificat Burgensis; quam tamen, si quis eam attente consideret, agnoscet esse inane ac futile commentum. Principio, potissimum et huius opinionis et eius quam proxime ante tractavimus fundamentum atque firmamentum est aquam esse longe maiorem quam est terra: quod falsum esse, et contra potius terram esse multo maiorem aqua, manifestis firmisque rationibus ostendit Alexander Piccolomineus in libro quem sermone Italico edidit de Quantitate terrae et aquae; idemque breviter, sed acute ac docte demonstravit Iulius Scaliger in opere exoticarum exercitationum, quod scrip[sit]...
Burgos greatly praises and exalts this device of his; which, however, if anyone consider it attentively, he will recognize to be an empty and futile fabrication. In the first place, the chief foundation and support both of this opinion and of the one we treated just before is that the water is far greater than the earth: which is false — and, on the contrary, that the earth is much greater than the water — Alexander Piccolomini shows by manifest and firm reasons in the book he published in the Italian tongue, On the Quantity of Earth and Water; and the same Julius Scaliger demonstrated briefly, but acutely and learnedly, in the work of Exoteric Exercitations, which he wro[te]...19



...sit adversus Cardanum, exercitatione XXXIX. Quibus auctoribus indicatis, ne, tractandis rebus instituto nostro alienis, longiores simus quam esse volumus, eorum argumenta commemorare supersedebimus. Sed isti nec philosophiam magnopere curare et Mathematicos parvipendere videntur: a quibus tamen non dubiis rationibus concluditur ex aqua et terra unum effici globum, cuius centrum gravitatis et magnitudinis idem sit atque centrum terrae et mundi, in quod omnia tam terrae quam aquae pondera, e sublimi lapsa, directo feruntur. Verum satis argumenti est ad confutandas istas opiniones earum auctores non aliter eas tueri, ac seipsos expedire posse, quam confugiendo ad miracula, quae non concessissent Philosophi nec Theologi sine magna ratione ac necessitate inducenda et admittenda censent, praesertim vero in creatione mundi primaque omnium rerum institutione atque dispositione, in qua maxime consentaneum rationi est credere Deum res omnes convenientes suis quasque naturis condidisse, disposuisse, atque collocasse. Adversus istos etiam multum valet illa B. Augustini in libro septimo capit. 30 de Civit. Dei sententia: “Sic Deus,” inquit Augustinus, “administrat omnia quae creavit, ut etiam ipsa proprios motus exercere et agere sinat.” Iam vero, quale est illud quod Burgensis dixit, aquam ante diem tertium aliam habuisse naturalem propensionem motumque et aliud centrum quam post tertium diem habuit, cum a terra est separata? Hinc enim necessario efficeretur aliam fuisse secundum speciem aquam ante diem tertium et aliam post diem tertium. Si enim centrum est aliud, alius motus aliaque propensio naturalis, necesse quoque est aliam utriusque aquae fuisse gravitatem aliamque naturam. Sed quid hoc rationibus supervacue argumentamur, quod certo sensuum iudicio et manifestis patet experimentis? Constat enim, ut terrae pondera, itidem etiam aquae, super[ne] delapsa directo et ad perpendiculum in terram et in mundi centrum deferri.
...wrote against Cardano, in the thirty-ninth exercitation. These authors being indicated, lest, by treating matters foreign to our purpose, we be longer than we wish to be, we will refrain from rehearsing their arguments. But these men seem neither to care much for philosophy nor to make much of the Mathematicians — by whom, however, it is concluded by no doubtful reasons that of water and earth one globe is made, whose center of gravity and of magnitude is the same as the center of the earth and of the world, into which all the weights, both of earth and of water, fallen from on high, are borne directly. But it is argument enough for the refutation of those opinions that their authors can defend them, and extricate themselves, in no other way than by fleeing to miracles — which Philosophers and Theologians judge are not to be introduced and admitted without great reason and necessity, but especially in the creation of the world and in the first institution and ordering of all things, in which it is most agreeable to reason to believe that God founded, disposed, and placed all things suitably to their several natures. Against these men, too, that statement of blessed Augustine, in the seventh book, chapter 30, of the City of God, has much force: “So,” says Augustine, “does God administer all the things he created, that he also lets them exercise and perform their own motions.” And now, what kind of thing is that which Burgos said — that the water before the third day had a different natural propensity and motion, and a different center, than it had after the third day, when it was separated from the earth? For from this it would necessarily follow that the water before the third day was different in species from the water after the third day. For if the center is different, the motion different, and the natural propensity different, it is also necessary that the gravity of each water was different, and its nature different. But why do we argue this superfluously by reasonings, when it is plain by the sure judgment of the senses and by manifest experiments? For it is established that the weights of the earth, and likewise of the water too, when dropped from above, are borne directly and perpendicularly to the earth and to the center of the world.20



Verum deinceps testimonia Scripturae, pro confirmatione istius sententiae superius posita, quemadmodum interpretanda et accipienda sint doceamus. Primum testimonium erat illud, “Super montes stabunt aquae,” quod sane istorum causam non adiuvat: variis enim modis exponitur. Quidam putant Davidem loqui de situ aquae cum in exordio mundi terram undique tegebat altius quam est montium altitudo. Nec obstat in futuro dici “Stabunt,” sic enim dictum est pro “Steterunt” vel “Stabant,” more Hebraeorum, qui futurum pro praeterito perfecto vel imperfecto usurpare solent. Alii describi putant illis verbis procellosos maris fluctus, qui, oborta ingenti aliqua tempestate, supra montium altitudinem extumescere et efferri videntur, sicut ait David in psalmo 106, “Ascendunt usque ad caelos, et descendunt usque ad abyssos.” Nec desunt qui ea verba spectare existiment ad ori[ginem]...
But next let us teach how the testimonies of Scripture, set down above for the confirmation of that opinion, are to be interpreted and taken. The first testimony was that one, “Above the mountains the waters shall stand,” which surely does not help their cause: for it is expounded in various ways. Some think David is speaking of the situation of the water when, at the beginning of the world, it covered the earth on every side higher than is the height of the mountains. Nor does it stand in the way that it is said in the future, “shall stand”: for so it is said for “stood” or “were standing,” after the manner of the Hebrews, who are wont to use the future for the perfect or imperfect past. Others think that by those words are described the stormy waves of the sea, which, when some great tempest has arisen, seem to swell up and be raised above the height of the mountains — as David says in psalm 106, “They mount up to the heavens, and they go down to the depths.” Nor are there lacking those who think those words look to the ori[gin]...21



...ginem et scaturiginem multorum fontium atque lacuum, qui in supremis celsimorum montium iugis inveniuntur. Posset item sententia illa Davidis intelligi de aquis pluvialibus, quae supra montes in media regione aëris generantur. Alterum testimonium, ductum ex Psalmo 32 et ex cap. 39 Ecclesiastici et ex Oratione regis Manassis, nihil istorum causae prodest. Etenim Scriptura illis locis non designat naturalem maris et aquarum situm, sed describit duo celebratissima miracula, quorum alterum prius in mari rubro, alterum posterius (annis scilicet quadraginta) in fluvio Iordane contigerunt, aquis in sublime elatis atque consistentibus, ut Hebraeis tutus et facilis interpateret transitus. Similia enim canit David illis miraculis in Psalmo 77. Potest etiam intelligi de aqua maris, quae sic a Deo in illis suis receptaculis inclusa coërcetur, ut quis paulum aquae in utrem concludit. Nec illa verba Davidis in psalmo 68, “Veni in altitudinem maris,” contra nos faciunt: nam per altitudinem maris eo loco significari profunditatem eius antecedentia et consequentia verba demonstrant. Sic enim est inibi: “Infixus sum in limo profundi, et non est substantia. Veni in altitudinem maris, et tempestas demersit me. Eripe me de luto, ut non infigar. Libera me de profundis aquarum. Non me demergat tempestas aquae, neque absorbeat me profundum.” Porro quod Scriptura inquit praecepto Dei coërceri aquas et teneri ne terram exundent, non arguit eas sublimiores esse terra et miraculose cohiberi ne defluant ad obruendam terram, sed indicat aquas sic fuisse a Deo creatas et in talibus locis collocatas ut non queant exire ad operiendam terram.
...the source and welling-up of many springs and lakes, which are found on the highest ridges of the loftiest mountains. That saying of David could likewise be understood of the rain-waters, which are generated above the mountains in the middle region of the air. The second testimony, drawn from Psalm 32, and from chapter 39 of Ecclesiasticus, and from the Prayer of King Manasses, profits these men's cause not at all. For in those places Scripture does not designate the natural situation of the sea and the waters, but describes two most celebrated miracles, of which the one happened earlier in the Red Sea, the other later (forty years afterward, namely) in the river Jordan, the waters being raised on high and standing still, so that a safe and easy passage might lie open for the Hebrews. For David sings of like miracles in Psalm 77. It can also be understood of the sea-water, which is so shut up and confined by God in those its receptacles, as one shuts up a little water in a wineskin. Nor do those words of David in psalm 68, “I am come into the depth of the sea,” tell against us: for that by “the depth of the sea” in that place is signified its profundity, the preceding and following words demonstrate. For thus it is there: “I am stuck fast in the mire of the deep, and there is no sure standing. I am come into the depth of the sea, and the tempest has overwhelmed me. Rescue me out of the mire, that I sink not. Deliver me out of the deep waters. Let not the tempest of water drown me, nor the deep swallow me up.” Furthermore, that Scripture says the waters are confined by God's command, and held back lest they overflow the earth, does not argue that they are higher than the earth and are miraculously restrained lest they flow down to overwhelm it; but indicates that the waters were so created by God and placed in such places that they cannot go out to cover the earth.22



Ergo quia Deus indidit aquis vim et propensionem manendi in locis humilioribus, quia Deus fecit in terra loca depressa et concava eaque comparavit ut essent aquarum receptacula, quia Deus tertio die aquam segregavit a terra et in praedicta loca coëgit, quia Deus opposuit et obiecit aquis magna scopulorum, montium et littorum impedimenta, et quasi aggere quodam ita conclusit eas ut ex suo loco ad inundandam terram non possint effluere: ob has omnes causas dicitur Deus praeceptum dedisse aquis ne loco suo exirent. Naturales vero vires et facultates rerum, per quas singulae convenienter naturae suae operantur — quoniam a Deo, omnis naturae auctore, sunt eis insitae ut secundum illas operentur — vocari solent in Scriptura leges et praecepta Dei; quapropter Iob inquit Deum praecipere soli ut oriatur et occidat, et luci praescripsisse viam qua procedat. Verum de hac quaestione quae sunt hactenus disputata satis esse possunt.
Therefore, because God implanted in the waters a force and propensity to remain in the lower places; because God made in the earth depressed and concave places and provided them to be receptacles of the waters; because God on the third day separated the water from the earth and forced it into the aforesaid places; because God set and opposed against the waters the great obstacles of crags, mountains, and shores, and so shut them in, as it were by a kind of rampart, that they cannot flow out from their place to inundate the earth: for all these causes God is said to have given a command to the waters, that they should not go out from their place. And the natural forces and faculties of things, by which each operates suitably to its nature — since they are implanted in them by God, the author of all nature, that they may operate according to them — are wont to be called in Scripture the laws and commands of God; wherefore Job says that God commands the sun to rise and set, and has prescribed for the light the way by which it proceeds. But on this question what has hitherto been disputed may suffice.23



Redeamus ad primam quaestionem supra positam, quomodo aqua prius operiens undique terram, eoque multo maior ipsa terra, potuerit unum in locum terrae cogi. Exposuimus tres modos respondendi, sed tertium abiudicavimus et reiecimus. Sunt etiamnum alii duo modi valde probabiles, quorum utervis iunctus cum [secundo superius exposito]...
Let us return to the first question set down above: how the water, which before covered the earth on every side, and was therefore much greater than the earth itself, could be forced into one place of the earth. We set out three ways of answering, but rejected and threw out the third. There are still two other ways, very probable, either of which, joined with [the second set out above]...24



...cum secundo superius exposito rem planam et intellectu credituque facilem reddit. Dici enim potest aquam prius habuisse densitatem naturaliter sibi convenientem, sicut habuit et situm et figuram; hoc autem tertio die fuisse magis densatam maxima ex parte, et sic minori loco contineri potuisse. Facit huic opinioni fidem ipsum mare, quod est elementum aquae, quod densius et crassius est quam alia quaelibet aqua; itaque densitas quam habet aqua naturaliter nunc generata, ut fontium, fluminum, imbrium, est ea quae naturaliter convenit aquae, quae minor est densitate maris. Illud quoque responderi posset: licet aqua prius maior fuerit quam terra secundum extensionem et circumferentiam, quia ipsam circumplectebatur, erat tamen multo minor secundum altitudinem vel profunditatem: nam altitudo terrae a centro ad superficiem erat multo maior quam altitudo aquae, a superficie terrae usque ad extimam eius superficiem. Verisimile enim est Deum tantum aquae creasse et extendisse super terram quantum postea in terrae receptaculis commode posset contineri. Coniecturam capere licet ex aëre, qui eodem modo mansit ut fuerat creatus; cuius tamen altitudo, a terra ad extremum tertiae regionis, non implet sexaginta milliaria, ut probant Mathematici, tum ex ratione crepusculorum, tum ex altitudine apparentium in suprema regione aëris: cum tamen altitudo terrae, a centro ad circumferentiam, quae ei est semidiameter eius, contineat 3500 milliaria.
...with the second set out above, renders the matter plain and easy both to understand and to believe. For it can be said that the water before had a density naturally suited to it, just as it had both its situation and its figure; but that on the third day it was, for the greatest part, more condensed, and so could be contained in a smaller place. This opinion is given credence by the sea itself, which is the element of water, and which is denser and coarser than any other water; and so the density which the water now naturally generated has — as that of springs, rivers, rains — is the density which naturally belongs to water, which is less than the density of the sea. This too could be answered: although the water was before greater than the earth in extension and circumference, because it enfolded it, yet it was much less in height or depth: for the height of the earth, from the center to the surface, was much greater than the height of the water, from the surface of the earth to its outermost surface. For it is likely that God created and extended over the earth just so much water as could afterward be conveniently contained in the receptacles of the earth. One may take a conjecture from the air, which remained in the same way as it had been created; whose height, however, from the earth to the extreme of the third region, does not reach sixty miles, as the Mathematicians prove, both from the reckoning of the twilights and from the height of things appearing in the supreme region of the air — whereas the height of the earth, from the center to the circumference, which is its semidiameter, contains 3,500 miles.25



Illud etiam in dubio vertitur, quemadmodum verum sit quod ait Moses hoc loco, omnes aquas in unum locum esse congregatas, cum videamus tam diversa et tam longe dissita esse aquarum loca in tot maribus, fluminibus, lacubus et paludibus, ut quaedam nulla inter se communione iungi videantur. Ad hoc breve et in promptu est responsum: illud “In locum unum” non significare aliud quam locum separatum a terra habitabili, hoc est, aquas in suum quamque locum confluxisse. Basilius illud quod dicitur, aquas esse congregatas in locum unum, non putat de qualibet aquarum congregatione esse intelligendum, sed tantum de maxima, quae appellatur mare: constat autem maria omnia esse coniuncta cum Oceano, ideoque habere unum locum. Sicut enim aliorum elementorum est suus cuique locus, sic aquae, et hunc esse in quo est mare vel Oceanus. Et quemadmodum propter usus et commoditates hominum multae partes et aëris et ignis a suo elemento separatae extra locum eius in variis terrae locis continentur, nec hoc tamen obstat quo minus haec elementa unum habere proprium et naturalem locum verissime dicantur: ita quoque de aquis sentire convenit. Quae sententia, ante Basilium, fuit etiam Aristotelis lib. 2 Meteororum. Atque omnia quidem maria cum Oceano continuari extra controversiam est, praeter mare Caspium, de quo non satis convenit inter scriptores: etenim Strabo, Plin., Diony. de situ [orbis]...
This too is brought into doubt: how it is true, what Moses says in this place, that all the waters were gathered into one place — since we see the places of the waters to be so diverse and so far apart, in so many seas, rivers, lakes, and marshes, that some seem joined by no communication among themselves. To this the answer is brief and ready: that “Into one place” means nothing other than a place separated from the habitable land — that is, that the waters flowed together, each into its own place. Basil does not think that what is said, that the waters were gathered into one place, is to be understood of any gathering whatever of waters, but only of the greatest, which is called the sea: and it is established that all the seas are joined with the Ocean, and therefore have one place. For as each of the other elements has its own place, so does water — and this is the place in which is the sea or the Ocean. And just as, for the uses and conveniences of men, many parts both of air and of fire, separated from their element, are contained outside its place in various places of the earth — and yet this does not prevent it being most truly said that these elements have one proper and natural place — so it is fitting to think also concerning the waters. This opinion, before Basil, was also Aristotle's, in the second book of the Meteorology. And that all the seas are continuous with the Ocean is beyond controversy, except the Caspian Sea, about which there is not sufficient agreement among writers: for Strabo, Pliny, Dionysius On the Situation [of the World]...26



...orbis, et Basilius hoc loco arbitrantur mare Caspium communes habere aquas cum Oceano Arctico; ex adverso autem Herodotus in Clio, Aristoteles in secundo Meteororum, Ptolemaeus in sua Geographia, aliique cum primis graves scriptores existimant mare Caspium undequaque circumclusum esse littoribus, nec aquam accipere ex Oceano, sed ex plurimis et ingentissimis amnibus in ipsum influentibus; deonerare autem se aqua per occultos sub terra alveos in Euxinum pontum emissa. Nec officit huic sententiae salcedo maris Caspii, ut quam habet etiam lacus Genesareth in Palaestina, nullam habens manifestam cum mari Syriaco aquarum communicationem. Sed lector eiusmodi rerum curiosus, si lubet, legat quae scripsit Iulius Scaliger de mari Caspio adversus Cardanum, exercitatione 51. At enim Beda dictum Mosis de aquis unum in locum congregatis pertinere ait ad omnes aquas ubicunque locorum sint, licet diversos alveos atque origines habere videantur: quippe vel sunt maria, quorum ex Oceano manifesta est origo, vel per occultos terrae meatus primam ex mari ducunt originem et in ipsum tandem revertuntur, veluti aperte docet Salomon initio libri Ecclesiastae. Verum haec Bedae sententia gravem habet adversarium Aristotelem, qui libro secundo Meteororum ei obnixe contradicit. Iulius Scaliger Salomonis sententiam in exercitatione 46 acerrime defendit contra Cardanum. Titelmannus autem, explanans locum illum Ecclesiastae, dictum Salomonis cum Aristotelis doctrina conciliare et concordare non inerudite conatur. Sed huius quaestionis cognitionem et iudicium Christianis philosophis permittamus.
...of the World, and Basil in this place think that the Caspian Sea shares its waters with the Arctic Ocean; but on the contrary Herodotus in his Clio, Aristotle in the second book of the Meteorology, Ptolemy in his Geography, and others — grave writers among the foremost — judge that the Caspian Sea is closed in on every side by shores, and receives its water not from the Ocean, but from very many and very great rivers flowing into it; and that it unloads itself of water, sent out through hidden channels under the earth, into the Euxine [Black] Sea. Nor does the saltness of the Caspian Sea tell against this opinion — such as the Lake of Gennesareth too has in Palestine, having no manifest communication of waters with the Syrian Sea. But the reader curious about such matters, if he please, may read what Julius Scaliger wrote on the Caspian Sea against Cardano, in the fifty-first exercitation. But Bede says that Moses' saying about the waters gathered into one place pertains to all waters, wherever they are, although they seem to have diverse beds and origins: for either they are seas, whose origin from the Ocean is manifest, or, through hidden passages of the earth, they draw their first origin from the sea and at last return into it — as Solomon plainly teaches at the beginning of the book of Ecclesiastes. But this opinion of Bede's has a grave adversary, Aristotle, who in the second book of the Meteorology stoutly contradicts it. Julius Scaliger most keenly defends Solomon's opinion, in the forty-sixth exercitation, against Cardano. And Titelmann, explaining that passage of Ecclesiastes, tries, not unlearnedly, to reconcile and harmonize Solomon's saying with Aristotle's teaching. But the knowledge and judgment of this question let us leave to the Christian philosophers.27



Iam vero, circa id quod sequitur in narratione Mosis, “Et appareat arida,” quid Augustinus Eugubinus in sua Cosmopoeia prodiderit, non est in praeteritis relinquendum. Opinatur Eugubinus non fuisse universam terram simul aquis detectam et nudatam, sed paulatim et particulatim; prius autem extra aquas apparuisse et siccatam esse partem terrae Aquilonarem, eam dico quae inter Arcticum et Aequinoctialem circulum interiacet: tum quod ea sit potior et nobilior pars terrae habitabilis, ut in qua fuerit Paradisus, primusque homo conditus et locatus, et genus humanum propagatum, et ab eo tempore usque ad hoc semper maxime floruerit (in hoc enim terrarum tractu potentissima imperia clarissimaque hominum ingenia et rerum gestarum monumenta fuisse constat); tum etiam quod haec pars terrae aquilonaris multo altior est Australi, ob idque prior ex aquis emersit et extitit: quod eleganter poëta ille cecinit:
Now indeed, concerning what follows in Moses' narrative, “And let the dry land appear,” what Augustinus Eugubinus [Steuco] reported in his Cosmopoeia is not to be left among things passed over. Steuco holds that the whole earth was not uncovered and bared of the waters at once, but little by little and part by part; and that the Northern part of the earth — that, I mean, which lies between the Arctic and the Equinoctial circle — appeared out of the waters and was dried first: both because it is the better and nobler part of the habitable earth (as that in which Paradise was, and the first man was founded and placed, and the human race propagated, and which from that time until now has always flourished most — for in this tract of lands it is established that the most powerful empires, the brightest human intellects, and the monuments of great deeds have been); and also because this northern part of the earth is much higher than the southern, and on that account emerged and stood forth from the waters first: which that poet elegantly sang:28



As the world rises steeply toward Scythia and the Rhipaean heights, so it sinks, sloping down, toward Libya and the south winds.29
Mundus ut ad Scythiam Rhipheasque arduus arces / Consurgit, premitur Libyae devexus in Austros.



Id etiam confirmat Aristoteles initio libri 2 Meteororum, cuius haec inibi sunt verba: “Sicut et secundum partem ex altis fluvios apparent fluere, sic et totius terrae ex altioribus, quae ad Ursam, fluxus [sit plurimus]...”
Aristotle too confirms this at the beginning of the second book of the Meteorology, whose words there are these: “Just as, in a particular region, the rivers appear to flow from the high places, so also, of the whole earth, the flow is [greatest] from the higher places, which are toward the Bear [the north]...”30



...fluxus sit plurimus. De eo autem quod est, ea quae ad Ursam sunt esse terra alta, signum quoddam est et hoc, multos persuasos esse antiquorum Meteorologicorum Solem non ferri sub terra, sed circa terram et locum hunc; obscurari autem et facere noctem, propterea quod alta sit ad Ursam terra.” Hactenus Aristoteles. Plinius vero aliud eiusdem rei ponit argumentum, aquam ex Ponto meare in alia maria, in Pontum autem nunquam refluere: sic enim scribit nonagesimoseptimo capite libri secundi, “Pontus semper extra meat in Propontidem; introrsus in Pontum nunquam refluo mari.” Et libro quarto capite decimo tertio, “Non est,” inquit, “omittenda multorum opinio, priusquam digrediamur a Ponto, qui maria omnia interiora illo capite nasci, non Gaditano freto, existimavere, haud improbabili argumento: quoniam aestus semper e Ponto profluens nunquam reciprocetur.”
...the flow is greatest. And of this — that the lands which are toward the Bear are high land — there is also this sign: that many of the ancient Meteorologists were persuaded that the Sun is not carried under the earth, but around the earth and this region; and that it is obscured and makes night, because the land toward the Bear is high.” Thus far Aristotle. But Pliny puts another argument for the same matter: that water passes out of the Pontus [Black Sea] into the other seas, but never flows back into the Pontus; for thus he writes in the ninety-seventh chapter of the second book: “The Pontus always passes outward into the Propontis; inward into the Pontus the sea never flows back.” And in the fourth book, chapter thirteen, he says: “The opinion of many is not to be omitted, before we depart from the Pontus, who thought that all the inner seas are born from that head [the Pontus], not from the Strait of Cadiz — by no improbable argument: since the tide, always flowing out of the Pontus, never flows back.”31



Sed redeo ad Eugubinum: is propterea ductus est in eam sententiam, quod sibi ipse persuaserat segregationem illam aquarum et exsiccationem terrae non singulari omnipotentia Dei subito esse factam, sed naturali potestate Solis tunc ardentissimi et ad attenuandum siccandumque potentissimi: quod tamen omnium Theologorum viritim respuit fides. Haec enim sex dierum prima Dei opera, et proxime a Deo, et puncto temporis suo quaeque die esse facta, nullus Theologorum abnuit. Fuisse autem Solem in exordio mundi ardentiorem et valentiorem ad operandum quam postea fuit, ut putat Eugubinus, risum profecto moveret Philosophis, quibus in confesso est vim et facultatem Solis (quod ipse sit incorruptibilis et impassibilis) nulla ex parte remitti ac minui, vel contendi et augeri posse.
But I return to Steuco: he was led into that opinion because he had persuaded himself that that separation of the waters and the drying of the earth was done not by the singular omnipotence of God suddenly, but by the natural power of the Sun, then most burning and most potent to attenuate and dry — which, however, the faith of all the Theologians, man by man, rejects. For that these first works of God's six days were done immediately by God, and each on its day in a moment of time, no Theologian denies. And that the Sun at the beginning of the world was more burning and more powerful to act than it was afterward, as Steuco thinks, would surely move the Philosophers to laughter — to whom it is an admitted point that the force and faculty of the Sun (since it is incorruptible and impassible) can in no respect be remitted and lessened, or strained and increased.32



Tostatus opinatur terram exsiccatam esse a vento quodam vehementer urenti, quem tunc Deus immisit, et Moses indicavit supra cum dixit “Spiritus Domini ferebatur super aquas.” Simili enim ratione desiccata est terra post diluvium, ut traditur infra capite octavo; et itidem fundum maris rubri, qua transitus erat futurus Hebraeis, desiccatum esse scriptum est in Exodo capite decimoquarto illis verbis, “Cum extendisset Moses manum super mare, abstulit illud Dominus flante vento vehementi et urente tota nocte, et vertit in siccum, divisaque est aqua.” Verum hanc opinationem suam paucis, ni fallor, probabit Tostatus: incredibile enim videtur esse posse ventum aliquem talem tantumque ut omnem terrae faciem altissime madefactam oblimatamque tam brevi tempore — vel, ut verius dicam, puncto temporis — adeo queat exsiccare ut potens fiat plantas et animalia procreandi. Quod autem ait hoc loco Procopius Gazaeus, nec abnuit Augustinus libro decimosexto de Civitate Dei capite nono, alteram partem terrae huic nostrae oppositam, quam habitare dicuntur Antipodes, esse totam aquis obrutam ob idque inhabitabilem (quasi illuc aqua, prius omnem terram operiens, coacta et congregata sit), falsum esse, hoc tempore navigationibus Hispanorum plane compertum est: illa enim terra et [continues]...
Tostatus holds that the earth was dried by a certain vehemently burning wind, which God then sent, and which Moses indicated above when he said, “The Spirit of the Lord was borne over the waters.” For by a like means the earth was dried after the flood, as is delivered below in chapter eight; and likewise that the bottom of the Red Sea, where the passage was to be for the Hebrews, was dried, is written in Exodus, chapter fourteen, in these words: “When Moses had stretched out his hand over the sea, the Lord took it away, a vehement and burning wind blowing all night, and turned it into dry land, and the water was divided.” But this opinion of his Tostatus will prove, unless I am mistaken, to few: for it seems incredible that there could be any wind such and so great that it could, in so brief a time — or, to speak more truly, in a moment of time — so dry the whole face of the earth, deeply soaked and bemired, that it became able to bring forth plants and animals. And as for what Procopius of Gaza says in this place — and Augustine does not deny, in the sixteenth book of the City of God, chapter nine — that the other part of the earth opposite to this of ours, which the Antipodes are said to inhabit, is wholly overwhelmed with waters, and therefore uninhabitable (as if the water, which before covered the whole earth, were forced and gathered thither): that this is false, has in our time been plainly ascertained by the navigations of the Spaniards: for that land [is both...]...33



...et antea fuerat ab indigenis habitata, et nunc variis locis ab Hispanis habitatur.
...and it had before been inhabited by natives, and is now inhabited in various places by the Spaniards.34



Let the earth bring forth the green herb, and such as may make seed, and the fruit tree yielding fruit after its kind, whose seed is in itself upon the earth, etc. — Verse 11.35
Germinet terra herbam virentem, et facientem semen, et lignum pomiferum faciens fructum iuxta genus suum, cuius semen in semetipso sit super terram, etc. — Vers. 11.



Beatus Augustinus libro quinto de Genesi ad litteram capite quarto arbitratur hoc praecepto Dei non esse plantas actu productas ex terra, sed tantummodo causaliter: Deum enim tunc inseruisse terris naturalem vim et potestatem generandi efferendique omnes plantarum species. Huic sententiae fidem eo argumento firmat, quod infra capite secundo Moses ait Deum hoc tertio die produxisse omne virgultum agri antequam oriretur in terra, omnemque herbam regionis priusquam germinaret: quare priusquam plantae actu orirentur ex terra, Moses testificatur eas in terra esse factas, nempe causaliter tantum atque virtualiter; hoc enim tertio die terra naturalem potentiam ex se proferendi omnia stirpium genera a Deo accepit. Sed valde dura est haec interpretatio Augustini, et distorquet verba Mosis, qui diserte aperteque narrat hoc tertio die et iussisse Deum ut terra proferret omnia herbarum et arborum genera, et ea statim protulisse terram divinis iussis obtemperando. “Protulit,” inquit, “terra herbam virentem et facientem semen iuxta genus suum, lignumque faciens fructum et habens unumquodque sementem secundum speciem suam.” Et sane Moses de creatione plantarum similiter loquitur, ut de creatione lucis, firmamenti, astrorum et animalium; nec potest negari fuisse in Paradiso perfectas arbores, cum id aperte capite secundo tradat Moses. Et vero ad victum hominis et animalium opus erat herbis et herbarum fructibus. Illa autem verba quae citat Augustinus ex secundo capite, “Antequam oriretur in terra,” significant primam illam productionem plantarum non fuisse naturalem, nec usitato ordine modoque aliarum productionum factam. Sensus igitur est: antequam in terra oriretur herba (videlicet modo naturali, ut nunc oritur), in illa prima productione producta est singulari quodam modo a Deo.
Blessed Augustine, in the fifth book on Genesis according to the Letter, chapter four, judges that by this command of God the plants were not actually produced from the earth, but only causally: for God then implanted in the earth the natural force and power of generating and bringing forth all the species of plants. He supports this opinion by this argument: that below, in the second chapter, Moses says that God on this third day produced every plant of the field before it sprang up in the earth, and every herb of the region before it sprouted — wherefore, before the plants actually arose from the earth, Moses testifies that they were made in the earth, namely only causally and virtually; for on this third day the earth received from God the natural power of bringing forth of itself all kinds of plants. But this interpretation of Augustine's is very hard, and distorts the words of Moses, who clearly and openly narrates that on this third day God both commanded that the earth should bring forth all the kinds of herbs and trees, and that the earth at once brought them forth, obeying the divine commands. “The earth,” he says, “brought forth the green herb, and such as maketh seed after its kind, and the tree making fruit and having each one its seed according to its species.” And indeed Moses speaks of the creation of plants in the same way as of the creation of light, the firmament, the stars, and the animals; nor can it be denied that there were perfect trees in Paradise, since Moses plainly hands this down in the second chapter. And truly, for the food of man and of the animals, there was need of herbs and the fruits of herbs. But those words which Augustine cites from the second chapter, “Before it sprang up in the earth,” signify that that first production of plants was not natural, nor made in the usual order and manner of other productions. The sense, therefore, is: before the herb arose in the earth (namely, in the natural way, as it now arises), in that first production it was produced in a certain singular way by God.36



Ex illis autem verbis, “Producat seu germinet terra herbam virentem, et facientem semen, et lignum pomiferum faciens fructum iuxta genus suum,” etc., apparet omnes herbarum et arborum species factas esse in statu perfecto, habentes nempe semen unde possent aliae generari: tunc enim unumquodque perfectum est cum potest generare sibi simile, ut est apud Aristotelem in 4 lib. Meteororum. Atque hac ratione consuluit Deus mortali plantarum conditioni, ut quae per se [non poterant]...
And from those words, “Let the earth produce or bring forth the green herb, and such as maketh seed, and the fruit tree yielding fruit after its kind,” etc., it appears that all the species of herbs and trees were made in a perfect state, having, namely, seed from which others could be generated: for each thing is then perfect when it can generate its like, as it is in Aristotle, in the fourth book of the Meteorology. And by this means God provided for the mortal condition of plants, so that what by themselves [they could not]...37



...per se non poterant, per generationem et propagationem aliarum ex aliis speciei immortalitatem et quandam aeternitatem (singulis individuis negatam) consequerentur. Nec refert ubi semen habeant plantae, hoc est, vel in radice, vel in stipite, vel in fructu. Nec in dubio esse potest primas illas herbas et arbores, suo quamque in genere, fuisse perfectissimas et suavissimas ad gustum, victumque hominis accommodatissimas: tum propter summam nascentis terrae bonitatem, tum quod proxime a Deo creatae (cuius quae sic fiunt perfecta sunt opera) non poterant non esse optimae, certe longe meliores quibusvis postea naturali potestate modoque procreatis. Haec prima generatio arborum, citra hominum laborem et cultum facta, non videtur latuisse poëtas: eorum enim quidam dixit:
...could not [obtain] by themselves, they might obtain — the immortality of the species and a kind of eternity, denied to the individuals — through the generation and propagation of some from others. Nor does it matter where the plants have their seed — that is, whether in the root, or in the stalk, or in the fruit. Nor can it be in doubt that those first herbs and trees, each in its own kind, were most perfect and most sweet to the taste, and most suited to the food of man: both on account of the supreme goodness of the new-born earth, and because, created immediately by God (whose works that are so made are perfect), they could not but be excellent — certainly far better than any procreated afterward by natural power and means. This first generation of trees, made without the labor and cultivation of men, does not seem to have escaped the poets: for one of them said:38



The earth too, exempt [from toil] and untouched by the hoe, and wounded by no plowshares, of itself gave all things.39
Ipsa quoque immunis, rastroque intacta, nec ullis / saucia vomeribus, per se dabat omnia tellus.



Sic Ovidius 1 lib. Metamor., cuius similem sententiam libr. 5 persequitur Lucretius. Quaestio est an ad primam illam herbarum et arborum generationem concurrerit terra tantum passive, an etiam active, virtute tamen a Deo supernaturaliter accepta: atque hoc posterius Caietano videtur probabilius. Nam hoc, inquit, denotant verba illa Mosis, “Producat terra.” Itaque terra per naturalem virtutem sibi inditam plantas illas produxit, attamen auxilio Dei supernaturali est adiuta, ut eas et in statu perfecto et in instanti producere posset, quae naturaliter non nisi per partes et per certa temporum spatia generare potuisset. Verba Caietani sunt haec: “Non solum significatur terrae plenitudo exterior, sed etiam modus plenitudinis, dicendo ‘Et protulit terra’: manifeste enim per hoc significatur ipsa terra generavit vegetabilia, ut intelligamus quod Deus non produxit immediate vegetabilia, sed mediate terra; non tamen in tempore, sed virtute divina: in eodem instanti suscepit terra virtutem productivam, et productionem cum effectu producto, ita quod quicquid vegetabilium produxisset naturaliter terra in spacio unius anni seu multorum annorum (ut diversa vegetabilia exigunt ad sui perfectionem), produxit tunc terra virtute divina in instanti; credimus enim omnia producta esse in statu perfecto, sicut constat hominem productum non infantem sed perfectum, et in Paradiso terrestri constat fuisse arbores cum fructibus a principio, in cuius signum non scribitur ‘herbavit terra,’ sed ‘protulit terra.’” Sic ille.
So Ovid, in the first book of the Metamorphoses, whose like sentiment Lucretius pursues in the fifth book. The question is whether to that first generation of herbs and trees the earth concurred only passively, or also actively — yet by a power received supernaturally from God; and this latter seems to Cajetan more probable. For, he says, those words of Moses denote it, “Let the earth produce.” And so the earth, by a natural power implanted in it, produced those plants — yet was aided by the supernatural help of God, so that it could produce them both in a perfect state and in an instant, which naturally it could have generated only in parts and over certain spaces of time. Cajetan's words are these: “Not only is the outward fullness of the earth signified, but also the manner of the fullness, by saying ‘And the earth brought forth’: for by this it is manifestly signified that the earth itself generated the plants, that we may understand that God produced the plants not immediately, but mediately, through the earth — yet not in time, but by divine power: in the same instant the earth received the productive power, and the production with the effect produced; so that whatever plants the earth would have produced naturally in the space of one year or of many years (as different plants require for their perfection), the earth then produced by divine power in an instant; for we believe that all things were produced in a perfect state, as it is established that man was produced not an infant but perfect, and in the earthly Paradise it is established that there were trees with fruits from the beginning — as a sign of which it is not written ‘the earth grew green,’ but ‘the earth brought forth.’” So he.40



Sed hoc pernegat Tostatus hoc loco, et Sanctus Thomas prima parte quaestione septuagesima articulo primo, sic scribens: “In prima rerum institutione fuit principium activum verbum Dei, quod ex materia elementari produxit animalia, vel in actu secundum alios sanctos, vel virtute secundum Augustinum: non quod aqua aut terra habeat in se virtutem producendi omnia animalia, ut Avicenna posuit, sed quia hoc ipsum quod ex materia elementari, virtute seminis vel stellarum, possunt animalia produci, est ex virtute primitus elementis data.” Hactenus Sanctus Thomas. Et vero incredibile videtur terram tantae virtutis esse capacem, ut per virtutem ullam sibi inhaerentem subito queat ex se proferre omnis [generis arbores perfectas]...
But this Tostatus utterly denies, in this place, and Saint Thomas, in the First Part, question seventy, article one, writing thus: “In the first institution of things, the active principle was the Word of God, which from elemental matter produced the animals — either actually, according to other holy men, or virtually, according to Augustine: not that water or earth has in itself the power of producing all animals, as Avicenna posited, but because this very fact, that from elemental matter, by the power of seed or of the stars, animals can be produced, is from a power first given to the elements.” Thus far Saint Thomas. And indeed it seems incredible that the earth should be capable of so great a power, that by any power inhering in it it could suddenly bring forth of itself [perfect trees of every kind]...41



...omnis generis arbores perfectas, omnesque terrestrium animalium species, quas ex terra sexto die generatas esse Scriptura confirmat: quanquam hoc fortasse non adeo impossibile, vel etiam improbabile, videretur Theologis existimantibus quamlibet creaturam, ut instrumentum a Deo assumptum, active concurrere posse ad creationem cuiuscumque rei, etiam spiritualis, etiam supernaturalis: sed id tamen non potest fieri sine maximo Dei miraculo, quod in prima rerum creatione non esset sine maxima causa et necessitate admittendum. Illud autem, “Proferat terra,” vel “Protulit terra,” non aliud significat quam materialem terrae causalitatem et concursum ad generationem plantarum; nam infra capite secundo dicitur Deus produxisse ex humo omne lignum. Nam et foemina, quae secundum Aristotelem tantum passive ac materialiter concurrit ad generationem hominis, dicitur tamen hominem generare et procreare. Et nunc etiam dicitur terra proferre ac gignere plantas, cum vix earum generatrix proprie non terra sit, sed in suo cuiusque stirpis semine; ergo illud “Proferat terra herbam” eandem vim habet atque “Proferatur ex terra, et in terra herba virens.”
...perfect trees of every kind, and all the species of land animals, which Scripture confirms were generated from the earth on the sixth day: although this perhaps would not seem so impossible, or even improbable, to those Theologians who think that any creature, taken up by God as an instrument, can concur actively to the creation of anything whatever, even of a spiritual, even of a supernatural thing — but this nevertheless cannot happen without a very great miracle of God, which, in the first creation of things, should not be admitted without the greatest cause and necessity. But that phrase, “Let the earth bring forth,” or “The earth brought forth,” signifies nothing other than the material causality of the earth and its concurrence to the generation of plants; for below, in the second chapter, God is said to have produced every tree out of the ground. For the woman too, who according to Aristotle concurs only passively and materially to the generation of man, is nonetheless said to generate and procreate the man. And now too the earth is said to bring forth and beget plants, although the earth is hardly properly their generatrix, but rather the seed of each plant is; therefore that phrase “Let the earth bring forth the herb” has the same force as “Let there be brought forth out of the earth, and in the earth, the green herb.”42



Basilius tradit hoc loco esse tunc factam rosam sine ullis spinis, eas namque post peccatum hominis in eius poenam esse rosae adnatas; multo autem magis diceret id Basilius de herbis homini noxiis atque lethalibus. Nec a Basilio dissentit Augustinus: in primo enim libro de Genesi contra Manichaeos capite decimotertio sic ait: “Per peccatum hominis terra maledicta est, ut spinas pareret, non ut ipsa spinas (vel, ut alii legunt, poenas) sentiret, quae sine sensu est, sed ut peccati humani crimen semper hominibus ante oculos poneret, quo admonerentur aliquando averti a peccatis et ad Dei praecepta converti. Herbae autem venenosae ad poenam vel ad exercitationem mortalium creatae sunt; et hoc totum propter peccatum, quia mortales post peccatum facti sumus.” Sic Augustinus. Sed quis credat rosam ante peccatum factam esse absque spinis? Deus enim tales condidit res quales sunt secundum naturam suam; nec peccatum Adae mutavit proprietates rerum atque conditiones, cum ne ea quidem quae vera sunt secundum naturam hominis peccatum eius quicquam variaverit. Rosam vero nasci inter spinas naturalem rosae constitutionem atque generationem consequitur. Quare ante peccatum Adae erant spinae et tribuli, et herbae homini noxiae et lethales; verum non fuissent in poenam ei si non peccasset, et terra quam ipse victus causa coluisset nihil infructuosum, nedum perniciosum, ei protulisset: sic enim homo animo corporeque fuisset affectus ut huiusmodi res omnes sibi exitiosas facillime internoscere et cavere posset.
Basil hands down, in this place, that the rose was then made without any thorns, for these grew on to the rose after the sin of man, for his punishment; and Basil would say this much more of the herbs noxious and lethal to man. Nor does Augustine dissent from Basil: for in the first book on Genesis against the Manichees, chapter thirteen, he says thus: “Through man's sin the earth was cursed, that it should bear thorns — not that the earth itself should feel the thorns (or, as others read, the punishments), since it is without sense, but that it might ever set before men's eyes the guilt of human sin, by which they might be admonished to turn away at length from sins and turn to God's commands. And the venomous herbs were created for the punishment or for the exercise of mortals; and all this on account of sin, because we were made mortal after sin.” So Augustine. But who would believe that the rose was made without thorns before sin? For God founded things such as they are according to their nature; nor did Adam's sin change the properties and conditions of things — since not even those things which are true according to the nature of man did his sin in any way alter. And that the rose is born among thorns follows from the natural constitution and generation of the rose. Wherefore, before Adam's sin there were thorns and thistles, and herbs noxious and lethal to man; but they would not have been a punishment to him if he had not sinned, and the earth which he cultivated for his sustenance would have brought forth nothing unfruitful, much less pernicious, to him: for man would have been so disposed in mind and body that he could most easily discern and beware of all such things deadly to him.43



Sed quaeret aliquis: Si omnia in usum hominis sunt condita, frustra igitur tot herbarum et arborum genera mortifera homini sunt creata? Respondent Basilius, Ambrosius et Theodoretus, licet istiusmodi res esu quidem sint noxiae homini, esse tamen utilissimas multis animalium, quae sunt propter hominem. Quippe [videre licet pinguescere saepe cicuta]...
But someone will ask: If all things were founded for the use of man, were so many kinds of herbs and trees deadly to man therefore created in vain? Basil, Ambrose, and Theodoret answer that, although such things are indeed noxious to man as food, they are nonetheless most useful to many of the animals, which are for man's sake. For indeed [one may see the bearded flocks often grow fat on hemlock]...44



For indeed one may often see the bearded flocks grow fat on hemlock, which to man is a sharp poison.45
Quippe videre licet pinguescere saepe cicuta / Barbigeras pecudes, homini quae est acre venenum.



ut ait Lucretius libro quinto. Deinde, licet ista non conferant homini ad cibum, prosunt tamen plurimum medicinae causa, variis enim generibus morborum qui humanam vitam obsident depellendis mirabiliter auxiliantur: id quod Basilius et Ambrosius hoc loco, et Plinius multifariam clarissimis exemplis confirmant. Quare Augustinus, quod primo libro adversus Manichaeos senserat, postea maturius et accuratius perscrutatus, retractavit et emendavit, in libro tertio de Genesi ad litteram capite decimooctavo, ubi quam nos tradimus sententiam censet probabiliorem. Ad quam comprobandam adiici potest istiusmodi rerum species facere ad mundi consummationem et absolutionem: sunt enim (teste Aristotele) species rerum sicut numeri; quapropter sine istis series specierum atque contextus esset admodum interruptus et intercisus, quod sane non minus quam esse vacuum in mundo videri debet absurdum. Quid plura? Ut alia deessent, multum tamen ista conducerent homini ad Physiologiae, praesertim autem scientiae planetarum, perceptionem. Eorum porro inscitiam, vel, ut dicam proprie, insaniam, qui quarum rerum ipsi usum ignorant eas prorsus inutiliter et supervacue conditas censent, Augustinus libro primo de Genesi contra Manichaeos capite decimosexto eleganti quadam similitudine confutat.
as Lucretius says in the fifth book. Next, although these things contribute nothing to man for food, they yet profit very much for the sake of medicine, for they wondrously help to drive off the various kinds of diseases that besiege human life: which Basil and Ambrose confirm in this place, and Pliny in many places by the clearest examples. Wherefore Augustine retracted and amended what he had thought in the first book against the Manichees, having afterward searched it out more maturely and accurately, in the third book on Genesis according to the Letter, chapter eighteen, where he judges the opinion which we hand down to be more probable. To confirm which it can be added that the species of such things make for the completion and perfection of the world: for (as Aristotle witnesses) the species of things are like numbers; wherefore, without these, the series and connection of the species would be greatly interrupted and cut off — which surely ought to seem no less absurd than there being a vacuum in the world. What more? Though all else were lacking, these things would yet greatly conduce to man's perception of Natural Philosophy, and especially of the science of the planets. And the ignorance — or, to speak properly, the insanity — of those who, because they themselves are ignorant of the use of certain things, judge them to have been founded wholly uselessly and superfluously, Augustine refutes, in the first book on Genesis against the Manichees, chapter sixteen, by a certain elegant simile.46



Veruntamen quaerat ex nobis quispiam cur Moses non aperuit hoc loco generationem metallorum et, ut vocant, mineralium, quae multo verius originem habent ex terra quam plantae. Is responsum hoc a nobis accipiat: multas ob causas istarum rerum generationem esse praetermissam. Primo, quia istarum rerum generatio, cum intra terrae viscera fiat, est vulgo occulta et ignota, nec differentia earum rerum a terra et lapidibus est cuilibet manifesta. Deinde, quia non efficiunt diversum genus et gradum ipsius Esse naturalis, diversum inquam ab elementis: quattuor enim sunt gradus ipsius Esse naturalis, videlicet Esse corporeum, Esse vivens, Esse sentiens, et Esse intelligens; sed enim eiusmodi corporum effectionem, similiter ut ceterorum omnium, a Deo esse, cum alibi, tum in libro Iob aperte docet Scriptura. Illud igitur admonendus est lector, quod hoc loco semel dictum in aliis quamplurimis similiter intelligi debet: Mosem non omnia, sed manifesta omnibus maximeque illustria et nobilia Dei opera hoc loco enarranda suscepisse; quapropter, ut tacuit generationem fontium, fluminum, lacuum, montium, vallium, camporum et collium, ita de metallorum rerumque fossilium effectione verbum nullum fecit.
But someone may ask of us why Moses did not disclose in this place the generation of metals and (as they call them) minerals, which much more truly have their origin from the earth than do plants. Let him receive this answer from us: that for many causes the generation of those things was passed over. First, because the generation of those things, since it takes place within the bowels of the earth, is to the common people hidden and unknown, nor is the difference of those things from earth and stones manifest to everyone. Next, because they do not make a different kind and grade of natural Being — different, I mean, from the elements: for there are four grades of natural Being, namely Corporeal Being, Living Being, Sentient Being, and Intelligent Being; but that the making of such bodies, like that of all the rest, is from God, Scripture plainly teaches both elsewhere and in the book of Job. The reader, therefore, must be admonished of this — which, once said in this place, ought to be understood likewise in very many others — that Moses undertook to recount in this place not all, but the works of God manifest to all, and most illustrious and noble; wherefore, as he was silent about the generation of springs, rivers, lakes, mountains, valleys, plains, and hills, so about the making of metals and fossil things he said not a word.47



Illud quoque in quaestionem vocari solet, cur Deus, ut benedixit animalibus a se creatis dicens, “Crescite et multiplicamini,” non item benedixit plantis. Theodoretus ponit hanc dubitationem in quaestione decima septima in Genesim, eamque solvit ad hunc mo[dum]...
This too is wont to be brought into question: why God, as he blessed the animals created by him, saying, “Increase and multiply,” did not likewise bless the plants. Theodoret sets down this doubt in the seventeenth question on Genesis, and solves it in this man[ner]...48



...dum: Deus pro nutu suo statim universam terram replevit pratis, segetibus, et aliis omnis generis herbis et arboribus, cetera vero animalia bina creavit. Unde merito benedictione eis largitus est, ut per multiplicationem, quadam replerent maria, paludes et fluvios, quadam aerem, nonnulla vero terram.
...[At creation] God by his own will at once filled the whole earth with meadows, crops, and herbs and trees of every other kind, but the other living creatures he created in pairs. Hence he rightly bestowed a blessing upon them, that by multiplying they might fill, some the seas, marshes, and rivers, some the air, and others the land.49



Si cui forsitan haec Theodoreti solutio propterea non satisfacit, quod pro certo sumat, bina tantum cuiusque speciei animalia primo facta esse a Deo, quod vel incertum est, vel etiam falsum: hoc a nobis habeat responsum, Deum ideo proprie animantibus benedixisse, dedisseque multiplicationis praeceptum, quod eorum generatio sit quodammodo cum cognitione et appetitu, et per commixtionem atque coniunctionem diversi sexus animantium, quod in plantis nequaquam evenit. Itaque illud benedixit Deus, significat, inseruisse illis vim et facultatem generandi sibi similia, et propagandi speciem: illud autem Crescite, significat, Deum statuisse certa tempora certasque leges et modos naturales, quibus animalia, naturali instinctu et impulsu, ad generationem multiplicationemque sui similium, incitata conveniunt.
If perhaps this solution of Theodoret does not satisfy someone, because it takes for granted that only two animals of each species were first made by God, which is either uncertain or even false: let him have this answer from us, that God blessed the living creatures in the proper sense, and gave them the precept of multiplying, because their generation occurs in a manner involving knowledge and appetite, and through the mingling and union of animals of different sex, which never happens in plants. And so that phrase 'God blessed them' signifies that he implanted in them the power and faculty of generating their like and propagating the species; while that phrase 'Increase' signifies that God appointed fixed times and fixed laws and natural modes, by which the animals, by natural instinct and impulse, are roused and come together for the generation and multiplication of their like.50



Verum rationem quam nimium restricte presseque dixi, volo ut lector, ore Ruperti enucleatius et elegantius expressam cognoscat. Etenim Rupertus libro primo de Trinitate et operibus eius, capite quinquagesimosecundo, cum hanc ipsam quaestionem, Cur Deus sicut animalibus, non ita plantis benedixit, crescendi ac multiplicandi praeceptum posuit, multis verbis in medium protulisset, ad hunc modum eam postea soluit.
But the reasoning that I have stated too tersely and compressedly I wish the reader to know set forth more fully and elegantly in the words of Rupert. For Rupert, in book one of On the Trinity and his Works, chapter fifty-two, when he had set forth at length this very question—why God set the precept of growing and multiplying upon the animals, but not likewise upon the plants—afterward resolved it in this manner.51



Herbas, inquit, virentes, sive lignum pomiferum, eadem terra quae germinat vel producit, multiplicat, et semen illis ipsa importat, et cadentia recipit, etiamsi serentis manus forte desit, et ideo multiplicandae posteritati, solum in quo sunt ipsa sufficit. Verum reptilibus sive volatilibus, si nullus fuisset appetitus, non ipsa crescerent, aut multiplicarentur, et non stetisset eorum genus. Cum ergo initium existendi accepissent, oportuit eiusdem Creatoris imperio, naturalem illis medullitus inseri amorem vel appetitum, ut masculus ardens ad semen ingerendum, foemina nihilominus avida foret ad recipiendum, hoc illis benedictio contulit, et ob hoc necessaria fuit: nam inde reptilia creverunt et multiplicata sunt, et repleverunt aquas maris avesque multiplicatae sunt ex eis. Ad hoc, tenet haec animantia vinculo amoris, magna huius benedictionis vis. Hactenus ex Ruperto.
“The green herbs,” he says, “or the fruit-bearing tree, the same earth which sprouts or produces them also multiplies, and itself supplies them with seed, and receives them when they fall, even if the hand of a sower should happen to be wanting; and therefore, for a posterity to be multiplied, the soil in which they are itself suffices. But for the creeping or flying things, if there had been no appetite, they would not have grown or been multiplied, and their kind would not have endured. Since therefore they had received the beginning of their existence, it was necessary, by the command of the same Creator, that a natural love or appetite be implanted in them to the very marrow, so that the male, ardent to inject the seed, and the female no less eager to receive it; this the blessing conferred upon them, and for this reason it was necessary: for thence the creeping things grew and were multiplied, and filled the waters of the sea, and the birds were multiplied out of them. To this end, the great power of this blessing holds these living creatures in the bond of love.” Thus far from Rupert.52



Translator’s notes
	Section heading (centered) introducing the commentary on the third day of creation. ↩
	Genesis 1:9–10, the lemma for the section on the third day. ↩
	Opening views on the third day: 4 Ezra (2 Esdras) 6:42 (waters gathered into a seventh of the earth — implying earth > water); Basil (Hexaëmeron hom. 4) and Ambrose, that the command gave water its downward tendency — which Pererius corrects (that tendency is natural, born with the water; they mean only that on day three it first exercised it). Marginal gloss: “Whether water is less than earth.” ↩
	The view that earth (= elemental earth, or the four elements) was created on day three, reading the “earth” of v. 1 as unformed matter (Augustine, De Gen. ad litt. 1.13; c. Manich. 1.12; imperf. 10; Lombard; Hugh; Bonaventure; Tostatus). Pererius rejects it (already refuted): Moses says not “Let earth be made” but “Let the dry land appear.” Marginal gloss: “Who think the earth was founded on the third day.” Sentence continues onto printed p. 111. ↩
	Completes the point: the dry land “appears” (it was already submerged earth). Basil — all water, surface and internal, withdrew (but not, Pererius notes, the binding moisture). Philo (De mundi opificio) — the salt (sterile) water gathered off, sweet moisture left as the earth's “glue.” Pererius objects: before day three the water was uniform, so it could not have had salt and sweet parts. Marginal gloss: “Philo, in the book On the Making of the World.” ↩
	The question — how the all-covering water gathered into one place — with the first two solutions (Augustine, De Gen. ad litt. 1.12; Bede): the water was rarefied, then condensed to need less room; and the earth subsided/swelled to make valleys and mountains as basins. The Hebrew קוה (qavah, “to gather”) properly means a chasm/hollow (Pererius's pun on Latin cava). Psalm 103(104):6: the deep once clothed the earth above the mountains. Marginal glosses: “The question, how the water that first covered the whole earth was, on the third day, reduced to one place”; “The passage of Psalm 103 is explained.” Sentence continues onto printed p. 112. ↩
	Continues Psalm 103(104):7–9 (the waters flee at God's rebuke; mountains rise, plains sink; a bound is set). Aristotle (Meteorology 1): earth and water form one globe, the water held in earth's hollows. ↩
	Refutes the view that the earth was perfectly round (no mountains) before the Flood: the Flood overtopped mountains by 15 cubits (Gen. 7:20); Scripture calls them “eternal” (Ps. 75/76) and prior to Wisdom's settling (Prov. 8:25); mountains serve beauty, climate, fruits, breakwaters, wind-breaks, and the springs/rivers (Ps. 104:10) which need higher ground to flow from. Marginal glosses: “Whether the distinction of mountains and valleys existed before the flood”; “Ps. 75; Ps. 103.” ↩
	Begins Rupert's praise (De Trinitate, bk. 1, ch. 34) of the making of mountains and valleys: without mountains, wind-storms would rage over the land as on the sea (e.g. in Libya). Sentence continues onto printed p. 113. ↩
	Completes Rupert's passage: mountains as wind-breaks (Libya's sandstorms), founded immovably; the dry land draws up the deep's waters and the rains (Ps. 104:10), so the rivers run to the sea without its overflowing (Eccles. 1:7). Marginal glosses: “Ps. 103; Eccles. 1.” ↩
	Hugh's view (earth made with all its basins) yielded to the more probable one (the elements made spherical, one within another). The third answer to the gathering-question — the water was heaped up to a great height on day three (Basil, Ambrose, Catharinus, Aquinas ST I q. 69, Denys the Carthusian) — leads to the famous controverted question: is the sea higher than the earth? Marginal glosses: “Hugh of St. Victor”; “Whether the sea is higher than the earth.” Sentence continues onto printed p. 114. ↩
	The opinion that the sea is higher than the earth, held back only by God's command. Its premise: water is far bigger than earth (a superior, rarer element; from a little earth much water is generated; Aristotle, De gen. et corr. 2, says water is ten times earth) — so, confined to earth's hollows, it must stand higher. Pererius will give its authors and proofs (then refute it). ↩
	Basil's proof (Hexaëmeron hom. 4): Sesostris and Darius wouldn't have tried to join the Red Sea unless it were higher than Egypt. Pererius corrects this from Pliny (6.29 — they meant to join the Nile, and feared inundation / spoiling the Nile water), Aristotle (Meteor. 1, end), and Strabo (17 — Darius abandoned it on a false belief; the Ptolemies built a lock-canal). So it is false, and anyway proves nothing. Yet Aquinas (ST I q. 69, a. 1) and Catharinus side with Basil. ↩
	Introduces the scriptural testimonies adduced for the “sea is higher than the earth” view. Sentence continues onto printed p. 115. ↩
	The scriptural testimonies for the sea standing higher than the earth: Ps. 103(104):6; Ps. 32(33):7 (Heb. “as a heap”); Sir. 39:22 (al. 39:17); the Prayer of Manasses; Ps. 68(69):2(?); and the “bounds set to the sea” passages (Jer. 5:22; Prov. 8:29; Ps. 104:9; Job 38:8–11) — read as miracles only if the sea is higher. Marginal glosses: “The testimonies of Scripture by which water seems to be proved higher than earth”; “2 Paralipomenon [Chronicles], at the end” (the Prayer of Manasses). ↩
	Cajetan (with the natural philosophers and astronomers) ridicules the view: sense shows water always flows downward (rivers run down to the sea), so to keep the sea up by a perpetual causeless miracle is childish; Scripture says men “go down” to the sea (Ps. 106/107:23). Water, fluid and heavier than air, cannot stand higher than earth without a miracle; and water + earth form one round globe (provable physically and mathematically). Marginal gloss: “Cajetan refutes the aforesaid opinion, and rightly.” Sentence continues onto printed p. 116. ↩
	A further proof from daily experience: if the sea were higher than the land, a ship would sail faster inbound than outbound, and would grow more (not less) visible as it left harbor — both contrary to fact. ↩
	Paul of Burgos's alternative (in his Additiones to Lyra): the water forms its own globe with a center distinct from the earth's/world's (conjecturally the center of the moon's eccentric, since tides follow the moon), only partly intersecting the earth-globe; and on day three the water exchanged its natural pull toward the world-center for a pull toward its own globe's center. Marginal gloss: “The absurd opinion of Paul of Burgos.” ↩
	Refutation of Burgos begins: both his view and the previous one rest on water > earth, which is false — earth is much bigger, as Alessandro Piccolomini (Della grandezza della terra et dell'acqua) and Julius Caesar Scaliger (Exotericae exercitationes, against Cardano) show. Marginal glosses: “Burgos is refuted”; “Who have taught that earth is greater than water.” Sentence continues onto printed p. 117. ↩
	Refutation completed: the mathematicians prove earth and water make one globe with a single center of gravity (= the world's center), toward which all weights fall perpendicularly. These authors can only defend their views by needless miracles — disallowed in creation (Augustine, City of God 7.30: God lets created things exercise their own motions). And Burgos's view absurdly makes the water change its nature/species on day three. Marginal gloss: “Miracles are not to be resorted to rashly.” ↩
	Pererius begins re-interpreting the scriptural proofs. “Above the mountains the waters shall stand” (Ps. 104:6) doesn't prove the sea is higher: it may describe the primeval all-covering water (the future “shall stand” = a Hebrew past), or the storm-tossed waves that seem to rise above the mountains (Ps. 107:26). Marginal gloss: “The passage of Psalm 103 is explained.” Sentence continues onto printed p. 118. ↩
	Pererius finishes re-reading the “sea is higher” proof-texts: Ps. 104:6–10 may mean mountain-springs or rain; Ps. 33:7, Sir. 39, the Prayer of Manasses describe the Red Sea and Jordan miracles (cf. Ps. 77/78), or water shut up “as in a wineskin”; Ps. 69:3 “depth of the sea” = its profundity (from the context); and the “bounds set to the sea” mean only that God placed the waters so they cannot escape — not that they stand higher, miraculously held. Marginal glosses: “The passage of Psalm 32 and Ecclesiasticus 39”; “The passage of Psalm 68”; “The aforesaid passage of Jeremiah ch. 5 and Job 38 is explained.” ↩
	The sense of “God's command to the waters”: God gave them their downward tendency, made the basins, gathered them on day three, and walled them in — these are why Scripture calls the bounds a “command.” A thing's natural powers ARE God's “laws/commands” (Job 9:7 — God bids the sun rise and set). Marginal gloss: “Job 9.” ↩
	Returns to the original question (how the all-covering water gathered into one place): of the three earlier answers the third was rejected; two more probable ways remain, to be joined with the second. Marginal gloss: “How the water that first covered the whole earth was, on the third day, forced into one part of the earth.” Sentence continues onto printed p. 119. ↩
	The two probable answers (with the second): (a) the water was condensed on day three, so it took less room (the sea is denser than other water); (b) though the water exceeded the earth in extent/circumference, it was far less in depth — God made only as much water as the basins could hold (the air's height is < 60 miles, the earth's semidiameter 3,500). Marginal gloss: “The thickness of the earth is greater than that of water or air.” ↩
	How “one place” is true despite scattered seas/lakes: it means “separated from the habitable land,” each flowing to its own place (Basil — only the greatest gathering, the sea, is meant; all seas join the Ocean and so share one place, as each element has one place though parts are dispersed; also Aristotle, Meteor. 2). The exception is the Caspian. Marginal glosses: “How all the waters were gathered into one place”; “How Basil explains this place”; “Whether the Caspian Sea is continuous with the Arctic Ocean.” Sentence continues onto printed p. 120. ↩
	The Caspian Sea debate: Strabo, Pliny, Dionysius Periegetes, and Basil say it joins the Arctic Ocean; Herodotus, Aristotle (Meteor. 2), Ptolemy say it is land-locked, fed by rivers and draining underground to the Black Sea (its saltness no objection — cf. the Sea of Galilee). On whether all waters spring from and return to the sea: Bede (and Solomon, Eccles. 1:7) say yes; Aristotle denies it; Scaliger defends Solomon, Titelmann reconciles them. Marginal gloss: “Whether all waters proceed from the Ocean.” (Pererius leaves the question to the Christian philosophers.) ↩
	Steuco's notable view on “let the dry land appear”: the earth was uncovered gradually, the northern hemisphere first — both as the nobler part (Paradise, the first man, the great empires and minds) and because it is higher than the south, so emerged first. Marginal glosses: “The notable opinion of Eugubinus [Steuco]”; “Virgil, Georgics bk. 1.” ↩
	Virgil, Georgics 1.240–241 — cited for the earth being higher in the north, lower in the south. ↩
	Aristotle (Meteorology 2, opening): rivers flow down from high ground, and earth's greatest flow comes from the north — evidence the northern lands are higher. Sentence continues onto printed p. 121. ↩
	Completes Aristotle (the ancient view that the sun goes around, not under, the high northern earth) and adds Pliny (Natural History 2.97; 4.13): the Black Sea always flows outward, never back — taken as proof the north stands higher and that the inner seas originate there. ↩
	Steuco's motive (drying done by the sun's natural heat, not God's sudden omnipotence) is rejected: all theologians hold the six days' works were done immediately by God in a moment; and the philosophers laugh at the idea that the (incorruptible, impassible) sun was hotter at the beginning than now. ↩
	Tostatus's view (the earth dried by a burning wind — “the Spirit of the Lord,” cf. the post-Flood drying, Gen. 8, and the Red Sea, Exod. 14:21) is rejected as incredible: no wind could dry the soaked earth in a moment so it could bear life. And the old idea (Procopius of Gaza; not denied by Augustine, City of God 16.9) that the opposite (Antipodean) hemisphere is wholly water-covered and uninhabitable is now shown false by the Spanish voyages. Marginal gloss: “What Procopius and Augustine think about the Antipodes.” Sentence continues onto printed p. 122. ↩
	Completes the refutation (from p. 121) of the idea that the Antipodean hemisphere is wholly under water: the New World was already peopled and is now settled by the Spaniards. ↩
	Genesis 1:11, the lemma for the section on the creation of plants on the third day. ↩
	Augustine's “causal” reading (De Genesi ad litteram 5.4): on day three the plants were made only virtually, the earth receiving the power to generate them (Gen. 2:5, “before it sprang up”). Pererius rejects it as forced: Moses says the earth at once brought them forth (like the other days' works; Paradise had real trees, Gen. 2; man/beasts needed food); “before it sprang up” means only that this first production was non-natural and singular. Marginal gloss: “Whether the plants were actually produced on the third day.” ↩
	All species were made perfect — i.e. seed-bearing, able to generate their like (Aristotle, Meteor. 4) — so that, being mortal as individuals, the species might be perpetuated by generation. Marginal gloss: “All things were created in a perfect state.” Sentence continues onto printed p. 123. ↩
	The species gain a kind of immortality by reproduction; the first plants (no matter where seeded) were the most perfect and palatable — created directly by God from the new, supremely good earth. The poets knew of this effortless first growth. Marginal gloss: “That the first plants of the world were all most perfect.” ↩
	Ovid, Metamorphoses 1.101–102 (of the Golden Age) — cited for the earth's spontaneous first yield; Lucretius (bk. 5) is said to have a like sentiment. ↩
	The question whether the earth concurred passively only, or actively (by a God-given power). Cajetan holds the latter: the earth, divinely aided, brought forth the plants perfect and instantaneous (what nature would take years to do). Marginal glosses: “Whether the earth concurred to the first generation of plants only passively and materially, or also efficiently”; “Augustine, bk. 5, On Genesis according to the Letter.” ↩
	Tostatus and Aquinas (ST I, q. 70, a. 1) deny that the earth had an active power: the active principle was the Word of God; the elements have only a derived power (against Avicenna, who gave the elements a power to produce all animals). Sentence continues onto printed p. 124. ↩
	Pererius's verdict: it is incredible the earth could of itself bring forth all perfect trees and animals; an instrumental active power would need a great miracle, not to be assumed in creation. “The earth brought forth” means only the earth's material causality (cf. Gen. 2:9; the woman is said to “generate” though she concurs only passively, per Aristotle) — it = “let the green herb be brought forth out of and in the earth.” ↩
	Basil (and Augustine, De Genesi contra Manichaeos 1.13) say thorns and poisons arose only after the Fall, as punishment. Pererius disagrees: Adam's sin did not change things' natures; thorns, thistles, and lethal herbs existed before the Fall — they simply would not have harmed unfallen man (who would have discerned and avoided them, and whose cultivated earth would yield nothing harmful). Marginal gloss: “Basil, hom. 5 on the Hexaëmeron, thinks the rose was generated without thorns before man's sin.” ↩
	The objection: if all is for man, why deadly plants? Answer (Basil, Ambrose, Theodoret): they nourish the animals, which serve man. Marginal gloss: “Why many things were created which seem not only useless to man but even harmful — Basil hom. 6, Ambrose Hexaëmeron bk. 3, Theodoret on Genesis.” Sentence continues onto printed p. 125. ↩
	Lucretius, De rerum natura 5.899–900 — cited to show that plants deadly to man nourish beasts. ↩
	Harmful plants serve as medicine (Basil, Ambrose, Pliny); Augustine retracted his earlier view (De Genesi ad litteram 3.18), preferring this. Pererius adds: such species complete the world's order (species are “like numbers,” Aristotle — a gap would be as absurd as a vacuum), and aid natural science and astronomy. Those who call things useless merely because they don't know their use Augustine refutes (c. Manich. 1.16). ↩
	Why Moses omits metals/minerals: their underground generation is hidden and ill-distinguished from stones; and they add no new grade of natural Being (the four grades: corporeal, living, sentient, intelligent — that all bodies are from God is taught in Job). The general rule: Moses narrates only the manifest, noble works (as he omits springs, rivers, mountains, so metals). Marginal glosses: “Why Moses did not expound the generation of metals and minerals”; “The four grades of natural Being.” ↩
	Begins the question why God blessed the animals (“increase and multiply,” Gen. 1:22) but not the plants. Theodoret raises it (Quaestiones in Genesim, q. 17). Marginal gloss: “Why God, as he blessed the animals, did not likewise bless the plants.” Sentence continues onto printed p. 126. ↩
	Continuation (from p. 125) of Theodoret's solution to the question why the animals, but not the plants, received the blessing 'increase and multiply': because plants the earth itself reproduces, whereas animals were made only in pairs and so needed the power to propagate. The italicized words are Theodoret's. ↩
	Pererius's own explanation, distinguishing the force of 'God blessed them' (the implanted generative faculty) from 'Increase and multiply' (the natural laws governing reproduction). ↩
	Rupert of Deutz, De sancta Trinitate et operibus eius, bk. 1, ch. 52. ↩
	Quotation from Rupert, De Trinitate 1.52, fuller explanation of why the blessing of fertility was given to animals (which require sexual appetite to propagate) and not to plants (which the earth itself reproduces). ↩




DISPUTATION: Whether the world was created in springtime

LatineEnglish


DISPUTATION: Whether the world was created in springtime.1
DISPUTATIO: An mundus verno tempore fuerit conditus.



Multi existimant, mundum verno tempore esse factum: coniecturam cum ex aliis, tum ex eo facientes, quod Moses narrat hoc loco terram die tertio iussu Dei germinasse herbam virentem: est autem verni temporis herbarum virentium et florentium germinatio. Hanc quaestionem, quod sit ad cognitionem pulcherrima, valdeque controversa et in contrarias distracta sententias, nec aliena proposito nostro, in praesens pertractandam censuimus.
Many think that the world was made in springtime, forming their conjecture both from other considerations and especially from this, that Moses here relates that on the third day the earth, at God's command, sprouted the green herb: and the sprouting of green and flowering herbs belongs to the spring season. This question, since it is most beautiful for knowledge, and highly controverted and pulled apart into opposing opinions, and not foreign to our purpose, we have judged should be treated here for the present.2



Quidam memoria nostra, non indiligens Annalium conditor tradit, sibi probabilissimum videri, mundum mense Iulio esse factum. Hoc autem ex sacra Scriptura ad hunc modum argumentatur: Initium anni fuit tempore Noe circa mensem Iulium, Sole Leonis signum peragrante, eo igitur tempore fuit etiam initium mundi. Est enim admodum credibile, priscos illos homines usque ad Noe, solitos inchoare annum ab eo tempore, quo per traditionem maiorum suorum, ab Adamo usque ductam, noverant mundum fuisse conditum, valde enim congruebat, ut idem tempus, anni esset principium, quod mundi fuerat exordium.
A certain industrious compiler of Annals within our own memory hands down that it seems to him most probable that the world was made in the month of July. And he argues this from sacred Scripture in the following way: The beginning of the year in the time of Noah was about the month of July, while the Sun was passing through the sign of Leo; therefore at that time was also the beginning of the world. For it is quite credible that those ancient men down to Noah were accustomed to begin the year from that time at which, by the tradition of their forefathers traced down from Adam, they knew the world had been founded; for it was very fitting that the same time should be the beginning of the year which had been the origin of the world.3



Tempore autem Noe initium anni fuisse mense Iulio, coniectat hic auctor ex eo quod infra capite octavo Geneseos traditur, columbam vigesimoquarto die mensis undecimi, reversam ad Noe tulisse ramusculum oliuae virentibus foliis: hinc enim intelligitur fuisse tunc tempus vernum, quo nimirum solent arbores germinare ac virere: quo etiam cessare diluvium conveniebat, scilicet ut nova aestas, novas fruges fructusque hominibus, ceterisque animantibus sustentandis suppeditaret.
That in Noah's time the beginning of the year was the month of July, this author conjectures from what is related below in the eighth chapter of Genesis, that the dove, on the twenty-fourth day of the eleventh month, returning to Noah, brought a little olive branch with green leaves: for from this it is understood that the time was then spring, in which trees are wont to bud and grow green; at which time it was also fitting that the flood should cease, namely so that a new summer might furnish new produce and fruits for the sustaining of men and the other living creatures.4



Atqui Sole Geminorum signum perambulante, eam oleae germinationem in diluvio esse factam, naturali ratione ostenditur. Etenim Plinius libro vigesimosexto, capite vigesimoquinto, oleam pariter cum vite ait, germinare et concipere Virgiliarum exortu, hoc est, sex diebus ante Idus Maias vigesimam quintam, vel uti vere legendum est, decimamquintam Tauri partem occupante Sole, florere autem Solstitio. Atque haec Plinius inquit respectu sui climatis Romani, quod habet etiam Gordieus Armeniae mons, in quo arca considentibus aquis insedisse dicitur. Idem igitur tempus conveniebat germinationi oleae in monte Gordieo, nisi aquarum inundatio tam diu omnem terram altissime obrutam tenens obstitisset: quae ut non suo tempore, sed aliquando tardius eveniret arborum germinatio effecit. Nec tamen ea germinatio differri potuit usque ad Solstitium propter fructus et alimenta vitae animalium necessaria, quae nulla eo anno fuerant condita et servata. Quare signo Geminorum, quod...
But that this sprouting of the olive in the flood took place while the Sun was traversing the sign of Gemini is shown by natural reasoning. For Pliny, in book twenty-six, chapter twenty-five, says that the olive, together with the vine, buds and conceives at the rising of the Pleiades, that is, six days before the Ides of May—the Sun occupying the twenty-fifth, or, as it should truly be read, the fifteenth degree of Taurus—but flowers at the solstice. And Pliny says this with respect to his own Roman climate, which is shared also by Mount Gordyaeus in Armenia, on which the ark is said to have settled as the waters subsided. The same time, therefore, suited the sprouting of the olive on Mount Gordyaeus, had not the inundation of the waters, keeping the whole earth deeply buried for so long, stood in the way: which caused the budding of the trees to occur not at its proper time, but somewhat later. Yet that budding could not be deferred until the solstice, on account of the fruits and food necessary for the life of the animals, none of which had been stored up and preserved in that year. Wherefore by the sign of Gemini, which...5



...rum, quod inter Taurum interest et Cancrum, mensem illum undecimum respondisse necesse est, duodecimum autem Cancro, ideoque primum sequentis anni mensem fuisse, signum Leonis Sole permeante, hoc est, circa mensem Iulium. Sic ille argumentatur. Astruit etiam fidem suae opinioni argumento Aegyptiorum, qui ut capite 35. refert Solinus, censuerunt natale mundi tempus esse, cum Sol principium Leonis ingreditur: quod unde acceperint Aegyptii non docet Solinus: verisimile autem est didicisse ab Hebraeis, qui saepe diuque sunt apud Aegyptios commorati.
...[the sign of Gemini], which lies between Taurus and Cancer, that eleventh month must have corresponded, but the twelfth to Cancer, and therefore the first month of the following year was that in which the Sun was passing through the sign of Leo, that is, about the month of July. Thus he argues. He also lends support to his opinion by the argument of the Egyptians, who, as Solinus reports in chapter 35, judged the birthday of the world to be when the Sun enters the beginning of Leo: whence the Egyptians took this Solinus does not tell us; but it is likely they learned it from the Hebrews, who often and for long dwelt among the Egyptians.6



Verumtamen hanc sententiam credo equidem paucis probatum iri: neminem enim memini fuisse adhuc, qui primordia mundi non ad Aequinoctium vel Vernum vel Autumnale retulerit. Quid autem de natali die mundi, tempore Solini existimaverint Aegyptii, non est valde curandum: certe vetustissimos Aegyptios, tempore Mosis initium anni a mense Septembri ducere solitos, gravis auctor in 1. libro Iudaicarum antiquitatum dixit Iosephus: quin etiam Cicero libro secundo, de Natura deorum, et Lactantius libro primo, divinarum Institutionum capit. 6. prodidere, Mercurium, qui Aegypto leges ac litteras tradit, appellatum ab Aegyptiis lingua sua Thoth, a quo apud eos primus anni mensis nostro respondens Septembri, nomen accepit. Porro lib. decimosexto, cap. 20. tradit Plinius, Oleae folia nunquam decidere, et colorem suum nunquam amittere: quid igitur prohibet, quin olea, cuius ramusculum tulit columba, sub aquis tempore diluvii et frondium virorem retinuerit? nam cum septem dies ante columba nihil, reperisset ubi conquiesceret, qui fit credibile spatio non amplius septem dierum, oleam frondescere ac virescere potuisse? non enim sub profundissimis aquis demersa, vim germinandi et frondescendi exerere poterat.
Nevertheless I believe that this opinion will be approved by few: for I do not recall that anyone has yet referred the origins of the world to anything but an equinox, either the vernal or the autumnal. But what the Egyptians in Solinus's time thought about the birthday of the world need not greatly concern us: certainly Josephus, a weighty author, said in book 1 of the Jewish Antiquities that the most ancient Egyptians, in the time of Moses, were accustomed to begin the year from the month of September; nay more, Cicero in book two of On the Nature of the Gods, and Lactantius in book one of the Divine Institutes, chapter 6, have recorded that Mercury, who delivered laws and letters to Egypt, was called by the Egyptians in their own tongue Thoth, from whom the first month of the year among them, corresponding to our September, took its name. Further, Pliny in book sixteen, chapter 20, hands down that the leaves of the olive never fall, and never lose their color: what then prevents the olive, whose little branch the dove brought, from having retained the greenness of its leaves under the waters at the time of the flood? For since for seven days before, the dove had found nowhere to rest, how is it credible that within a space of not more than seven days the olive could put forth leaves and grow green? for, submerged beneath the deepest waters, it could not exercise the power of budding and putting forth leaves.7



Ad extremum, auctor istius sententiae sumit ut certum, quod est valde dubium, vel etiam falsum: ponit enim, ut omnium consensu indubitatum, menses quos capite octavo Geneseos recenset Moses, primum, secundum, septimum, decimum, undecimum, fuisse anni menses, cum eos non pauci, non ab exordio anni, sed ab initio diluvii numerandos putent: alii vero, quorum nos in sententiam ituri sumus, eos non ab initio anni vel diluvii, sed ab exordio sexcentesimi anni vitae Noe computandos censeant. Verum reiecta hac opinione ceteras magis probabiles perpendamus.
Finally, the author of that opinion takes for certain what is highly doubtful, or even false: for he posits, as undoubted by the consent of all, that the months which Moses lists in the eighth chapter of Genesis—the first, second, seventh, tenth, eleventh—were months of the year, whereas not a few think they are to be counted not from the beginning of the year, but from the beginning of the flood; while others, into whose opinion we are about to go, hold that they are to be reckoned not from the beginning of the year or of the flood, but from the beginning of the six-hundredth year of Noah's life. But, having rejected this opinion, let us weigh the others, which are more probable.8



Altera est opinio, non Astrologis modo et poetis accepta, sed omnium etiam scriptorum Ecclesiasticorum atque Theologorum firmata consensu, mundum verno tempore esse conditum. Hoc libro 2. Georgicorum cecinit Virgilius:
There is another opinion, accepted not only by the astrologers and poets, but confirmed also by the consensus of all the ecclesiastical writers and theologians, that the world was founded in springtime. This Virgil sang in book 2 of the Georgics:9



I could not believe that other days shone at the first origin of the nascent world, or that it kept another course: it was spring then, spring the great Orb was keeping, and the East winds spared their wintry blasts.10
Non alios prima nascentis origine mundi Illuxisse dies, aliumve habuisse tenorem Crediderim: ver illud erat, ver magnus agebat Orbis, et hybernis parcebant flatibus Euri.



Haec etiam una est, nec postrema de multis causis, propter quas Astrologi, signum Arietis esse initium et caput ceterorum Zodiaci signorum, principatumque obtinere arbitrantur.
This too is one, and not the least, of the many reasons on account of which the astrologers judge the sign of Aries to be the beginning and head of the rest of the signs of the Zodiac, and to hold the chief place.11



Sed venio ad nostros, hoc est, Ecclesiasticos scriptores et Theologos. Eusebius in Omnimoda historia, quod opus inter cetera eius recenset Hieronymus in lib. de Ecclesiasticis scriptoribus, cuius hodieque nonnulla extant fragmenta, affirmat die vigesimoquinto Martii, quo Christus dominus noster resurrexit, mundum esse conditum. Athanasius respondens ad quaestionem decimamseptimam Antiochi, idem quod Eusebius tradit, idemque confirmant complures alii, velut Cyrillus Hierosolymitanus Catechesi 14. Leo Papa sermone nono, de passione Domini, Gregorius Nazianzenus in oratione in novam Dominicam, Isidorus libro 5. Etymologiarum, capite de Temporibus, Damascenus libro secundo, de fide Orthodoxa, cap. septimo, Strabus et Rabanus super 12. caput Exodi, aiunt mundum esse creatum decimoquinto Kalendas Aprilis, hoc est, decimo octavo die Martii: hoc etiam habet Glossa interlinearis super caput 35. Geneseos: denique multis locis idem Beda prodidit, veluti in lib. de Ratione temporum, cap. 28. et in commentariolo in Hexameron ait, solem quarto die creatum, aequinoctium vernale, suo exortu consecrasse, et in Synodo Palaestina, ex mandato Victoris Papae congregata a Theophilo Episcopo Caesariensi, consensu omnium declaratum est, mundum factum esse verno tempore, quin etiam 10. Kalendas Aprilis, quo die Dominus noster fuit crucifixus, Adamum fuisse a Deo creatum. atque huius synodi et decreti meminit Beda initio libri, de sex aetatibus mundi, fusius autem eius Synodi decreta commemorat, in Epistola quam scripsit de Paschatis celebratione, seu de verno aequinoctio. Idem Beda lib. de Ratione temporum, capite 40. docet Solem creatum esse 12. Kalend. Aprilis, hoc est, 21. Martii, primumque diem quo facta est lux, fuisse 15. Kalendas Aprilis, hoc est, decimum octavum Martii diem.
But I come to our own writers, that is, the ecclesiastical writers and theologians. Eusebius, in his Universal History (a work which Jerome lists among his others in the book On Ecclesiastical Writers, of which some fragments survive even today), affirms that the world was founded on the twenty-fifth day of March, the day on which Christ our Lord rose again. Athanasius, answering the seventeenth question of Antiochus, hands down the same as Eusebius, and very many others confirm the same: such as Cyril of Jerusalem in Catechesis 14, Pope Leo in his ninth sermon on the Passion of the Lord, Gregory Nazianzen in his oration on the New Lord's Day, Isidore in book 5 of the Etymologies, in the chapter On Seasons, Damascene in book two of On the Orthodox Faith, chapter seven, Strabus and Rabanus on the 12th chapter of Exodus—they say that the world was created on the fifteenth of the Kalends of April, that is, on the eighteenth day of March: this the Interlinear Gloss too has, on the 35th chapter of Genesis: and finally Bede records the same in many places, as in the book On the Reckoning of Time, chapter 28, and in his little commentary on the Hexameron he says that the sun, created on the fourth day, consecrated the vernal equinox by its rising; and in the Synod of Palestine, gathered by the command of Pope Victor under Theophilus, Bishop of Caesarea, it was declared by the consent of all that the world was made in springtime, and moreover that on the 10th of the Kalends of April, the day on which our Lord was crucified, Adam was created by God. And Bede mentions this synod and decree at the beginning of his book On the Six Ages of the World, but recounts the decrees of that Synod more fully in the Epistle he wrote on the celebration of Easter, or on the vernal equinox. The same Bede, in the book On the Reckoning of Time, chapter 40, teaches that the Sun was created on the 12th of the Kalends of April, that is, the 21st of March, and that the first day on which light was made was the 15th of the Kalends of April, that is, the eighteenth day of March.12



Beatus Ambrosius, capi. 4. lib. 1. in Hexameron, ea ratione persuadere nititur, Mundi exordium fuisse verno tempore, quod terra iussu Dei germinavit herbam virentem, quod non alio quam veris tempore solet evenire. Sed quia hoc argumentum disertissime tractat Ambrosius, pauca de verbis eius, haud dubie lectori non iniucunda futura, hic apponam:
Blessed Ambrose, in chapter 4 of book 1 on the Hexameron, strives to persuade by this reasoning that the beginning of the world was in springtime, namely that the earth at God's command brought forth the green herb, which is wont to happen at no other time than spring. But since Ambrose treats this argument most eloquently, I shall here set down a few of his words, which will doubtless not be unpleasing to the reader:13



In hoc principio, inquit, mensium, quo pascha iussu Dei celebrabant Iudei, coelum et terram fecit Deus, quod inde mundi capi oportebat exordium: ubi erat opportuna omnibus verna temperies. Unde et annus, mundi imaginem nascentis expressit, ut post hybernas glacies, atque hyemales caligines, serenior solito verni temporis splendor eluceat. Dedit ergo formam fructus, annorum curriculis mundi primus exortus; ut ea lege annorum vices surgerent, atque initio cuiusque anni produceret terra nova seminum germina, quo primum Dominus Deus dixerat: Germinet terra herbam foeni, seminans semen secundum genus, et secundum similitudinem, et lignum fructiferum...
“In this beginning,” he says, “of the months, in which by God's command the Jews celebrated the Passover, God made heaven and earth, because the origin of the world had fittingly to be taken from there: when there was a vernal mildness suited to all things. Whence the year too expressed the image of the nascent world, so that after the wintry frosts and the gloom of winter a brighter-than-usual splendor of the spring season might shine forth. The first rising of the world therefore gave the form of its fruitfulness to the courses of the years; so that by that law the successions of the years might arise, and at the beginning of each year the earth might produce new sproutings of seeds, as the Lord God had first said: Let the earth bring forth the green herb of grass, sowing its seed after its kind and after its likeness, and the fruit-bearing tree...”14



...fructiferum faciens fructum, etc. In quo nobis et moderationis perpetua divina providentia, et celeritas terrae germinantis, ad aestimationem verna suffragatur aetatis. Nam etsi quocunque tempore et Deo iubere promptum fuit, et terrae obedire natura, ut inter hybernas glacies et hyemales pruinas, coelestis imperii fotu germinans terra foetum produceret, non erat tamen dispositionis aeternae, rigido stricta gelu, in virides subito fructus laxari arva, atque horrentibus pruinis florulenta misceri. Ergo ut ostenderet Scriptura veris tempora in constitutione mundi, ait: Mensis hic vobis initium mensium: primus est vobis in mensibus anni, primum mensem, vernum tempus appellans. Decebat enim principium anni, principium esse generationis, et ipsam generationem mollioribus auris foveri, neque enim possunt tenera rerum exordia, aut asperioris laborem tolerare frigoris, aut torrentis aestus iniuriam sustinere. Haec Ambrosius.
“...the fruit-bearing tree making fruit, etc. In which both the perpetual divine providence of [God's] moderation and the swiftness of the sprouting earth vote, as it were, for the springtime estimate. For although at any time it was within God's power to command, and within nature's to obey, so that amid wintry frosts and the hoarfrosts of winter the earth, sprouting at the fostering of the heavenly command, might bring forth its offspring, yet it was not in keeping with the eternal disposition that the fields, bound stiff by rigid frost, should suddenly relax into green fruits, and that flowering things should be mingled with bristling hoarfrosts. Therefore, that Scripture might show the times of spring at the constitution of the world, it says: This month shall be to you the beginning of months: it is the first to you among the months of the year—calling the first month the spring season. For it was fitting that the beginning of the year should be the beginning of generation, and that generation itself should be fostered by gentler breezes; for the tender beginnings of things can neither endure the hardship of harsher cold, nor sustain the injury of scorching heat.” Thus Ambrose.15



Similia, nec tamen premenda silentio in quaestione septuagesima secunda, super Exodum scribit Theodoretus: cum enim proposuisset hanc dubitationem: Cur prima die mensis Deus iussit erigi tabernaculum, eam soluit his verbis:
Theodoret writes things similar, yet not to be passed over in silence, in his seventy-second question on Exodus: for when he had proposed this difficulty—Why did God order the tabernacle to be set up on the first day of the month?—he resolved it with these words:16



Propterea quod eodem fere tempore Deus creaturas condidit, cuius rei fidem facit arborum germinatio: Germinet, inquit, terra herbam virentem, etc. Incipiente enim vere, prata florere solent, segetes semina concipiunt, arbores fructum emittunt. Eadem de causa Deus etiam sub idem tempus liberavit populum Israel a servitute Aegyptiorum, et Gabriel Archangelus sanctae Virgini Mariae laetum nuncium admirandi partus attulit. Eodem quoque tempore Christus Dominus salutarem pertulit passionem. Non immerito ergo Dominus omnium, prima die, primi mensis, tabernaculum erigere iussit, tum quod totius mundi figuram referebat, tum ut populus se praepararet ad festum Pascha, quod primum celebrare lex praecipiebat Iudaeis: Sic ille.
“Because at about the same season God founded his creatures, a fact to which the budding of the trees bears witness: Let the earth, he says, bring forth the green herb, etc. For at the beginning of spring the meadows are wont to flower, the crops conceive their seed, the trees put forth their fruit. For the same reason God also, at about the same time, freed the people of Israel from the bondage of the Egyptians, and the Archangel Gabriel brought to the holy Virgin Mary the glad tidings of the wondrous birth. At the same time, too, Christ the Lord underwent his saving Passion. Not without reason, therefore, did the Lord of all order the tabernacle to be set up on the first day of the first month, both because it represented the figure of the whole world, and that the people might prepare themselves for the feast of the Passover, which the Law commanded the Jews to celebrate first.” Thus he.17



Magister historiae scholasticae in Historia libri Geneseos, affirmat dogma esse Ecclesiae, Mundum esse creatum in Martio. Addunt praeterea, quibus haec sententia placuit, haec argumenta, vernum tempus esse totius anni pulcherrimum, amoenissimum, rerumque omnium, praesertim autem viventium generationi, accretioni, et conservationi aptissimum. Est enim temperate calidum et humidum, quae sunt duae qualitates generationi, ac vitae tam stirpium, quam animantium valde congruentes, tum viget signum Arietis quod appellant Astrologi masculinum, foecundum, propitium, atque beneficum, maximeque rerum primordiis opportunum, tunc germinante terra, virescentibus herbis, florescentibus arboribus, et quasi reviviscentibus animantibus, mundus quodammodo renascens, eodem se tempore primum a Deo esse conditum non obscure declarat. Contra vero autumnus cum sit frigidus et siccus, magis corruptioni, quam generationi rerum est conveniens, ideoque tum decidunt folia, cunctaque virore, vigoreque suo privata, paulatim flaccescunt, et ad interitum feruntur. Illud quoque fidem huic opinioni addit, quod sit admodum credibile, primum Adam, et secundum, qui est Christus Dominus, eodem tempore esse...
The Master of the Scholastic History, in his History of the book of Genesis, affirms that it is a doctrine of the Church that the world was created in March. Moreover those whom this opinion pleased add these arguments: that the spring season is the most beautiful and pleasant of the whole year, and the most apt of all for the generation, growth, and preservation of all things, but especially of living things. For it is temperately warm and moist, which are the two qualities most agreeable to the generation and life both of plants and of animals; then too the sign of Aries flourishes, which the astrologers call masculine, fertile, favorable, and beneficent, and most opportune for the beginnings of things; then, while the earth buds, the herbs grow green, the trees blossom, and the living creatures as it were revive, the world, in a manner being reborn, declares not obscurely that at this same season it was first founded by God. On the contrary, autumn, since it is cold and dry, is more suited to the corruption than to the generation of things, and therefore then the leaves fall, and all things, stripped of their greenness and vigor, gradually wither and are borne toward destruction. This too adds credence to this opinion, that it is quite credible that the first Adam, and the second, who is Christ the Lord, were at the same season...18



...esse formatos, eodemque et conditum mundum et a Christo reparatum. Constat autem secundum Adam, hoc est, Christum, verno tempore conceptum esse, eodemque per mortem suam mundum restaurasse.
...formed, and at the same season both the world was founded and was repaired by Christ. For it is established that the second Adam, that is, Christ, was conceived in springtime, and at the same season, through his death, restored the world.19



Tertia sententia est, mundi exordium fuisse in Autumno, ut primus mensis ab orbe condito fuerit prima luna Aequinoctio Autumnali proprior, qui mensis ab Hebraeis Chaldaico vocabulo dictus est Thisri, quae vox Chaldaice significat initium, ut vel ipso nomine, mensis hic se initium anni existimari debere, satis probare videatur. Hanc sententiam, Hebraeorum plurimi et doctissimi veram, certamque habent, eamque maxime approbat Nicolaus de Lyra super caput 7. libri Geneseos, et Tostatus super eiusdem libri caput primum, quaestione vicesimaprima, in qua fuisse Iosephum, ex iis quae scribit primo libro Antiquitatum satis apparet. Facit etiam pro ea, quod ait Hieronymus in commentario super primum caput Ezechielis, apud omnes Orientales primum anni mensem fuisse Octobrem: nam Thisri, licet incipiat in Septembre, saepenumero tamen excurrit in Octobrem. Ioannes Picus Mirandulanus, etsi capite sexto libri septimi adversus Astrologos, scribit incompertum esse adhuc, nec satis explicari posse, quo anni tempore factus sit mundus: ipse tamen ad eos, qui Autumno factum credunt, suam inclinat sententiam. Tostatus in priori parte sui Defensorii capite decimoquarto, scriptum reliquit, peritos Hebraeorum censuisse mundum esse creatum 25. die Septembris: et Adam ultimo die Septembris esse formatum: primo autem die Octobris, qui fuit dies sabbati, fuisse primi anni primique mensis exordium. Nam priores sex dies ad praecedentem annum, quem ex illis sex diebus conficiunt, referendos arbitrantur.
The third opinion is that the beginning of the world was in autumn, so that the first month from the founding of the world was the lunar month nearest the autumnal equinox—the month which the Hebrews, by a Chaldean word, call Tishri, which word in Chaldean means 'beginning,' so that even by its very name this month seems sufficiently to prove that it ought to be reckoned the beginning of the year. This opinion very many and most learned of the Hebrews hold to be true and certain, and Nicholas of Lyra strongly approves it on the 7th chapter of the book of Genesis, and Tostatus on the first chapter of the same book, in the twenty-first question, in which it is plain enough from what he writes in the first book of the Antiquities that Josephus held it. It also makes for it that Jerome, in his commentary on the first chapter of Ezekiel, says that among all the Orientals the first month of the year was October: for Tishri, though it begins in September, very often runs over into October. Giovanni Pico della Mirandola, although in chapter six of the seventh book Against the Astrologers he writes that it is still undiscovered, and cannot be sufficiently explained, at what time of year the world was made, nevertheless inclines his own opinion toward those who believe it was made in autumn. Tostatus, in the first part of his Defensorium, chapter fourteen, has left in writing that the experts among the Hebrews judged the world to have been created on the 25th day of September, and Adam to have been formed on the last day of September; but that the first day of October, which was a Sabbath day, was the beginning of the first year and the first month. For they hold that the prior six days are to be referred to the preceding year, which they make up out of those six days.20



Porro: sicut haec tertia opinio tam multitudine, quam gravitate dignitateque auctorum, inferior est quam secunda, ita numero et pondere argumentorum videtur firmior, atque praestantior. Principio, satis hoc indicavit Deus, cum nova lege sanxit, ut propter memoriam singularis eius beneficii, quo servitute Aegyptiorum Hebraeos liberaverat, Nisan qui cadit in vernum tempus, primus deinceps anni mensis apud Hebraeos haberetur, ut traditur Exodi duodecimo, quo licet intelligere ante illud tempus, Nisan non fuisse Hebraeis primum anni mensem: quid enim attinebat, novo praecepto, tam sancte Iudaeis imperare, quod illi suapte sponte perpetuo antea servaverant? Certe quemadmodum sabbatum servari iussit, propterea quod die septimo requieverat a molitione et fabricatione mundi, ita si mense Nisan mundus fuisset conditus, eum in memoriam orbis conditi servari iussisset. Ponam hic verba Iosephi, quae ad hoc illustrandum probandumque multum valent, ex primo Iudaicarum antiquitatum, libro transcripta:
Furthermore: just as this third opinion is inferior to the second both in the number and in the gravity and dignity of its authorities, so in the number and weight of its arguments it seems firmer and more excellent. In the first place, God sufficiently indicated this when by a new law he ordained that, on account of the memory of his singular benefit by which he had freed the Hebrews from the bondage of the Egyptians, Nisan—which falls in the spring season—should thenceforth be reckoned the first month of the year among the Hebrews, as is related in the twelfth chapter of Exodus; from which one may understand that before that time Nisan was not the first month of the year for the Hebrews: for what need was there, by a new precept, so solemnly to command the Jews what they had of their own accord always observed before? Surely, just as he ordered the Sabbath to be kept because on the seventh day he had rested from the contriving and fabricating of the world, so, had the world been founded in the month of Nisan, he would have ordered that month to be kept in memory of the founding of the world. I shall here set down the words of Josephus, which avail much to illustrate and prove this, transcribed from the first book of the Jewish Antiquities:21



“The devastation of the flood occurred,” he says, ...22
Contigit, inquit, vastitas diluvii...



...anno aetatis Noe sexcentesimo, mense secundo, qui Dius a Macedonibus vocatur, ab Hebraeis Marsonane, qui partim Octobri respondet et partim Novembri, sic enim Aegyptii distinxerunt annum. Moses autem Nisam, qui est Xanthichus Macedonibus, mensem primum in suis Fastis ordinavit, quod per hunc Hebraeos ex Aegypto eduxisset: eundem et omnium quae ad rem divinam pertinerent exordium fecit: alioqui quod ad nundinationes rerum venalium, reliquamque dispensationem anni attinet, nihil de pristino ritu innovavit. Haec Iosephus.
“...in the six-hundredth year of Noah's life, in the second month, which is called Dius by the Macedonians, and by the Hebrews Marsonane (Marheshvan), which corresponds partly to October and partly to November—for thus the Egyptians divided the year. But Moses appointed Nisan, which is Xanthicus to the Macedonians, as the first month in his calendar, because through it he had led the Hebrews out of Egypt: and the same he made the beginning of all things pertaining to divine worship; otherwise, as regards the marketing of goods for sale, and the rest of the year's arrangement, he changed nothing of the ancient usage.” Thus Josephus.23



Ex cuius verbis duo nobis quae ad praesentem quaestionem faciunt, notatu digna pernotescunt, alterum est, Hebraeos priusquam Aegypto excederent, annum ab Autumno inchoare consuevisse, cuius consuetudinis ab Adamo usque ad Mosem perpetuo conservatae non aliam fuisse originem et caussam existimandum est, quam quod tempore Autumni mundum incepisse, priscis illis hominibus persuasum esset: alterum vero, diluvium incepisse mense secundo anni, hoc est, medio Autumno: quis autem non inducat in animum credere, ab Adamo usque ad Noe principium anni, idem fuisse tempus, quod mundi fuerat exordium?
From his words two things worth noting, which bear on the present question, become plain to us. The first is that the Hebrews, before they left Egypt, were accustomed to begin the year from autumn; and of this custom, kept unbroken from Adam down to Moses, no other origin and cause is to be supposed than that those ancient men were persuaded that the world had begun in the autumn season. The second is that the flood began in the second month of the year, that is, in mid-autumn: and who would not be led in his mind to believe that, from Adam down to Noah, the beginning of the year was the same time which had been the origin of the world?24



Quanquam non desint, qui ad id, quod priori loco diximus ex Iosepho respondeant, Hebraeos ante descensum Iacob in Aegyptum, annum a verno tempore, quo nimirum mundus fuerat conditus, inchoare solitos: postea tamen mixtos, et per quindecim atque ducentos annos conversatos cum Aegyptiis, ut alia eorum instituta, sic etiam hoc de principio anni et dispositione mensium esse amplexatos: quapropter egressi ex Aegypto, Dei praecepto iussi sunt primam consuetudinem circa initium anni et dispositionem mensium repetere, et deinceps perpetuo retinere.
Although there are not lacking those who would reply to what we said in the first place from Josephus, that the Hebrews, before Jacob's descent into Egypt, were accustomed to begin the year from springtime—at which, namely, the world had been founded; but afterward, being mingled with the Egyptians and consorting with them for two hundred and fifteen years, they embraced, along with their other institutions, this one too concerning the beginning of the year and the arrangement of the months: wherefore, having gone out from Egypt, they were commanded by God's precept to resume their first custom regarding the beginning of the year and the arrangement of the months, and thenceforth to keep it perpetually.25



Verum mundi primordia fuisse in Autumno, et inde anni principium rite sumi, videtur ex Scriptura evidenter ostendi posse. Etenim Exodi vicesimo tertio capite iubentur Hebraei solemnitatem tabernaculorum, quae agebatur mense septimo, hoc est, in Autumno, celebrari in exitu anni. Sic enim ibi legimus: Solemnitatem quoque ages, in exitu anni, quando congregaveris omnes fruges tuas de agro. Et capite tricesimoquarto, eiusdem libri, iubet Deus eandem solemnitatem agi, quando redeunte anni tempore, cuncta conduntur. Ex quibus duobus Scripturae locis, satis liquet, in Autumno fuisse anni exitum ac reditum: quare eo potissimum tempore factus est mundus. Ad hoc, Autumnum esse finem anni praecedentis, si spectemus ordinem naturae et generationis rerum naturalium patet vel iudicio sensuum, tunc enim decerpuntur fructus ex arboribus, decidunt folia, demessae segetes, frugesque conduntur: colliguntur uvae, vinumque ex iis expressum conficitur. Esse autem Autumnum etiam sequentis anni principium, manifestum est, cum eo tempore sementis fiat, et terra mandata sibi semina concipiens, hisque gravidata procreet radices, quod sane ratione quadam, respondet conceptioni et generationi animalium in utero: quocirca Autumni tempus...
But that the origins of the world were in autumn, and that from there the beginning of the year is rightly taken, seems able to be shown evidently from Scripture. For in the twenty-third chapter of Exodus the Hebrews are commanded to celebrate the solemnity of Tabernacles—which was held in the seventh month, that is, in autumn—'at the going out of the year.' For thus we read there: Thou shalt also keep the solemnity, at the going out of the year, when thou hast gathered all thy fruits out of the field. And in the thirty-fourth chapter of the same book, God commands the same solemnity to be held 'when the season of the year returns, [and] all things are stored up.' From which two passages of Scripture it is sufficiently clear that the going-out and the return of the year were in autumn: wherefore at that season especially was the world made. Besides, that autumn is the end of the preceding year, if we consider the order of nature and of the generation of natural things, is plain even by the judgment of the senses; for then the fruits are plucked from the trees, the leaves fall, the crops are reaped, and the produce is stored: the grapes are gathered, and the wine is made by pressing them. And that autumn is also the beginning of the following year is manifest, since at that time the sowing takes place, and the earth, conceiving the seeds entrusted to it and made pregnant with them, brings forth roots—which in a certain manner corresponds to the conception and generation of animals in the womb: wherefore the season of autumn...26



...tempus conceptioni et generationi rerum convenit, ob idque primordiis mundi magis est idoneum. Tempus autem veris magis respondet adolescentiae et iuventuti ipsius mundi. Praeterea, licet in tractatione rerum sacrarum et celebratione festivitatum, Moses initium anni veris tempore statuisset, non in omnibus tamen id observabatur: nam in celebratione septimi anni, quo dabatur terrae requies, et quinquagesimi anni, qui erat Iubilaei, exordium anni necessario sumendum et computandum erat ab Autumno, alioquin si a verno tempore sumptum esset, necessarium utique fuisset, ut fruges, et proventus terrae sexti anni, quae mense Nisan in Palaestina maturae non erant ad messem, prorsus perirent, quod est contra divinam Scripturam, in qua Deus pollicetur, propter requiem septimi anni daturum se triplicatum proventum frugum, videlicet pro sexto, septimo, et octavo anno.
...the season of autumn suits the conception and generation of things, and on that account is more fitting for the beginnings of the world. But the season of spring corresponds rather to the adolescence and youth of the world itself. Moreover, although in the handling of sacred matters and the celebration of festivals Moses had set the beginning of the year at springtime, yet it was not observed in all respects: for in the celebration of the seventh year, in which rest was given to the land, and of the fiftieth year, which was the Jubilee, the beginning of the year had necessarily to be taken and reckoned from autumn; otherwise, if it had been taken from springtime, it would certainly have been necessary that the crops and produce of the sixth year, which in the month of Nisan were not ripe for harvest in Palestine, should utterly perish—which is contrary to divine Scripture, in which God promises that, on account of the rest of the seventh year, he will give a threefold yield of crops, namely for the sixth, seventh, and eighth year.27



His accedit, quod certum sit ante diluvium tempora numerata esse ab exordio mundi, et quod initium anni coeptum fuerit ab eo tempore, quo fuerat mundi primordium. Est quoque simillimum vero, diluvium coepisse vel medio vel extremo Autumno: quoniam autem duravit centum quinquaginta diebus, hoc est, quinque mensibus, totam hyemem occupasse. Nam etsi diluvium Noeticum solius naturae viribus non potuerit effici, Deum tamen ad id efficiendum, convenienti tempestate et opportunitate anni usum esse, credendum est. Legimus autem capite 7. libri Geneseos coepisse fieri diluvium die decima septima mensis secundi, hoc est, circa Novembrem: ergo ante diluvium, primus mensis et initium anni fuerat in Autumno, scilicet, eo tempore quo mundus a Deo fuerat creatus: nam si tunc annus verno tempore habuisset initium, coepisset diluvium circa mensem Maium, et tota aestate durasset: tempore videlicet pluviis et inundationibus aquarum, maxime alieno et contrario.
To these things is added that it is certain that before the flood the times were numbered from the beginning of the world, and that the beginning of the year began from that time at which the origin of the world had been. It is also most like the truth that the flood began either in the middle or at the end of autumn; and since it lasted one hundred and fifty days, that is, five months, it occupied the whole winter. For although the Noachic flood could not have been brought about by the forces of nature alone, yet it must be believed that God, in bringing it about, made use of a fitting weather and an opportune time of year. Now we read in the 7th chapter of the book of Genesis that the flood began to come on the seventeenth day of the second month, that is, about November: therefore before the flood, the first month and the beginning of the year had been in autumn, namely at that time at which the world had been created by God: for if the year had then had its beginning in springtime, the flood would have begun about the month of May, and would have lasted the whole summer—at a season, that is, most alien and contrary to rains and inundations of waters.28



Ad extremum, quorum animis haec insedit opinio, vel uno eo argumento concludi posse existimant, mundum in Autumno esse factum, quod in exordio mundi, ut alia, sic etiam arbores in statu perfecto productae sunt, hoc est, cum fructibus iam maturis perfectisque et ad comedendum idoneis: talibus enim in cibum animantium et hominum protinus opus erat, non enim hominibus ante diluvium ex esu carnium, sed herbarum dumtaxat et fructuum victus fuit. Hoc etiam aperte docet sacra Scriptura, non solum quia tradit tertio die iubente Deo terram produxisse lignum pomiferum faciens fructum iuxta genus suum, sed etiam quia docet Deum primis hominibus recens creatis dixisse, Ecce dedi vobis omnem herbam afferentem semen super terram et universa ligna, quae habent in semetipsis sementem generis sui, ut sint vobis in escam; et cunctis animantibus terrae: Et rursus praecepit homini, dicens. Ex omni ligno paradisi comede, de ligno au...
Finally, those in whose minds this opinion has settled think that it can be concluded even by this one argument that the world was made in autumn: that at the beginning of the world, as other things, so also the trees were produced in a perfect state, that is, with their fruits already ripe and perfect and fit for eating; for there was straightway need of such for the food of the living creatures and of men, since before the flood men's sustenance was not from the eating of flesh, but only of herbs and fruits. This too sacred Scripture plainly teaches, not only because it relates that on the third day, at God's command, the earth brought forth the fruit tree making fruit after its kind, but also because it teaches that God said to the first men, newly created: Behold I have given you every herb bearing seed upon the earth, and all the trees that have in themselves the seed of their own kind, that they may be unto you for food; and to all the living creatures of the earth: And again he commanded the man, saying: Of every tree of paradise thou shalt eat, but of the tree...29



...gno autem scientiae boni et mali ne comedas. Eva quoque serpenti insidiose ac maligne interroganti: Cur praecepit vobis Deus, ut non comederetis ex omni ligno Paradisi? respondit: De fructu lignorum, quae sunt in Paradiso vescimur, de fructu vero ligni quod est in medio Paradisi, praecepit nobis Deus ne comederemus. Et paulo infra subdit Moses: Vidit igitur mulier, quod bonum esset lignum ad vescendum, et pulchrum oculis, aspectuque delectabile, et tulit de fructu illius, et comedit. De paradiso quoque cum loqueretur Moses, dixit, Produxit Dominus Deus de humo omne lignum pulchrum visu, et ad vescendum suave. Quid plura? Dei perfecta sunt opera, praesertim autem, quae ab eo immediate et miraculose fiunt, arbores autem tum demum perfectae censentur, cum fructus maturos et ad esum idoneos habent. Quod si in exordio mundi arbores maturos habebant fructus, profecto non veris, sed Autumni tempore mundum factum esse credendum est, maturatio enim fructuum non vere fit, sed in Autumno, nam etsi quibusdam in regionibus nempe calidioribus, ocyus maturescunt fructus, attamen in paradiso terrestri, cuius erat temperatissimum coelum, tam propere, hoc est, verno tempore, maturescere non poterant.
...but of the tree of the knowledge of good and evil thou shalt not eat. Eve too, to the serpent insidiously and malignantly asking, Why hath God commanded you, that you should not eat of every tree of Paradise? answered: Of the fruit of the trees that are in Paradise we do eat: but of the fruit of the tree which is in the midst of Paradise, God hath commanded us that we should not eat. And a little further Moses adds: The woman therefore saw that the tree was good to eat, and fair to the eyes, and delightful to behold, and she took of the fruit thereof, and did eat. Of paradise too, when Moses spoke, he said: The Lord God brought forth from the ground every tree fair to behold, and sweet to eat. What more? The works of God are perfect, but especially those which are done by him immediately and miraculously; and trees are then at last reckoned perfect when they have ripe fruits, fit for eating. But if at the beginning of the world the trees had ripe fruits, then surely it must be believed that the world was made not in spring but in autumn, for the ripening of fruits happens not in spring, but in autumn; for although in certain regions, namely the warmer ones, fruits ripen more quickly, yet in the earthly paradise, whose climate was most temperate, they could not ripen so early, that is, in springtime.30



Sed hoc telum, etsi videtur perquam validum, qui tamen pugnacissime secundam opinionem tutantur, variis modis repellere conantur: quidam enim respondent. In Paradiso terrestri binas quoque anno fuisse arborum fructificationes, binosque frugum proventus, nimirum vere et autumno: quemadmodum de India Plinius, et de Taprobane insula Solinus, et de terris subiectis aequatori, atque inter duos Tropicos interiacentibus, alii prodiderunt. Verum hoc facile refellitur, Paradisum enim terrestrem, non fuisse inter duos Tropicos, sed citra Tropicum Cancri, hoc est, in Mesopotamia, vel non procul ab ea regione: infra libro tertio, qui est de Paradiso, multis nec dubiis argumentis probaturi sumus. Quanquam ad confutandum istud responsum, satis argumenti est, non solas Paradisi arbores productas esse cum fructibus maturis, sed etiam quae erant extra Paradisum: de omni enim terra intelligendum est, quod dixit Deus: Germinet terra herbam virentem, et facientem semen, et lignum pomiferum. Extra Paradisum etiam erant animalia, quorum permulta fructibus arborum vescuntur et aluntur: homo quoque brevissimo tempore commoraturus in Paradiso, nisi arbores extra Paradisum fructus maturos tulissent, vitam sustinere non potuisset.
But this dart, although it seems exceedingly powerful, those who most pugnaciously defend the second opinion try to repel in various ways: for some reply that in the earthly Paradise there were also two fruitings of the trees each year, and two yields of produce, namely in spring and in autumn—just as others have recorded concerning India (Pliny), concerning the island of Taprobane (Solinus), and concerning the lands lying under the equator and between the two Tropics. But this is easily refuted: for that the earthly Paradise was not between the two Tropics, but on the near side of the Tropic of Cancer, that is, in Mesopotamia, or not far from that region, we shall prove below in the third book, which is about Paradise, with many and unquestionable arguments. Although, to refute that answer, there is argument enough in this: that not only the trees of Paradise were produced with ripe fruits, but also those that were outside Paradise; for it is to be understood of the whole earth, what God said: Let the earth bring forth the green herb, and such as may make seed, and the fruit tree. Outside Paradise too there were animals, very many of which feed and are nourished on the fruits of trees; man also, who was to stay in Paradise but a very short time, unless the trees outside Paradise had borne ripe fruits, could not have sustained his life.31



Alii respondent, fuisse verno tempore creatas arbores in exordio mundi cum fructibus maturis, non facultate naturae, sed supernaturali potentia Dei: decerptis autem sublatisque illis fructibus, alios proximo Autumno secundum ordinem naturalem, et per naturalem vim et potestatem arborum fuisse productos. Sed hoc nequaquam est probabile, non enim fructus decidunt, aut decerpuntur nisi post maturitatem: cadunt enim ob frigus exsiccans et adurens humorem glutinosum...
Others reply that the trees were created in springtime at the beginning of the world with ripe fruits, not by the faculty of nature, but by the supernatural power of God; and that, those fruits being plucked and removed, others were produced the following autumn according to the natural order, and by the natural force and power of the trees. But this is by no means probable, for fruits do not fall, or are not plucked, except after ripening: for they fall on account of cold that dries up and parches the glutinous humor...32



...glutinosum et tenacem, quo frondes et fructus cohaerescunt arbori, et ab ea dependent: hoc autem verno tempore non contingit. Adiice praeterea, fructus maturandos in autumno, per totum ferme annum praeparari in arboribus: nam per hyemem arbores implentur humore genitali et fructifero, vere praemittunt frondes et flores, quasi praenuncios et sponsores proventuri fructus, aestivo autem tempore fructus pullulant, virescunt, et augescunt, quod in Autumno maturitatem, atque perfectionem adipiscantur. Quocirca si tempore veris simul cum mundo productae essent arbores maturis fructibus onustae, necessarium sane fuisset statim ex arboribus fructus decidere, ut locum darent fructibus in Autumno maturandis: quod rationi alienum, atque dissentaneum est.
...the glutinous and tenacious humor by which the leaves and fruits cling to the tree and hang from it: but this does not happen in springtime. Add, moreover, that the fruits to be ripened in autumn are prepared in the trees throughout almost the whole year: for through the winter the trees are filled with the generative and fruit-bearing moisture; in spring they send forth first leaves and flowers, as it were heralds and sureties of the coming fruit; in the summer season the fruits sprout, grow green, and increase, so that in autumn they attain ripeness and perfection. Wherefore, if in the spring season, together with the world, the trees had been produced laden with ripe fruits, it would surely have been necessary that the fruits should at once fall from the trees, to make room for the fruits to be ripened in autumn—which is foreign and repugnant to reason.33



Respondent alii, fuisse productas arbores cum fructibus maturis verno tempore, videlicet miraculose, et per supernaturalem Dei potentiam; proximo autem Autumno nullos fuisse fructus in arboribus, nec inde usque ad sequentem autumnum. At hoc maxime inordinatum est, et primordiis mundi, ac potestati naturae tunc ad agendum potissimae et foecundissimae minime congruit: Ut omittam, toto illo uno anno et dimidio, nec animalia, nec homines sine fructibus commode vitam ducere et tueri potuisse. Non tacebo aliud quorundam responsum. Nonnulli aiunt in Paradiso diversa fuisse fructuum genera, et quaedam in vere, alia in Autumno proventura fuisse: quinetiam quovis anni tempore fructus in Paradiso futuros. Verum supra docuimus, non solas Paradisi arbores, sed etiam quae extra Paradisum erant, scilicet ad esum cunctorum animantium, et victum hominis, mox e Paradiso exterminandi, cum maturis fructibus produci debuisse.
Others reply that the trees were produced with ripe fruits in springtime, namely miraculously and by the supernatural power of God; but that the following autumn there were no fruits on the trees, nor from then until the next autumn. But this is most disorderly, and least agrees with the beginnings of the world and with the power of nature, then most potent and most fertile for acting: to say nothing of the fact that throughout that whole year and a half neither the animals nor men could conveniently lead and preserve their life without fruits. Nor shall I be silent about another reply of certain men. Some say that in Paradise there were diverse kinds of fruits, and that some were to come forth in spring, others in autumn; nay, that there would be fruits in Paradise at any time of the year whatsoever. But we have taught above that not only the trees of Paradise, but also those that were outside Paradise—namely for the eating of all the living creatures and the sustenance of man, who was soon to be banished from Paradise—had to be produced with ripe fruits.34



Extremum responsum est, prioribus fortasse probabilius: in prima rerum omnium molitione, quia voluit Deus, itaque fieri par erat, factas esse arbores verno tempore cum fructibus maturis, eosque conservasse Deum in arboribus usque ad proximum Autumnum: exinde autem factam esse, eorum generationem, atque propagationem potestate, ordine, modoque naturali, similiter nempe ut nunc fit, vel non conservasse tanto tempore fructus in arboribus, sed proximo Autumno miraculose, similiter ut primum fecerat, eos produxisse. Videtur igitur, qui mundum faciunt veris tempore conditum, praeter miraculum primae conditionis arborum cum fructibus maturis, his etiam alterum miraculum necessario esse admittendum, hoc est, vel in producendo alios fructus proximo Autumno, vel in conservando primos illos fructus in arboribus usque ad proximum Autumnum. Nisi dicamus, extra Paradisum arbores, quae non ferunt naturaliter fructus maturos ante Autumnum, non fuisse tunc creatas cum fructibus maturis, ne sit necesse multiplicare miracula. Unde igitur extra Paradisum, tunc usque ad Autumnum per quinque...
The last reply is, perhaps, more probable than the earlier ones: that in the first contriving of all things, because God so willed—and so it was fitting to be done—the trees were made in springtime with ripe fruits, and that God preserved them on the trees until the following autumn; but that thenceforth their generation and propagation took place by natural power, order, and manner, just as it now happens; or else that he did not preserve the fruits on the trees for so long a time, but the following autumn produced them miraculously, as he had done at first. It seems, therefore, that those who hold the world to have been founded in springtime must necessarily admit, besides the miracle of the first creation of the trees with ripe fruits, this further miracle also: either in producing other fruits the following autumn, or in preserving those first fruits on the trees until the following autumn. Unless we say that, outside Paradise, the trees which do not naturally bear ripe fruits before autumn were not then created with ripe fruits, lest it be necessary to multiply miracles. Whence, then, outside Paradise, was there at that time food for man and the living creatures until autumn, for five...35



...quinque menses homini et animantibus victus? partim ex herbis, quarum ante diluvium mira fuit vis ad alendum, miraque salubritas et suavitas: partim ex fructibus arborum, qui vere fructificant, praesertim locis calidis et humidis, ut in Mesopotamia, ubi primum homo creditur habitasse.
...for five months, food for man and the living creatures? Partly from herbs, whose power to nourish before the flood was wondrous, and wondrous their wholesomeness and sweetness; partly from the fruits of trees which do fruit in spring, especially in warm and moist places, as in Mesopotamia, where man is believed first to have dwelt.36



Illud autem hoc loco lectorem admonere lubet, etsi in eo tractu terrae, in cuius una quadam parte conditus est Paradisus, et futura erat prima hominis habitatio, sint productae arbores cum fructibus maturis, quia tempus ibi erat idoneum, et conveniens maturitati fructuum, non tamen in omnibus terrarum locis, esse factas arbores cum fructibus maturis: quia illud ipsum tempus respectu habito ad quasdam terrae partes fuit media hyems, vel initium aestatis, quo tempore fructus nec produci naturaliter, nec conservari possunt. Deus autem sic produxit res, ut ipsae deinceps per causas naturales, et seipsas conservare, et alias sui similes suo tempore, modoque generare possent. Nam si ubi fructus maturi sunt in autumno, ibi, in vere, vel media hyeme producti essent maturi, haud dubie creati fuissent extra tempus naturaliter conveniens maturitati fructuum: ideoque nec potuissent conservari naturaliter, nec proximo autumno, quo secundum ordinem naturalem generari debebant, potuissent naturaliter generari. Nam, ut supra indicavimus, maturitas fructuum futura in autumno, per totum annum praeparari debet: siquidem in hyeme praeparatur in radicibus, et intra ipsam arborem, trahendo et colligendo succum, et materiam futurae prolis, quasi in utero comparando, in vere praeparatur in frondibus et floribus: in aestate generatur fructus et paulatim maturatur, quoad in autumno perfecte maturus, et ad esum animantium idoneus existat.
But I wish here to advise the reader that, although in that tract of land in one part of which Paradise was founded, and where the first habitation of man was to be, the trees were produced with ripe fruits—because the time there was suitable and agreeable to the ripening of fruits—yet it was not in all places of the earth that the trees were made with ripe fruits: because that very time, with respect to certain parts of the earth, was midwinter, or the beginning of summer, at which time fruits can neither be produced nor preserved naturally. But God so produced things that they might thenceforth, through natural causes, both preserve themselves and generate others like themselves in their own time and manner. For if, where the fruits are ripe in autumn, there in spring, or midwinter, they had been produced ripe, they would doubtless have been created outside the time naturally agreeable to the ripening of fruits; and therefore they could neither have been preserved naturally, nor, in the following autumn, when according to the natural order they ought to be generated, could they have been naturally generated. For, as we indicated above, the ripeness of fruits that is to come in autumn must be prepared throughout the whole year: since in winter it is prepared in the roots and within the tree itself, by drawing up and gathering the sap and the matter of the future offspring, as it were forming it in the womb; in spring it is prepared in the leaves and flowers; in summer the fruit is generated and gradually ripens, until in autumn it becomes perfectly ripe and fit for the eating of living creatures.37



Existimandum igitur est, Deum hoc tertio die fecisse arbores, ubique terrarum perfectas secundum substantiam et magnitudinem, quae naturalis est terminus accretionis, et item secundum suas facultates; ubi vero tunc erat tempus conveniens fructibus, ibi fecisse eas cum fructibus, alibi cum frondibus tantum vel floribus: nonnullis locis, quibus tunc hyems erat, nudas fructibus, floribus et frondibus: nimirum productae sunt a Deo tunc arbores, prout cuiusque regionis tempus exigebat.
It must therefore be thought that God made the trees on this third day perfect everywhere on earth as to substance and magnitude—which is the natural limit of growth—and likewise as to their faculties; but where there was then a time suitable for fruits, there he made them with fruits, elsewhere with leaves only or with flowers; in some places, where it was then winter, bare of fruits, flowers, and leaves: that is, the trees were then produced by God just as the season of each region required.38



Translator’s notes
	Section heading. The disputation surveys the competing opinions on the season of the world's creation—July (Gerard Mercator), versus the common view of spring/March. ↩
	The opening 'M' is a large decorated initial (Multi). ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Gerardus Mercator, in the opening of his Chronology, is of the opinion that the world was created in the month of July.' Refers to Gerard Mercator's Chronologia (1569). ↩
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	Pliny, Natural History 26.25 (on the olive budding at the rising of the Pleiades). 'Virgiliae' is the Latin name for the Pleiades. Mount Gordyaeus = the mountains of Ararat/Gordyene in Armenia. Pererius notes a textual variant in Pliny ('fifteenth' vs. 'twenty-fifth' degree of Taurus). The sentence continues onto p. 128. ↩
	Solinus, Collectanea rerum memorabilium, ch. 35. Conclusion of Mercator's argument that the world began in July (Sun in Leo). The opening word completes 'Geminorum' from p. 127. ↩
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	Final objection to Mercator: the months of Genesis 8 are disputed as to their reckoning (from the year's start, the flood's start, or Noah's 600th year). ↩
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	Virgil, Georgics 2.336–339. ↩
	The continuation of the Virgil quotation ('Haec...') flows into Pererius's own remark on why Aries heads the Zodiac—because the world began in spring. ↩
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	Completes the argument from p. 130: the parallel between the creation of Adam, the conception of Christ, and the Redemption, all assigned to spring. ↩
	Marginal glosses: 'The opinion of others, that the world was founded in autumn'; and 'Nearly all the Hebrews think the world was founded in autumn.' Cites Nicholas of Lyra (on Gen 7), Tostatus (Abulensis, on Gen 1, q.21, and Defensorium pt.1 ch.14), Josephus (Antiquities 1), Jerome (on Ezekiel 1), and Pico della Mirandola (Disputationes adversus astrologos 7.6). Tishri = the Hebrew month of the autumnal new year (Rosh Hashanah). ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'The arguments that confirm this opinion.' Pererius's lead-in: that the divine command (Exodus 12:2) making Nisan the first month was a novelty implies it had not been first before—pointing to an autumn new year originally. The Josephus quotation follows. ↩
	Opening of the Josephus quotation (Antiquities 1); the catchword at the foot of p. 131 is 'anno', and the sentence continues onto p. 132. ↩
	Quotation from Josephus, Jewish Antiquities 1 (the flood began in the second month, an autumn month = Marheshvan/Bul). 'Dius', 'Marsonane', 'Xanthicus' are Macedonian/Hebrew month-names. Josephus's point: Moses made Nisan first only for sacred reckoning, leaving the civil (autumn) year unchanged. ↩
	Two inferences from Josephus: (1) the pre-Mosaic Hebrew year began in autumn, traced to a tradition of an autumn creation; (2) the flood began in mid-autumn. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'The argument from Scripture taken for this opinion is resolved.' The counter-reply: the original Hebrew (spring) year was lost during the 215 years in Egypt and restored at the Exodus—so Exodus 12 is a restoration, not a novelty. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'How autumn should be called both the going-out and the beginning of the year.' Cites Exodus 23:16 ('in exitu anni') and Exodus 34:22 on the Feast of Tabernacles/Ingathering at year's end. Sentence continues onto p. 133. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Levit. 25.' Argument that the sabbatical and Jubilee years (Leviticus 25) presuppose an autumn-reckoned year, since God's promise of a triple harvest (Lev 25:21) requires the agricultural year to begin in autumn. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'That before the flood the beginning of the year was in autumn, and that the world was then created.' Cites Genesis 7:11 (the flood began on the 17th day of the second month). The argument from the season of the flood (autumn–winter, fit for rains) back to an autumn creation. ↩
	Marginal glosses: 'Before the flood men were not accustomed to eat flesh'; 'Genes. 1'; 'Genes. 2'. The final argument: the trees were created with ripe fruit (autumn), since men's pre-flood diet was vegetarian. Embedded citations: Genesis 1:29 ('Ecce dedi vobis omnem herbam...') and Genesis 2:16 ('Ex omni ligno paradisi comede...'). The quotation breaks at 'de ligno au[tem]...' and continues onto p. 134 (catchword 'gno au'). ↩
	Completion (from p. 133) of the chain of scriptural quotations: Genesis 2:17 ('...the tree of knowledge'), Genesis 3:1–3 (the serpent and Eve), Genesis 3:6 ('Vidit igitur mulier'), and Genesis 2:9 ('Produxit Dominus Deus de humo'). Marginal glosses: 'Ibid.' (Gen 3) and 'Genes. 2'. The autumn-party's argument: trees were created with ripe fruit, and fruit ripens in autumn, not spring. ↩
	Marginal glosses: 'A reply to the preceding argument, and the refutation of that reply'; and 'Genes. 1'. First reply (twice-yearly fruiting in Paradise, citing Pliny on India, Solinus on Taprobane/Ceylon, and the equatorial/tropical lands) and Pererius's refutation (Paradise lay in Mesopotamia, not the tropics; and the fruit-bearing applied to the whole earth, Gen 1:11). ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Another reply, and the refutation of the same.' Second reply (miraculous spring fruit, then natural autumn fruit) begins; the refutation continues onto p. 135. ↩
	Completes the refutation of the second reply: the year-long natural cycle of fruit-formation argues against ripe fruit appearing in spring. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Yet another reply, with its refutation.' Third and fourth replies (miraculous spring fruit then a barren year; and diverse/year-round fruit in Paradise) and their refutations. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Another reply, most approved by the author.' The fifth and (to Pererius) most probable reply, with the dilemma it forces on the spring-party (a second miracle either way). Sentence continues onto p. 136. ↩
	Completes the question from p. 135: the pre-flood diet of herbs and early-fruiting trees supplied food during the months before autumn. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'That at the beginning of the world the same season was not in all parts of the earth.' Pererius's resolution: trees were created ripe only where the season fitted; elsewhere with leaves/flowers, or bare—each region according to its own time. ↩
	Conclusion of the spring-vs-autumn disputation: the trees were created in whatever state suited each region's season. Marginal gloss: 'God did not create all trees together with fruits everywhere.' ↩




THE WORK OF THE FOURTH DAY

LatineEnglish


THE WORK OF THE FOURTH DAY.1
OPUS QUARTI DIEI.



And God said: Let there be lights made in the firmament of heaven, etc. And God made two great lights. — Verse 14.2
Dixit autem Deus, Fiant luminaria in firmamento Caeli, etc. Fecitque Deus duo luminaria magna. — Vers. 14.



Catharinum Eugubinum, atque alios, qui putarunt astra esse a Deo creata ante hunc quartum diem, manifeste redarguit hoc loco narratio Mosis: sic enim ait, Dixit Deus, Fiant luminaria in firmamento Caeli, et factum est ita: Fecitque Deus duo luminaria magna, et factum est vespere, et mane dies quartus. Sane cum similiter loquatur Moses de creatione syderum, ut de effectione aliorum operum, quae reliquis quinque diebus facta narrantur, si creatio syderum ante diem quartum facta est, eo autem die quasi per recapitulationem ut isti dicunt, memoratur, similiter existimari posset opera aliorum dierum ante illos dies esse facta, et illis diebus tantum per recapitulationem commemorari. Et vero si ante creata sunt astra, cur non ante, suo videlicet loco et tempore, eorum creatio descripta est a Mose? Denique istis contradicunt omnes Patres, quos secuta est Ecclesia, quae in hymno, qui canitur in vesperis feriae quartae Deum laudat ob creationem syderum quarto die ab eo factam:
Catharinus, Eugubinus, and others who thought that the stars were created by God before this fourth day, the narrative of Moses in this place manifestly refutes: for thus it says, God said, Let there be lights made in the firmament of heaven, and it was so done: And God made two great lights, and the evening and the morning were the fourth day. Surely, since Moses speaks of the creation of the stars in the same way as of the making of the other works which are narrated as done on the remaining five days, then, if the creation of the stars was made before the fourth day, but is recorded on that day, as these men say, by way of recapitulation, it might in like manner be supposed that the works of the other days were done before those days, and only commemorated on those days by way of recapitulation. And truly, if the stars were created before, why was their creation not described earlier by Moses, namely in its own place and time? Finally, all the Fathers contradict these men—the Fathers whom the Church has followed, which, in the hymn that is sung at Vespers on the fourth weekday, praises God for the creation of the stars made by him on the fourth day:3



Caeli Deus sanctissime, Qui lucidum centrum poli Candore pingis igneo, Augens decoro lumine. Quarto die qui flammeam Solis rotam constituens, Lunae ministras ordinem, Vagosque cursus syderum. Ut noctibus vel limini Diremptionis terminum, Primordiis et mensium Signum dares notissimum. Haec ibi.
Most holy God of heaven, who paintest the shining center of the sky with fiery brightness, increasing it with comely light. Thou who, on the fourth day appointing the flaming wheel of the sun, dost order the course of the moon and the wandering courses of the stars, that thou mightest set for the nights, and as a boundary-line for [day's] parting, a most well-known sign for the beginnings of the months. So far there.4



Videamus igitur quemadmodum hoc quarto die facta sint astra. Quoniam non sunt aliud astra, quam partes Caeli densiores quae lucem habent et transmittunt. Caeli autem in principio creati sunt, ut supra docuimus, perfecti secundum substantiam, numerum orbium, magnitudinem, figuram, et aliarum partium densitatem, aliarumque raritatem: necessario efficitur, astra secundum materiam suam, quae non est alia, quam substantia Caeli, et secundum figuram, magnitudinem et densitatem a principio esse facta. Quid ergo his deerat? forma nempe, quae principaliter dat rei, et esse et nomen. Est autem astri forma, ipsa lux, quae hoc quarto die, illis data est, Deo partes illas Caeli densiores spissa luce complente, datus est illis praeterea proprius motus, nam alio motu cietur Luna, et alio Mercurius, itemque alio sydera: siquidem ante hunc quartum...
Let us see, then, in what way the stars were made on this fourth day. For the stars are nothing other than the denser parts of the Heaven which have light and transmit it. But the heavens were created in the beginning, as we have taught above, perfect as to substance, the number of the orbs, magnitude, figure, and the density of some parts and the rarity of others: it necessarily follows that the stars, as to their matter—which is none other than the substance of the Heaven—and as to figure, magnitude, and density, were made from the beginning. What, then, was lacking to them? Form, namely, which principally gives to a thing both its being and its name. And the form of a star is light itself, which on this fourth day was given to them, God filling those denser parts of the Heaven with dense light; there was given to them besides a proper motion, for the Moon is moved by one motion, Mercury by another, and likewise the stars by another: since indeed before this fourth...5



...tum diem, Caeli non alio quam uno primi Caeli motu communiter movebantur, tertio loco data est astris vis et potentia, varios et mirabiles effectus producendi, ex motu proprio et luce cuiusque astri proveniens. Censet Hieronymus Vielmius, lectione vigesima in Hexameron, hoc die partes Caeli evasuras in astra, fuisse a Deo densatas, cum antea aequabiliter omnes essent rarae. Sed non animadvertit, vir alioqui Theologiae ac Philosophiae doctus, cum Caelum sit incorruptibile, eius materiam secundum magnitudinem, figuram, densitatem ac raritatem, nullo modo posse variari. Dicit id esse factum per Dei omnipotentiam. Sed supervacue accersit miracula, cum sine his res non modo aeque bene, sed commodius etiam explicari possit: quanquam non potest effugere illud incommodum densato multis partibus Caelo praesertim octavo, necessario factum esse minus quam ante fuerat: quare inter ipsum et nonum Caelum, plurimum vacui esse relictum, quo interiecto fieri non posse, ut octavum Caelum ceterique inferiores motus noni Caeli et primi mobilis sint participes, nisi fingat, quantum aliquae partes Caeli sunt densatae, tantumdem alias fuisse simul rarefactas, quod est sine causa multiplicare miracula.
...before this fourth day, the heavens were moved in common by no other than the one motion of the first heaven; in the third place, there was given to the stars the force and power of producing various and wonderful effects, arising from the proper motion and the light of each star. Hieronymus Vielmius, in the twentieth lecture on the Hexameron, judges that on this day the parts of the Heaven that were to become stars were condensed by God, whereas before they were all uniformly rare. But he did not notice—a man otherwise learned in Theology and Philosophy—that, since the Heaven is incorruptible, its matter can in no way be varied as to magnitude, figure, density, and rarity. He says this was done by the omnipotence of God. But he needlessly drags in miracles, since without them the matter can be explained not only equally well, but even more conveniently. Although he cannot escape this difficulty: that, the Heaven being condensed in many of its parts—especially the eighth—it was necessarily made smaller than it had been before; wherefore between it and the ninth Heaven much empty space would be left, and with that interposed it could not be that the eighth Heaven and the other lower [orbs] should share in the motion of the ninth Heaven and the Primum Mobile—unless he should imagine that, as much as some parts of the Heaven were condensed, just so much were others at the same time rarefied: which is to multiply miracles without cause.6



Sed dicet aliquis, primo die creata est lux Solis, ut nos supra docuimus, et iam tunc Caeli habebant partes quasdam densiores: quomodo igitur non eas tunc Sol luce sua illustravit, atque ita fecit, ut essent astra? Huic respondendum est, lucem illam primi diei fuisse admodum tenuem, et, ut inquit Beda, similem luci aurorae: ideoque non potuisse densas illas Caeli partes luce implendo, facere astra, quanquam non est certum, quinetiam doctissimis viris falsum videtur, reliqua astra non sua et propria luce, sed aliena tantum et a Sole mutuata lucere, qualis vero et quam multiplex, hoc die quarto, lucis Solis facta sit accessio, propter quam vere dicatur hoc die Sol creatus, supra ostendimus, cum opus primi diei explanaremus.
But someone will say: on the first day the light of the Sun was created, as we taught above, and even then the heavens had certain denser parts: how then did the Sun not at that time illumine them with its light, and so make them to be stars? To this it must be answered that the light of the first day was very thin, and, as Bede says, similar to the light of dawn; and therefore it could not, by filling those dense parts of the Heaven with light, make stars—although it is not certain (nay, to most learned men it seems false) that the other stars shine not by their own proper light, but only by a borrowed light and one mutuated from the Sun. But of what kind, and how manifold, was the increase of the Sun's light made on this fourth day, on account of which the Sun is truly said to have been created on this day, we showed above, when we expounded the work of the first day.7



Caeterum, cum sydera, et quia sunt naturae incorruptibilis, et quia caussae sunt rerum omnium sublunarium, sint tum ordine naturae, tum praestantia dignitatis priora plantis: cur ea Deus post plantas condidit? Philo, Basilius, Ambrosius, Chrysostomus, Theodoretus et hic, et libro tertio Graecarum affectionum, qui est de Daemonibus: denique Beda in Hexameron ita respondent, Ante Solem et sydera, et creatam fuisse lucem et stirpes, ne putarent homines Solem esse primam, totamque causam lucis atque stirpium, quod videant nunc et lucem manare ex Sole, et generationem ac perfectionem stirpium ex eius luce motuque pendere, indeque ansam arriperent idololatriae. Providebat enim Deus futuros qui visa pulchritudine Solis Lunae et reliquorum astrorum, aestimatisque tot et tantis commoditatibus, quas ex illis perpetuo et affatim capit humanum genus, eas stellas quasi deos colerent et venerarentur. Quocirca in molitione mundi, ea prima omnium creare noluit, ut cum homines memoria repeterent, et cum...
Moreover, since the stars—both because they are of an incorruptible nature, and because they are the causes of all sublunary things—are prior to the plants both in the order of nature and in eminence of dignity: why did God establish them after the plants? Philo, Basil, Ambrose, Chrysostom, Theodoret (both here and in the third book of the Remedy for Greek Maladies, which is on the Demons), and finally Bede on the Hexameron, reply thus: that light and plants were created before the Sun and the stars, lest men should think that the Sun is the first and entire cause of light and of plants—seeing that now both light flows from the Sun, and the generation and perfection of plants depends on its light and motion—and thence should snatch an occasion for idolatry. For God foresaw that there would be those who, beholding the beauty of the Sun, the Moon, and the other stars, and esteeming the so many and so great benefits which the human race perpetually and abundantly receives from them, would worship and venerate those stars as gods. Wherefore in the contriving of the world he was unwilling to create these first of all, so that, when men recalled in memory, and when...8



...cum animo suo reputarent mundi primordia, in quibus et lux et stirpes fuerunt ante sydera, intelligerent, quae nunc ab illis pendere videntur, ea multo maxime pendere a Deo: nec stellis propter commoda, quae ab illis accipiunt, sed Deo, et honorem cultumque adhibendum, et gratias esse agendas. Etenim non Gentiles modo sed Iudaeos etiam prolapsos esse in eiusmodi errorem, satis indicant crebrae et admodum graves, quae sunt apud Prophetas, reprehensiones Iudaeorum adorantium Solem Orientem, et Lunae tanquam reginae Caeli sacrificantium, omnemque militiam Caeli venerantium, et Moses adversus hunc errorem praedocens ac praemuniens Hebraeos, monet eos Deuteronomii quarto, ne ob Solis, Lunae, astrorumque omnium pulchritudinem, errore decepti, adorent et colant ea quae Deus creavit in ministerium cunctis gentibus, quae sub Caelo sunt. Iob autem se ab hoc impietatis scelere, purum semper, ac liberum fuisse gaudens, et quasi glorians in capite tricesimo primo sic ait, Si vidi Solem cum fulgeret, et Lunam incedentem clare, et laetatum est in abscondito cor meum, et osculatus sum manum meam ore meo: Quae est iniquitas maxima, et negatio contra Deum altissimum. Plato etiam in Cratylo docet, astra fuisse primos deos, a priscis existimatos et cultos.
...when they pondered in their mind the beginnings of the world, in which both light and plants were before the stars, they might understand that the things which now seem to depend on those stars depend by far most of all on God; and that honor and worship must be rendered, and thanks given, not to the stars on account of the benefits which they receive from them, but to God. For that not only the Gentiles, but the Jews too, lapsed into this kind of error, is sufficiently indicated by the frequent and very grave reproofs in the Prophets, of the Jews who worshipped the rising Sun, and sacrificed to the Moon as to the Queen of Heaven, and venerated all the host of Heaven. And Moses, forewarning and forearming the Hebrews against this error, admonishes them in the fourth chapter of Deuteronomy, lest, deceived by error on account of the beauty of the Sun, the Moon, and all the stars, they should adore and worship the things which God created for the service of all the nations that are under Heaven. But Job, rejoicing and as it were glorying that he had always been pure and free from this crime of impiety, says thus in the thirty-first chapter: If I beheld the Sun when it shined, and the Moon going in brightness, and my heart in secret rejoiced, and I kissed my hand with my mouth: which is a very great iniquity, and a denial against the most high God. Plato too, in the Cratylus, teaches that the stars were the first gods, esteemed and worshipped by the ancients.9



Iuvat adscribere verba Sancti Leonis Papae ad eandem sententiam pertinentia, ex homiliis eius de Nativitate, quae sic habent, Absit, inquit in secunda homilia,
It is worthwhile to set down the words of Saint Pope Leo bearing on the same view, from his homilies on the Nativity, which run thus. 'Far be it,' he says in the second homily,10



...ab animis Christianis impia omnis superstitio, prodigiosumque mendacium: ultra omnem modum distant a sempiterno temporalia, ab incorporeo corporea, a dominatore subiecta, quae etsi mirandam habent pulchritudinem, adorandam tamen non habent deitatem. Illa ergo virtus, illa est sapientia, illa est colenda maiestas, quae universitatem mundi creavit ex nihilo, et in quas voluit, formas atque mensuras terrenam caelestemque substantiam omnipotenti ratione produxit. Sol et Luna et sydera sint commoda utentibus, sint speciosa cernentibus: sed ita, ut de illis, gratia referantur auctori, et adoretur Deus, qui condidit, non creatura quae servit.
'...from Christian minds be all impious superstition and monstrous falsehood: the temporal things are beyond all measure distant from the eternal, the corporeal from the incorporeal, the subject from the ruler; and although these have a wondrous beauty, yet they have no godhead to be adored. That power therefore, that is the wisdom, that is the majesty to be worshipped, which created the universe of the world out of nothing, and by its omnipotent reason produced the earthly and the heavenly substance into the forms and measures that it willed. Let the Sun and the Moon and the stars be useful to those who use them, let them be beautiful to those who behold them: but in such a way that thanks for them be referred to their author, and that God be adored who founded them, not the creature which serves.'11



In 7. vero homil. sic ait Leo:
And in the 7th homily Leo speaks thus:12



Adduntur et illi, qui totam humanae vitae conditionem de stellarum pendere effectibus mentiuntur, et quod est aut divinae voluntatis aut nostrae, indeclinabilium dicunt esse deorum, quae tamen ut cumulatius noceant, spondent posse mutari, si illis quae adversantur syderibus supplicetur. Unde commentum ipsum sua ratione destruitur, quia si praedicta non permanent, non sunt fata metuenda: si permanent, non sunt astra veneranda. De talibus institutis etiam illa generatur impietas, ut Sol inchoatione diurna lucis exurgens, a quibusdam insipientioribus, de locis eminentioribus adoretur: quod nonnulli etiam Christiani adeo se religiose facere putant, ut priusquam ad beati Petri apostoli basilicam quae uni Deo vivo et vero est dedicata perveniant, superatis gradibus quibus ad suggestum areae superioris ascenditur, converso corpore ad nascentem se Solem reflectant, et curvatis cervicibus in honorem se splendidi orbis inclinent, quod fieri partim ignorantia vitio, partim paganitatis spiritu, multum tabescimus et dolemus. Quia etsi quidam forte Creatorem potius pulchri luminis, quam ipsum lumen quod est creatura vene-...
'There are added also those who falsely make the whole condition of human life depend on the effects of the stars, and say that what belongs either to the divine will or to ours belongs to inflexible gods—which, however, that they may do more cumulative harm, they promise can be changed, if supplication be made to the stars that oppose. Whence the fabrication itself is destroyed by its own reasoning: for if the predicted things do not stand fast, the fates are not to be feared; if they do stand fast, the stars are not to be venerated. From such practices, too, that impiety is engendered, that the Sun, rising at the onset of the daily light, is adored by certain more foolish persons from the higher places: which some Christians even think they do so religiously that, before they come to the basilica of the blessed Apostle Peter, dedicated to the one living and true God, having climbed the steps by which one ascends to the platform of the upper court, they turn their bodies and face back toward the rising Sun, and with bent necks bow themselves in honor of the shining orb—which we greatly grieve and lament is done, partly by the fault of ignorance, partly by the spirit of paganism. For although some perhaps venerate rather the Creator of the beautiful light than the light itself, which is a creature,...'13



...rantur, abstinendum tamen est ab ipsa huiusmodi specie officii, quam cum in nostris invenerit, qui Deorum cultum reliquit, nonne hanc secum partem opinionis vetusta tanquam probabilem retentabit, quam Christianis et impiis viderit esse communem? Haec Leo.
'...yet one must abstain from this very appearance of such an observance, which, when he who has abandoned the worship of the gods finds it among us, will he not retain with himself this part of his old opinion as probable, which he sees to be common to Christians and to the impious?' Thus Leo.14



Sed cur Deus sydera creavit ante animalia? Theodoretus quaestione 16. in Genesim respondet, animalia sensum habentia oculorum, excellentiam et exuperantiam illius primae lucis sustinere non potuisse: postquam autem illa lux dispertita est in tot astra quarto die facta tolerabilem oculis animantium, splendorem reddidisse: genus autem stirpium prorsus omnis sensus expers est. Respondent alii tres posteriores dies pertinuisse ad ornatum et complementum mundi, quare par fuisse, ut primum omnium corporum mundi, quod est Caelum, ante alia, quarto hoc die compleretur et ornaretur syderibus. Sed cur potissimum Deus quarto die, astra omnia creare voluit? Ad declarandum, inquit Philo, huius operis singularem praestantiam et dignitatem, Symbolo numeri quaternarii: Cuius virtutes et laudes, et alii subtiliter tractant, et Philo bene longa oratione prosequitur.
But why did God create the stars before the animals? Theodoret, in question 16 on Genesis, replies that the animals, having the sense of sight, could not bear the excellence and superabundance of that first light; but after that light was distributed into so many stars made on the fourth day, it rendered a splendor tolerable to the eyes of living creatures; whereas the kind of plants is wholly devoid of all sense. Others reply that the three latter days pertained to the adornment and completion of the world; wherefore it was fitting that the first of all the bodies of the world, which is the Heaven, should before the others be completed and adorned with stars on this fourth day. But why did God especially choose to create all the stars on the fourth day? 'To declare,' says Philo, 'the singular excellence and dignity of this work, by the symbol of the number four': whose virtues and praises others too treat subtly, and Philo pursues in a good long discourse.15



Quid autem factum sit de ea luce, quae primo die creata est, an evanuerit creato Sole: an Soli fuerit impressa, ut sentit Basilius et Damascenus, an in omnia sydera, quae quarto die facta sunt distributa et dispertita sit, ut placet Theodoreto, an lux illa fuerit nubes quaedam lucens, ex qua postmodum die quarto, formatus sit Sol, ut visum est Bedae, Hugoni, Magistro sententiarum, aliisque permultis, an auctore Dionysio Areopagita, lux illa non fuerit alia, quam lux Solis, sed prius informis tamen et imperfecta, quae hoc die quarto, perfectius formata consumataque sit, nos superius explanando primi diei opere, satis diligenter et enucleate tractavimus.
But what became of that light which was created on the first day—whether it vanished when the Sun was created; or was impressed upon the Sun, as Basil and Damascene hold; or was distributed and dispersed into all the stars that were made on the fourth day, as Theodoret holds; or whether that light was a certain shining cloud, out of which afterward, on the fourth day, the Sun was formed, as seemed to Bede, Hugh, the Master of the Sentences, and very many others; or whether, on the authority of Dionysius the Areopagite, that light was none other than the light of the Sun, but at first unformed and imperfect, which on this fourth day was more perfectly formed and completed—we treated above, diligently and clearly enough, in expounding the work of the first day.16



Tradit Beda in Hexameron, et fusius in lib. de Ratione temporum hoc quarto die, qui fuit Mercurii et duodecimus Kalendas Aprilis, hoc est, vigesimus primus Martii, Solem exortu suo quartam Arietis partem ingressum, primum aequinoctium vernum consecrasse: quocirca primum mundi diem fuisse decimumquintum Kalendas Aprilis, hoc est, decimumoctavum diem Martii. His addit Beda, Lunam creatam esse in plenilunio, quod sit admodum credibile factam esse a Deo in statu perfecto, qui est plenilunii, neque enim conveniebat imperfectam creari primam Lunam, praesertim cum Moses dicat, Deum fecisse Lunam ut praeesset nocti, hoc est, ad illuminandam noctem: nisi autem plenilunii tempore, Luna noctem plene et perfecte non illuminat. Ex adverso contendunt alii, Lunae primo exorientis lumen fuisse imperfectum, tale nimirum, quale habere solet in novilunio: nam cum Luna menses cursu suo definiat, congruum fuit, a prima Luna primi mensis initium fieri: Si autem creata esset in plenilunio, non primus, sed decimus quintus primi mensis dies ille fuisset. Augustinus libro secundo de Genesi ad litteram...
Bede hands down, in the Hexameron, and more fully in the book On the Reckoning of Time, that on this fourth day—which was the day of Mercury (Wednesday) and the twelfth of the Kalends of April, that is, the twenty-first of March—the Sun, by its rising, entering the fourth degree of Aries, consecrated the first vernal equinox; wherefore the first day of the world was the fifteenth of the Kalends of April, that is, the eighteenth day of March. To these things Bede adds that the Moon was created at full moon, which is quite credible, that it was made by God in a perfect state, which is that of the full moon; for it was not fitting that the first Moon be created imperfect, especially since Moses says that God made the Moon to rule the night, that is, to illumine the night: but except at the time of full moon, the Moon does not fully and perfectly illumine the night. On the contrary, others contend that the light of the Moon, when it first rose, was imperfect, namely such as it is wont to have at the new moon: for since the Moon by its course marks off the months, it was fitting that the beginning of the first month be made from the first [new] Moon; but if it had been created at full moon, that would have been not the first, but the fifteenth day of the first month. Augustine, in the second book On Genesis according to the Letter...17



...litteram capite decimoquinto, neutrum horum asseveranter probare, aut reprobare audet, quod neutra opinio vel necessariis rationibus, vel manifestis Scripturae testimoniis nitatur. Iustinus Martyr in respondendo ad quaestionem 60. Orthodoxorum, cur post creatam primo die lucem, quarto die astra sint condita? ita respondet, ut vel sententia eius falsa sit, vel necesse sit locum illum esse insigniter vitiatum atque depravatum.
...according to the Letter, chapter fifteen, dares neither to affirm nor to reject either of these assertively, because neither opinion rests either on necessary reasons or on manifest testimonies of Scripture. Justin Martyr, in answering the 60th of the Questions of the Orthodox—why, after light was created on the first day, the stars were established on the fourth day?—replies in such a way that either his opinion is false, or it is necessary that that passage be notably corrupted and depraved.18



Caeterum quoniam hoc loco Scriptura docet, fecisse Deum duo luminaria magna, Solem dico et Lunam: de eorum syderum magnitudine, quatenus ad locum hunc illustrandum sit satis, disserere, non erit proposito nostro alienum. De Solis magnitudine variae fuerunt olim Philosophorum sententiae, quas refert Plutarchus libri undecimi de placitis Philosophorum, capite vigesimo primo. Anaximander astrum Solis aequale fecit terrae, orbem autem in quo circumvehitur, septies et vicies terra maiorem: Anaxagoras maiorem dixit esse Peloponesso: Heraclitus, latitudine pedali: Epicurus, aut esse tantum quantus apparet (quam opinionem etiam Heraclito affingit Laertius) aut paulo maiorem minoremve. Sed eius ingens magnitudo necessariis Mathematicorum rationibus explorate percepta, in confesso est apud omnes, tantum non doctrinae rudes et expertes. Principio: magnitudo eius intelligitur ex comparatione eius cum terra, cuius simul et aquae universum globum centies sexagies, sexies excedit. Tum, idem palam fit contentione eius facta, cum aliis syderibus: nam stellarum quas vocant Astrologi primae magnitudinis, et quindecim tantum in octavo Caelo numerant, quaelibet terrae magnitudinem continet non amplius quam centies et septies. Quanto autem amplior sit quam Luna, vix credi potest: nam esse maiorem ipsa sexies millies et quingenties superque tricies novies, demonstrationibus nihil dubii relinquentibus, compertum habere se Mathematici profitentur. Illud quoque indicium facit, quantam Sol habeat lucis copiam, quod solus ipse praesentia sua clarissimum diem facit omnibus nocturnis tenebris penitus discussis atque sublatis: id quod ne omnium quidem ceterorum syderum simul praesentium coniuncta lux praestare potest, ut quae non ex toto, sed ex aliqua tantum parte noctis obscuritatem diluere valeant. Adiice etiam, Solem praesentia sua reliquorum astrorum praestringere et occultare claritatem.
Moreover, since Scripture in this place teaches that God made two great lights—I mean the Sun and the Moon—it will not be foreign to our purpose to discuss the magnitude of those bodies, so far as suffices to illustrate this passage. Concerning the magnitude of the Sun there were once various opinions of the Philosophers, which Plutarch reports in the book On the Doctrines of the Philosophers, chapter twenty-one. Anaximander made the body of the Sun equal to the earth, but the orb in which it is carried round twenty-seven times greater than the earth; Anaxagoras said it was larger than the Peloponnese; Heraclitus, a foot in breadth; Epicurus, either that it is just as great as it appears (an opinion which Laertius also fastens on Heraclitus), or a little greater or smaller. But its vast magnitude, accurately ascertained by the necessary reasonings of the Mathematicians, is agreed among all who are not utterly rude and unskilled in learning. First: its magnitude is understood from its comparison with the earth, whose entire globe—of land and water together—it exceeds one hundred and sixty-six times. Then the same is made plain by its comparison with the other bodies: for of the stars which the astrologers call of the first magnitude (and they count only fifteen of them in the eighth Heaven), each contains the magnitude of the earth not more than one hundred and seven times. By how much it is greater than the Moon can scarcely be believed: for the Mathematicians profess to have found, by demonstrations leaving no room for doubt, that it is greater than she six thousand five hundred and thirty-nine times over. This too gives an indication of how great a store of light the Sun has: that it alone, by its presence, makes the brightest day, all the darkness of night being utterly scattered and removed—which not even the conjoined light of all the other stars present at once can do, since they can dispel the darkness of the night not wholly, but only in some part. Add, too, that the Sun by its presence dims and hides the brightness of the other stars.19



Ambigunt viri docti, utrum Sol sit fons omnis lucis caelestis, cunctaque astra lucem, quam habent omnem, ei ferant acceptam. ita enim visum est Avicennae, Alberto Magno, Bedae, et Astrologorum ac Theologorum non paucis. Plinius certe libri secundi capite sexto, Solem ait lumen ceteris syderibus foenerari. nam cum astrorum omnium, similem esse naturam, paremque rationem conveniat, manifestum autem sit Lunam accipere lumen a Sole, itidem facere reliquas stellas existimandum est: ad hunc enim modum ex rotunditate...
Learned men are in doubt whether the Sun is the fount of all heavenly light, and whether all the stars owe to it all the light they have. For so it seemed to Avicenna, Albertus Magnus, Bede, and not a few of the astrologers and theologians. Pliny, certainly, in the sixth chapter of the second book, says that the Sun lends out its light to the other stars on interest. For since it is agreed that the nature of all the stars is similar, and their account the same, and since it is manifest that the Moon receives its light from the Sun, it must be supposed that the rest of the stars do likewise: for in this way, from [their] roundness...20



...ditate lunae omnia sydera esse rotunda, in secundo libro de Caelo, text. 59. argumentatur Aristoteles. Hugo in libro Annotationum in Genesim cap. 6. Solum, inquit, solem propriam habere lucem, et ipsum ex igne esse factum: reliquas vero stellas omnes, ex aeria materia factas relucere potius quam lucere. Verum hoc limatioris iudicii Philosophis nequaquam probatur: nec sane ullo satis probabili argumento persuaderi potest. Non enim par est ratio lunae ceterorumque syderum, nec rotunditatis astri atque receptionis luminis eius: nec fit verisimile immensam illam choream caelestium ignium in octavo caelo, videlicet multo nobiliori, quam est orbis solis, mirabili pulchritudine micantium a sole lumen omne suum mutuari et emendicare. Praesertim autem cum videatur rationi consentaneum, astra illa, quae longe diversas vires et effectus habere videntur, dissimilem quoque lucis rationem obtinere.
...from the roundness of the moon Aristotle argues that all the stars are round, in the second book of On the Heavens, text 59. Hugh, in the book of Annotations on Genesis, chapter 6, says: 'The Sun alone has its own light, and is itself made of fire; but all the rest of the stars, made of airy matter, shine back rather than shine.' But this is by no means approved by philosophers of finer judgment, nor indeed can it be persuaded by any sufficiently probable argument. For the case of the moon and of the other stars is not the same, nor that of the roundness of a star and of its reception of light; nor is it likely that that immense dance of heavenly fires in the eighth heaven—a heaven, namely, far nobler than the orb of the sun—shining with wondrous beauty, borrows and begs all its light from the sun. Especially since it seems agreeable to reason that those stars, which seem to have powers and effects far different, should also have a dissimilar mode of light.21



B. Augustinus libro secundo de Genesi ad litteram, cap. 16. ait: ex divina Scriptura manifesto cognosci, disparem esse syderum claritatem, dicente Apostolo prioris Epistolae ad Corinthios capite 15. Aliam esse claritatem solis, aliam lunae, et aliam stellarum, et stellam differre a stella in claritate. Verum autem stellae lumen a sole accipiant necne, ex sacris litteris colligi et constitui non potest. Mox subdit Augustinus: quibusdam visum esse, quasdam in caelo stellas maiores esse quam solem; quod tamen falsum esse, non rationibus tantum Mathematicis patet, sed etiam in libro Ecclesiastici arguit sacra Scriptura. Quid, inquit, lucidius sole? Constat porro ea ratione maximum Astrorum esse solem, quod huius nostratis mundi conservationem, moderationem, et omnimodam mutationem plus ab uno sole, quam a ceteris omnibus astris pendere experimur. Verum de solis praestantia, eiusque locis perquam multiplici et admiranda vi et potentia, in libro de divinis nominibus, cap. 1. parte 4. divine philosophatur Dionysius.
Blessed Augustine, in the second book On Genesis according to the Letter, chapter 16, says that it is manifestly known from divine Scripture that the brightness of the stars is unequal, the Apostle saying in the first Epistle to the Corinthians, chapter 15: One is the brightness of the sun, another of the moon, and another of the stars; and star differs from star in brightness. But whether the stars receive their light from the sun or not cannot be gathered and established from the sacred writings. Augustine soon adds: that it has seemed to some that certain stars in the heaven are larger than the sun; which, however, is false, as is plain not only by mathematical reasons, but also in the book of Ecclesiasticus sacred Scripture argues: What, it says, is brighter than the sun? Moreover it is established by this reasoning that the sun is the greatest of the stars, because we experience that the preservation, governance, and every kind of change of this our world depend more on the one sun than on all the other stars together. But concerning the excellence of the sun, and its manifold and wondrous force and power in its places, Dionysius philosophizes divinely in the book On the Divine Names, chapter 1, part 4.22



Sed quia Moses hoc loco Solem et Lunam vocat duo luminaria magna, posset fortassis quispiam existimare, secundum Solem, esse Lunam reliquorum syderum maximam. Basilius quidem certe in enarrando hunc locum Genes. apertis verbis docet, post solem maximum caeli Astrum esse Lunam. Idemque lib. 2 de Genesi ad litteram cap. 16. Augustinus colligit ex ipsa Scriptura, quae hoc loco solem et Lunam appellat luminaria magna. Certe, inquit, vel hoc concedant oculis nostris, ut ea duo sydera, manifestum sit amplius ceteris lucere super terram, nec diem clarescere nisi luce Solis, nec noctem tot stellis fulgentibus ita lucere, si Luna desit: quemadmodum praesentia illius illustratur. Verum secus esse docent Mathematici, apud quos omnes stellas inerrantes, visu insignes et notabiles, quae duae, ac viginti milleque numerantur longe maiores esse constat, quam Lunam: quippe quae tricies novies minor est quam terra, cuius tamen molem supradictae stellae, octies ac decies superant: ex planetis autem, praeter unum Mercurium, reliqui maiores sunt Luna: Itaque ut Sol maximus est omnium syderum, ita minimus est Mercurius, et post eum Luna. Cur igitur Luna et ceteris...
But since Moses in this place calls the Sun and the Moon two great lights, someone might perhaps suppose that, after the Sun, the Moon is the greatest of the other stars. Basil indeed, in expounding this passage of Genesis, teaches in plain words that, after the sun, the greatest star of heaven is the Moon. And the same Augustine, in book 2 On Genesis according to the Letter, chapter 16, gathers from Scripture itself, which here calls the sun and the moon great lights. 'Certainly,' he says, 'let them concede at least this to our eyes, that those two bodies manifestly shine more than the rest upon the earth, and that the day does not grow bright except by the light of the Sun, nor does the night, with so many stars shining, shine as it does if the Moon be absent—just as it is illumined by her presence.' But the Mathematicians teach that it is otherwise, among whom it is established that all the fixed stars notable and conspicuous to sight, which are numbered one thousand and twenty-two, are far larger than the Moon: seeing that she is thirty-nine times smaller than the earth, whose mass, however, the aforesaid stars exceed eighteen times; and of the planets, except the one Mercury, the rest are larger than the Moon. And so, as the Sun is the greatest of all the stars, so Mercury is the smallest, and after him the Moon. Why then is the Moon, [larger] than the rest of the stars...23



...ceteris Astris maior, et soli propemodum par videtur nobis? nimirum, quod citima et vicinissima terrae sit: quamobrem et ingens ceterorum a terris distantia, et proxima nobis Lunae vicinitas, tantam facit apparentiae dissimilitudinem. At enim si Luna, uno excepto Mercurio, re vera syderum omnium est minima, quaeret aliquis cur eam divina Scriptura luminare magnum appellet? An quia maior ceteris oculorum iudicio et vulgi existimatione censetur? An dicitur magnum luminare propter id, cuius causa Deus eam instituit? scilicet, ut illuminaret noctem, in hoc enim ceteris astris antecedit. An quia vires et effectus eius in elementis, metallis, stirpibus, animantibus, et humano corpore insigniores et illustriores sunt, quam ceterorum (unum excipio Solem) syderum? An denique in eo quod est esse in tempora, signa, dies, menses et annos, post solem praecellit Luna reliquis Astris? praesertim apud Iudaeos, qui distinctionem temporum non mensium modo, sed annorum etiam et rationem dierum festorum, quos agebant variis anni temporibus, ex Luna petebant: sicut exponitur in libro Ecclesiastici cap. 43. illis verbis: Luna in omnibus in tempore suo, ostensio temporis, et signum aevi. A luna signum diei festi luminare quod minuitur in consummatione.
...larger than the rest of the stars, and seem to us almost equal to the sun? Doubtless because it is the nearest and most neighboring to the earth; wherefore both the vast distance of the others from the earth, and the very near nearness of the Moon to us, make so great a dissimilarity of appearance. But if the Moon, except for Mercury alone, is really the smallest of all the stars, someone will ask why divine Scripture calls it a great light. Is it because it is reckoned larger than the rest by the judgment of the eyes and the estimation of the common people? Or is it called a great light on account of that for the sake of which God established it—namely, to illumine the night?—for in this it surpasses the other stars. Or because its forces and effects in the elements, metals, plants, living creatures, and the human body are more notable and conspicuous than those of the other stars (I except the one Sun)? Or finally, in that which is to serve for times, signs, days, months, and years, does the Moon, after the sun, excel the rest of the stars? especially among the Jews, who sought from the Moon the distinction not only of the months but also of the years, and the reckoning of the feast days, which they kept at various seasons of the year: as is set forth in the book of Ecclesiasticus, chapter 43, in these words: The moon is in all things in its season, a declaration of times, and a sign of the world (or: of the age). From the moon is the sign of the feast day, a light that is diminished at its completion.24



Sed cur Moses, ut solis, et Lunae, non itidem aliorum quinque planetarum hoc loco meminit? An quia in commemoratione Solis et Lunae eos intelligi voluit? An quod eos uno stellarum generali vocabulo comprehendit? An potius, quia non nisi doctis hominibus eorum proprius motus, effectus, usus, et differentia, a ceteris Astris nota est, propterea eos hic recensere supersedit? Certe illorum quinque solius Luciferi, quod est sydus Veneris, in Scriptura mentio fit apud Isaiam et Iob. Multa hic de Astris disputari possent, praeclara sane cognituque ac memoratu dignissima, multa item de divinatione, quae petitur ex Astris, quam voluere quidam fulcire et ornare auctoritate Mosis, qui tradit hoc loco: Deum fecisse Astra ut essent in tempora, dies atque annos, et in signa, videlicet ad praenoscenda et praenuncianda futura. Verum haec, quia nec in angustum coarctari, nec in transcursu dici, sed cum subtilitate et cura tractari debent, commodius alio libro, qui proxime hunc sequetur, in quo nos de coelis et syderibus latissime agemus, separatim explicabuntur.
But why does Moses make mention here of the sun and the moon, but not likewise of the other five planets? Is it because in commemorating the Sun and the Moon he wished the others to be understood? Or because he comprehended them under the one general word 'stars'? Or rather, because their proper motion, effects, use, and difference from the other stars is known only to learned men, did he therefore forbear to enumerate them here? Certainly, of those five, mention is made in Scripture of Lucifer alone, which is the star of Venus, in Isaiah and in Job. Many things might here be disputed about the stars, things truly excellent and most worthy to be known and recorded; many things too about the divination which is sought from the stars, which some have wished to prop up and adorn by the authority of Moses, who relates in this place that God made the stars to be for times, days, and years, and for signs—namely, for foreknowing and foretelling future things. But these matters, because they ought neither to be cramped into a narrow space, nor said in passing, but treated with subtlety and care, will be more conveniently set forth separately in another book, which will follow next after this, in which we shall treat most fully of the heavens and the stars.25



Translator’s notes
	Section heading for the Fourth Day: the creation of the sun, moon, and stars (Genesis 1:14ff.). ↩
	The scripture lemma for the Fourth Day, Genesis 1:14 and 1:16. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'That all the stars were created on the fourth day is proved against Catharinus and Eugubinus.' Catharinus = Ambrosius Catharinus Politi; Eugubinus = Agostino Steuco of Gubbio. Pererius refutes their view (that the stars were made earlier and only 'recapitulated' on day four). The decorated initial begins 'Catharinum'. The hymn for Wednesday Vespers follows. ↩
	The Ambrosian hymn 'Caeli Deus sanctissime', sung at Wednesday (feria quarta) Vespers, celebrating the creation of the heavenly lights on the fourth day. 'Haec ibi' = 'thus far the passage there' (Pererius's tag closing the quotation). ↩
	Marginal glosses: 'What the stars are' and 'In what manner the stars were established, as regards light and motion.' Pererius's doctrine: the stars are the denser parts of the heavenly substance, made in substance/figure/magnitude at the first creation, but receiving their form (light) and proper motion on the fourth day. Sentence continues onto p. 138 ('...ante hunc quartum [diem]...'). ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Vielmius is refuted.' Completes (from p. 137) Pererius's account of the stars receiving form (light), proper motion, and causal power on day 4. He rejects Girolamo Vielmi's view (Lecture 20 on the Hexameron) that the star-parts were condensed at the fourth day, since the incorruptible heaven's matter cannot change density. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'An objection, and the reply to it.' Why the first-day light did not already make stars: it was thin, dawn-like (Bede). Pererius doubts that the stars shine only by borrowed solar light. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Why the stars were created after the plants.' The Fathers' answer: light and plants precede the sun/stars to forestall idolatry (lest the sun be thought the source of light and life). Cites Philo, Basil, Ambrose, Chrysostom, Theodoret (Quaest. in Gen. and Graecarum affectionum curatio bk. 3), Bede. Sentence continues onto p. 139. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'That the Jews of old often lapsed into the error of worshipping the stars as gods.' Cites Deuteronomy 4:19 and Job 31:26–28 against star-worship; Plato, Cratylus (the heavenly bodies as the first gods of the ancients). ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'The stars are devoid of all divinity.' Lead-in to two quotations from Leo the Great's Nativity sermons. ↩
	Quotation from Leo the Great, Sermon on the Nativity (the 'second homily'). The stars are creatures devoid of divinity; worship is owed to the Creator alone. ↩
	Lead-in to the second Leo quotation (the seventh Nativity sermon, against astrology and sun-worship). ↩
	Quotation from Leo the Great, Sermon on the Nativity (the 'seventh homily' = Sermo 27). Against astral fatalism and against the sun-worship practiced even by Christians on the steps of St. Peter's. The quotation continues onto p. 140. ↩
	Conclusion (from p. 139) of the Leo quotation (Sermo 27): even well-meant sun-bowing must be shunned, lest the converted pagan think his old star-worship vindicated. ↩
	Marginal glosses: 'Why the stars were created before the animals, according to Theodoret'; and 'Philo, in the book On the Making of the World.' Theodoret (Quaest. in Gen. 16): the first light was too strong for animal eyes; Philo, De opificio mundi: the symbolism of the number four. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'According to Bede, the Sun was created on the 21st day of March.' A survey of opinions on the fate of the first-day light: Basil & John Damascene (impressed on the sun), Theodoret (dispersed into the stars), Bede/Hugh of St Victor/Peter Lombard (a shining cloud from which the sun was formed), Dionysius the Areopagite (the unformed solar light later perfected). ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Whether the Moon was created at full moon or at new moon.' Bede (De temporum ratione): the Sun made 21 March (entering Aries, the vernal equinox), the world's first day being 18 March; and the Moon created full. The opposing view: the Moon created new (so the first month begins from it). Sentence continues onto p. 141 (Augustine, De Genesi ad litteram 2.15). ↩
	Completes the citation of Augustine, De Genesi ad litteram 2.15 (he leaves the full/new-moon question open), and adds Justin Martyr, Quaestiones ad Orthodoxos, q. 60 (whose answer Pererius finds either false or textually corrupt). ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'How great is the magnitude of the sun; the various opinions of the philosophers.' Cites Plutarch, De placitis philosophorum (the locus on the sun's size is bk. 2, ch. 20–21; the printed 'libri undecimi'/'eleventh book' is an error): Anaximander (sun = earth, orbit 27× earth), Anaxagoras (larger than the Peloponnese), Heraclitus (a foot wide), Epicurus (as it appears), with Diogenes Laertius. Pererius's own figures: sun = 166× the earth-and-water globe; first-magnitude stars = 107× the earth; sun = 6,539× the Moon. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Whether all the stars receive their light from the Sun.' The view of Avicenna, Albertus Magnus, Bede, and others, that the Sun is the source of all stellar light; Pliny (Natural History 2.6, 'the Sun lends light to the stars at interest'). Sentence continues onto p. 142 (catchword 'ditate'). ↩
	Completes (from p. 141) the question whether all stars borrow the sun's light. Cites Aristotle, De caelo 2 (text 59, on the roundness of stars) and Hugh of St Victor (Annotations on Genesis, ch. 6). Pererius rejects the view that the fixed stars merely reflect solar light. ↩
	Augustine, De Genesi ad litteram 2.16, citing 1 Corinthians 15:41 (the disparate brightness of sun, moon, stars) and Ecclesiasticus 17:30 / 42:16 ('What is brighter than the sun?'). Dionysius the Areopagite, De divinis nominibus 4 (the sun as image of the Good). ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Whether the Moon is, after the sun, the greatest of all the stars.' Basil (Hexameron, on this passage) and Augustine (De Gen. ad litt. 2.16) place the moon second to the sun, but the astronomers reckon otherwise: the 1,022 notable fixed stars exceed the earth 18×, while the moon is 39× smaller than the earth—so the moon is in fact the smallest star but for Mercury. Sentence continues onto p. 143. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Why the Moon, though in truth nearly the smallest of all the stars (except for the sun [i.e., the smallest but for the sun's exception]), seems the greatest, and is called a great light by Moses.' The moon appears great only by nearness; it is called 'great' for its role in lighting the night and governing times. Cites Ecclesiasticus 43:6–8. ↩
	Marginal glosses: 'Why, of the seven planets, Moses here mentions only two, that is, the sun and the moon'; and 'Isaiah 14. Job 38.' Why Moses names only sun and moon; only Venus (Lucifer) is named elsewhere (Isaiah 14:12; Job 38:32). Pererius defers astrology to a later book (his treatise on the heavens). Cites Genesis 1:14 ('the stars for times, days, years, and signs'). This closes the commentary on the Fourth Day. ↩




THE WORK OF THE FIFTH DAY

LatineEnglish


THE WORK OF THE FIFTH DAY.1
OPUS QUINTI DIEI.



God also said: Let the waters bring forth the creeping creature having life, and the fowl that may fly over the earth under the firmament of heaven. And God created the great whales, and so forth. — Verse 20.2
Dixit etiam Deus, producant aquae reptile animae viventis, et volatile super terram sub firmamento Caeli. Creavitque Deus cete grandia, et cetera. — Vers. 20.



Primis tribus diebus distinxit Deus mundum, hoc est, tria prima corpora, coelum, aquam, et terram. Nam primo die facta luce, distinxit diem a nocte, lumen a tenebris: in secundo die per firmamentum separavit aquas coelestes, ab aquis terrestribus: in tertia die aquam segregavit a terra, nam stirpes tunc productae, velut partes terrae censentur; quippe cum terrae radicibus suis infixae, ex ea oriantur, alantur et augescant. Reliquis autem tribus diebus eadem tria corpora, eorum conditor Deus, et ornavit, et variis rerum generibus replevit, eundem prorsus ordinem servans: quarto enim die caelum syderibus, quinto aquam piscibus, sexto die terram animantibus terrestribus condecoravit atque complevit. Ob hanc autem causam creata prius sunt aquatilia, quam terrestria, quamvis etiam ordine generationis, quae sunt imperfectiora, praemittere soleat natura.
In the first three days God distinguished the world, that is, the three primary bodies: the heaven, the water, and the earth. For on the first day, light being made, he distinguished day from night, light from darkness; on the second day, by the firmament, he separated the heavenly waters from the earthly waters; on the third day he sundered the water from the earth—for the plants then produced are reckoned as parts of the earth, seeing that, fixed by their roots in the earth, they arise, are nourished, and grow from it. But in the remaining three days the same three bodies their founder God both adorned and filled with various kinds of things, keeping exactly the same order: for on the fourth day he decorated and completed the heaven with stars, on the fifth the water with fishes, on the sixth day the earth with land animals. And for this reason the water-creatures were created before the land-creatures, although in the order of generation nature is wont to send the more imperfect things first.3



Sunt autem pisces ex toto genere imperfectiores, quam terrestres animantes: non sane quia pisces memoria careant, ut dicit Basilius homilia in Genesim octava, hoc enim merito refellit Augustinus libro tertio, de Genesi ad litteram capite octavo, contrarium docente experientia, et ratione qua probatur, quibuscumque animantibus est datus motus localis, quo necessaria degendae vitae quaererentur, atque compararentur, his necessariam fuisse memoriam, ne motus eorum vagus et incertus ageretur. Sunt igitur pisces imperfectiores, ut multis argumentis patet: etenim temperamentum corporis eorum multo imperfectius esse, indicium est exiguum alimentum, quod praebent pisces: quamobrem etiam ieiunantibus et macerationi corporis intentis, quibus esus animalium terrestrium interdicitur, esus tamen piscium conceditur. In piscibus quoque obscurior est figuratio et digestio membrorum. Deinde omnes sensus tam interiores, quam exteriores, imbecilles et imperfectos habent pisces, cum degant in aqua, quae crassius est corpus quam aer. Ad hoc, nunquam possunt pisces ab homine mansuefieri, nec se ab eo contrectare sinunt, nec possunt quicquam condocefieri, nec humanae consuetudinis et societatis sunt capaces: excipio paucos quosdam, velut Delphinum, de cuius...
Now the fishes are, as a whole kind, more imperfect than the land animals—not indeed because the fishes lack memory, as Basil says in his eighth homily on Genesis, for this Augustine rightly refutes in the third book On Genesis according to the Letter, chapter eight, since experience teaches the contrary, and by the reasoning whereby it is proved that whatever animals have been given local motion, by which the necessities of living are sought and procured, to these memory was necessary, lest their motion be carried on wandering and uncertain. The fishes, then, are more imperfect, as is plain from many arguments: for that the temperament of their body is much more imperfect, an indication is the scanty nourishment which fishes afford; wherefore even to those fasting and intent on the maceration of the body, to whom the eating of land animals is forbidden, the eating of fish is nevertheless allowed. In fishes, too, the shaping and arrangement of the members is more obscure. Next, fishes have all their senses, both interior and exterior, feeble and imperfect, since they live in water, which is a grosser body than air. Besides, fishes can never be tamed by man, nor do they allow themselves to be handled by him, nor can they be taught anything, nor are they capable of human familiarity and society—I except a few, such as the Dolphin, of whose...4



...cuius docilitate et amore erga homines, et cum hominibus societate ac consuetudine, mira narrant, cum alii, tum Plinius libro nono, capite octavo, et Plutarchus in libro in quo disputat, utrum ratio sit in brutis, et utrum plus rationis sit in aquatilibus quam in terrestribus.
...docility and love toward men, and society and familiarity with men, marvels are told, both by others and especially by Pliny in the ninth book, chapter eight, and by Plutarch in the book in which he disputes whether there is reason in brutes, and whether there is more reason in the water-creatures than in the land-creatures.5



Caietanus, pisces imperfectiores esse terrestribus animalibus, eo probat argumento, quod totum genus piscium est oviparum, nec ulla ex parte viviparum, terrestrium autem permulta sunt vivipara. Sed hoc esse falsum, demonstrat Basilius, homilia septima, duo faciens genera piscium viviparorum, videlicet Cartilaginata et cetaria, uti sunt delphini, et vitulus marinus. Plinius libro nono, cap. decimotertio, de piscibus loquens, Quae, inquit, pilo vestiuntur, animal pariunt, ut pristis, balaena, vitulus. Et cap. 51. eiusdem libri: Torpedo, ait, octogenos foetus habens invenitur: eaque intra se parit ova praemollia, in alium locum uteri transferens, atque ibi excludens. Simili modo omnia, quae cartilaginea appellavimus. Ita fit, ut sola piscium, et animal pariant, et ova concipiant.
Cajetan proves that fishes are more imperfect than land animals by this argument: that the whole kind of fishes is oviparous, and in no part viviparous, whereas of the land animals very many are viviparous. But that this is false Basil demonstrates in his seventh homily, making two kinds of viviparous fishes, namely the Cartilaginous and the cetaceans, such as dolphins and the sea-calf (seal). Pliny, in the ninth book, chapter thirteen, speaking of fishes, says: 'Those which are clothed with hair bring forth a living animal, as the saw-fish, the whale, the seal.' And in chapter 51 of the same book: 'The torpedo,' he says, 'is found having eighty young: it brings forth within itself very soft eggs, transferring them to another place of the womb, and there hatching them. In like manner all those which we have called cartilaginous.' So it happens that fishes alone both bring forth a living animal and conceive eggs.6



Philo tradit, propterea quinto die coepisse creationem animalium, quod animal sit animal propter sensum: quinque autem esse sensus, qui numerus congruit cum die quinto, quo creari animalia coeperunt. Verum frivola est ratio, nam nec animal, ut sit animal, opus habet quinque sensibus, sed solo tactu, quo uno cum praedita sint quaedam animalia, ceteris sensibus carent, et praeter quinque sensus externos, sunt alii sensus interiores in perfectis animalibus.
Philo hands down that the creation of animals began on the fifth day for this reason: that an animal is an animal on account of sense; and that there are five senses, which number agrees with the fifth day, on which animals began to be created. But the reasoning is frivolous, for an animal, in order to be an animal, does not need five senses, but touch alone; and since certain animals are endowed with this one alone, they lack the other senses; and besides the five external senses, there are other interior senses in the perfect animals.7



Sanctus Augustinus lib. 3. de Genesi ad litteram, capite 4. existimat hoc quinto die, non esse creatos pisces actu, sed tantummodo causaliter et potentialiter, data nimirum tunc aquis potestate pisces suo tempore procreandi. Verum hoc minime concordat cum narratione Mosis, qui ait aquam produxisse die quinto, omnia piscium genera, nec aliter hic loquitur, quam supra de productione lucis firmamenti et stellarum. Adde quod, si nunc non sunt actu creati a Deo pisces, praesertim perfecti, nunquam postea generari a natura potuissent, quippe qui non nisi a suis similibus naturaliter generari possunt. Deus autem post hos sex dies, finit naturam cuiusque rei, ab ipso conditae, naturaliter seipsam conservare, atque propagare, nam a modo productionis rerum immediate a Deo, per ipsius omnipotentiam, Deus requievit die septimo.
Saint Augustine, in book 3 On Genesis according to the Letter, chapter 4, thinks that on this fifth day the fishes were not created in act, but only causally and potentially—that is, that power was then given to the waters to procreate fishes in their own time. But this by no means agrees with the narrative of Moses, who says that the water brought forth on the fifth day all the kinds of fishes, and speaks here no otherwise than above concerning the production of light, the firmament, and the stars. Add that, if the fishes—especially the perfect ones—are not now created in act by God, they could never afterward have been generated by nature, since they can be naturally generated only from their like. But God, after these six days, lets the nature of each thing, founded by himself, naturally preserve and propagate itself; for from the mode of producing things immediately by God, through his own omnipotence, God rested on the seventh day.8



Quod autem hoc loco secundum Latinam lectionem legitur: Producant aquae reptile, maiorem emphasim habet in Hebraeo. Est enim verbum שרץ Saras, significans non quamlibet productionem, sed in maxima copia, ubertate et abundantia, ceu scaturiginem et ebullitionem quandam: Ut vel hinc probetur vulgo iactata opinio, et a sapientibus confirmata, multo uberiorem et copiosiorem esse piscium quam ceterorum animalium generationem: cuius satis manifestum signum est, ingens copia ovorum, quae in piscibus in...
But what is read in this place according to the Latin reading—Let the waters bring forth the creeping creature—has greater emphasis in the Hebrew. For the word is שרץ (sharatz), signifying not any production whatever, but production in the greatest plenty, fruitfulness, and abundance, like a kind of welling-up and bubbling-forth: so that from this very thing may be proved the commonly bruited opinion, and confirmed by the wise, that the generation of fishes is far more fruitful and copious than that of the other animals—of which a sufficiently manifest sign is the vast quantity of eggs which is found in fishes...9



...venitur, quo licet intelligere piscium quam aliorum animalium, et multitudinem et varietatem maiorem. Quod etiam testatur Aristoteles lib. 3. de Generatione animalium, cap. 11. his verbis, Hinc etiam fit, ut multiformiora sint, quae in humore gignuntur, quam quae in terra, humor enim naturam habet ad effingendum efformandumque, habiliorem quam terra. His consentanea cap. 2. lib. 9. scribit Plinius: nam cum dixisset quae sunt in aquis, et plura et maiora esse terrestribus, subdit: Causa, inquit, evidens est, humoris luxuria: pleraque etiam monstrifica reperiuntur, perplexis, et in semet aliter atque aliter nunc flatu, nunc fluctu convolutis seminibus atque principiis: ut vera fiat vulgi opinio, quicquid nascatur in parte naturae ulla, et in mari esse, praeterque multa, quae nusquam alibi. Haec Plinius, quibus consona sunt quae David cecinit in Psalmo 103. Hoc mare magnum et spatiosum manibus, illic reptilia, quorum non est numerus.
...is found, from which one may understand that the multitude and variety of fishes is greater than of other animals. This Aristotle too attests, in book 3 On the Generation of Animals, chapter 11, in these words: Hence it also comes about that the things which are begotten in moisture are more manifold than those that are begotten on land, for moisture has a nature more apt for fashioning and forming than the earth. In agreement with this Pliny writes, in chapter 2 of book 9: for when he had said that the things which are in the waters are both more and greater than the land-creatures, he adds: The cause, he says, is evident—the exuberance of moisture; many monstrous things too are found there, the seeds and first principles being entangled and rolled together within themselves now this way now that, now by blast, now by wave: so that the common opinion proves true, that whatever is born in any part of nature is also in the sea, and besides many things which are nowhere else. Thus Pliny, with which agree the things David sang in Psalm 103: This great and spacious sea by the hands [of the Lord]; there are creeping things without number.10



Sed cur Latinus Interpres pisces appellavit reptilia, cum id solis terrestribus convenire videatur? haud dubie secutus est Septuaginta Interpretes, qui Graece verterunt τὰ ἑρπετά, hoc est, Latine Reptilia. Sed Bonaventura in 2. sent. distinctione 15. ita distinguit reptile. Animal omne, inquit, quod movetur, aut movetur impellendo se in anteriora, idque facit vel pedibus et est gressile, vel alis et est volatile; aut movetur seipsum trahendo extrorsum, idque fieri potest quatuor modis: vel ut trahat se vi oris, sicut vermes: vel vi costarum et ventris sicut serpentes: vel vi pinnularum ut pisces: vel denique dicuntur repere non proprie, sicut lacertae et stelliones, qui licet pedes habeant, exiguos tamen habent, et parum se attollunt humo, magnamque partem corporis dum moventur applicant terrae: quocirca etiam ista repere dicuntur. Vide Hugonem in lib. annotationum in Genesim cap. 7. ubi tria facit reptilium genera. Pisces igitur quia similiter quodammodo moventur in aquis, ut quae vere reptilia sunt in terris, propterea Latinus Interpres et LXX. appellarunt reptilia, quamvis Hebraeum vocabulum non hoc proprie significet.
But why did the Latin Translator call the fishes 'creeping things,' since that seems to suit only land-creatures? Without doubt he followed the Seventy Translators, who in Greek rendered it τὰ ἑρπετά, that is, in Latin 'Reptilia' (creeping things). But Bonaventure, in the second book of the Sentences, distinction 15, distinguishes 'creeping thing' thus. Every animal, he says, that moves, either moves by impelling itself forward—and this it does either by feet, and is a walker, or by wings, and is a flyer; or it moves itself by drawing itself outward, and this can happen in four ways: either by drawing itself by the force of the mouth, as worms; or by the force of the ribs and belly, as serpents; or by the force of little fins, as fishes; or finally they are said to creep not properly, as lizards and newts, which, although they have feet, have them small, and lift themselves little from the ground, and apply a great part of the body to the earth while they move: wherefore these too are said to creep. See Hugh in the book of Annotations on Genesis, chapter 7, where he makes three kinds of creeping things. The fishes, therefore, because they likewise in a certain way move in the waters, as those which are truly creeping things do on land, are for that reason called 'creeping things' by the Latin Translator and the Seventy, although the Hebrew word does not properly signify this.11



Circa illud autem: Creavit Deus cete grandia, sciendum est, pro Cete, Hebraice esse התנינים Hataninim, quae vox significat dracones: eodem autem nomine dracones terrestres, atque marini appellantur neque cete, ac maximi pisces aliud videntur esse in aquis, quam dracones ac serpentes in terra. Invenimus alibi in Scriptura ingentes pisces nominari dracones, sicut Psalmo centesimo quadragesimooctavo; Dracones, et omnes abyssi, et Isaiae vigesimoseptimo, dicitur: Interficiet cetum qui in mari est, quo significatur, is qui late maris imperium tenebat, et Ezechielis trigesimosecundo, de Pharaone Rege Aegypti loquens: Draconi, inquit, qui est in mari, assimilatus es: et cap. vigesimonono, Ecce, ego ad te Pharao rex Aegypti draco magne: qui cubas in medio fluminum tuorum, etc. Non igitur per Cete, una aliqua species piscium intelligitur, sed omnes grandioris formae et vastioris corporis pisces. Meminit autem potissimum draconum, seu cetorum Moses, ut tolleret errorem existimantium (sic placet Caietano) eiusmodi anima...
But concerning that phrase, God created the great whales, it must be known that for 'whales' the Hebrew has התנינים (ha-tanninim), which word signifies dragons; and by the same name both land dragons and sea dragons are called. Nor do the whales and the greatest fishes seem to be anything else in the waters than the dragons and serpents on land. We find elsewhere in Scripture huge fishes named dragons, as in Psalm one hundred forty-eight: Dragons, and all you deeps; and in Isaiah twenty-seven it is said: He shall slay the whale that is in the sea—by which is signified him who widely held the empire of the sea; and in Ezekiel thirty-two, speaking of Pharaoh King of Egypt: Thou art likened, he says, to the dragon that is in the sea; and in chapter twenty-nine, Behold, I come against thee, Pharaoh king of Egypt, thou great dragon, that liest in the midst of thy rivers, etc. Not, therefore, by 'whales' is some one species of fish understood, but all fishes of larger form and vaster body. And Moses made mention especially of the dragons, or whales, to remove the error of those who thought (so Cajetan holds) that such anima[ls]...12



...animalia non esse facta ex consilio et proposito Dei, sed per accidens tanquam ex necessitate materiae: aut, ut si scias Deum ingentium maris bestiarum creatorem esse, multo facilius creditu sit idem in ceteris minoribus.
...such animals were not made from the counsel and purpose of God, but by accident, as from a necessity of matter; or, so that, if you know God to be the creator of the huge beasts of the sea, it may be much more easily believed [that he is creator] of the rest, the smaller ones.13



At enim quaeret aliquis, cur non ut in aquatilibus, itidem quoque in plantis et animalibus terrestribus proprie et nominatim aliquarum specierum mentionem fecerit Moses? Respondent quidam, quod non ita in aliis, ut in piscibus inveniantur, quae tam prodigiosam et vix credibilem corporis molem habeant. Balaenae namque, ut Basilius et Theodoretus aiunt, cum super aquas dorsum efferunt, ingentis insulae speciem exhibent. Plinius libro nono, capite trigesimo scribit: Balaenas maris Indici quaternum iugerum esse: Pristes ducenum cubitorum: anguillas vero in Gange, trecenum pedum. Et libro trigesimosecundo, capite primo citat Iubam regem Mauritaniae, qui in voluminibus ad Caium Caesarem Augusti filium, scriptis tradit, cetos sexcentorum pedum longitudinis, et trecentorum sexaginta latitudinis in Arabicum flumen intrare. Verum non minoris proceritatis arbores inveniri, patet ex his quae scribit Plinius libro decimosexto, capite 40. et ex his quae de Indicis arboribus tam Strabo, quam Plinius prodiderunt. Certe libro nono capite 12. 13. 14. mira scribit Plinius de magnitudine draconum et serpentium: ait dracones Indicos tantae magnitudinis esse, ut maximos elephantes circumplexu facile ambiant, nexuque nodi perstringant: Aethiopicos autem vicenum esse cubitorum: Serpentes autem Indicos, in tantam magnitudinem adolescere solitos, ut hauriant cervos, tantosque, Megasthenis testimonio confirmat. Nota est ad flumen Bragadam a Regulo imperatore, balistis tormentisque, ut oppidum aliquod, expugnata serpens centum viginti pedum longitudinis. Mirum sane videtur quod refert Aelianus libro decimo quinto Historiae animalium, capite vigesimoprimo.
But someone will ask, why did Moses not, as among the water-creatures, so likewise among the plants and land animals, make mention of certain species properly and by name? Some reply that there are not found in the others, as in the fishes, things which have so prodigious and scarcely credible a mass of body. For whales, as Basil and Theodoret say, when they raise their backs above the waters, present the appearance of a huge island. Pliny, in the ninth book, chapter thirty, writes: that the whales of the Indian sea are four acres in size; the saw-fishes two hundred cubits; the eels in the Ganges three hundred feet. And in the thirty-second book, chapter one, he cites Juba king of Mauretania, who in the volumes written to Caius Caesar, son of Augustus, hands down that sea-beasts six hundred feet long and three hundred and sixty wide enter an Arabian river. But that trees of no less height are found is plain from what Pliny writes in the sixteenth book, chapter 40, and from what both Strabo and Pliny have recorded about the Indian trees. Certainly in the ninth book, chapters 12, 13, 14, Pliny writes wonderful things about the size of dragons and serpents: he says the Indian dragons are of so great a size that they easily embrace the largest elephants in their coils and bind them with the knot of their fold; the Ethiopian [serpents] are twenty cubits; and he confirms, on the testimony of Megasthenes, that the Indian serpents are wont to grow to such size that they swallow stags and the like. Famous is the serpent at the river Bagrada, a hundred and twenty feet long, stormed like some town by the commander Regulus with ballistas and engines. A marvel indeed seems what Aelian reports in the fifteenth book of the History of Animals, chapter twenty-one.14



Alexander, inquit, cum alia pleraque animalia apud Indos invenit, tum draconem, quem quia sacrum in antro quodam, Indi existimarent et summa religione colerent, idcirco precibus Alexandrum obsecrarunt, ne in illum ipsum invaderet: quod quidem ipsum ille annuit. At enim draco, cum exercitus strepitum sensit (quod sit animal, tum audiendi tum videndi acerrimo atque acutissimo sensu praeditum) maximo sibilo et summo afflatu edito, omnes exterruit et perturbavit, septuaginta cubita longus esse existimabatur: neque enim eis totus apparuit, sed illius solum caput ex antro eminuit: eius oculi ad magni clypei Macedonici magnitudinem accessisse dicuntur. Haec ibi Aelianus.
“Alexander,” he says, “when among the Indians he found very many other animals, found also a dragon, which, because the Indians thought it sacred in a certain cave and worshipped it with the utmost devotion, they therefore besought Alexander with prayers not to make an assault upon it; and this indeed he granted. But the dragon, when it perceived the din of the army (being an animal endowed with a most keen and most acute sense both of hearing and of sight), with a very great hiss and mighty blast issuing forth, terrified and threw all into confusion; it was reckoned to be seventy cubits long—for it did not appear to them whole, but only its head jutted out from the cave; its eyes are said to have reached the size of a great Macedonian shield.” Thus far Aelian.15



Quibus haud dissimilia, libri vigesimiprimi suae Historiae Septentrionalis capite quadragesimoquarto, Olaus Magnus commemorat. Nihilominus tamen, maiora esse in aquis quam in terra animalia, et veterum testatur historiae, hodieque confirmat experientia, et ubertas materiae aqueae, habilitasque ad quantumvis extensionem ita esse suadet.
Things not unlike these Olaus Magnus relates, in the forty-fourth chapter of the twenty-first book of his History of the Northern Peoples. Nonetheless, that the animals in the waters are larger than those on land both the history of the ancients attests and experience today confirms, and the abundance of watery matter, and its aptitude for extension to any degree, so persuades.16



Ad declarandam autem tantam piscium molem et multiplicationem, peculiariter dicitur Deus benedixisse piscibus, dicens, Crescite et multiplicamini, benedictio autem Hebraice dicitur ברך Barach, qua voce copia et affluentia designatur, videlicet ad indicandam prope infinitam piscium multitudinem ac varietatem. Hebraei tamen dicunt propterea non terrestribus, sed aquatilibus benedixisse Deum, quod in illis esset serpens mox maledicendus. Origenes putat illud, Crescite, pertinere ad incrementum corporis: illud autem, Multiplicamini, ad multitudinis amplificationem, quae fit per propagationem. Sed non recte; nam pro Crescite, est, פרו Peru, id est, fructificare: talis enim est proles animalis, qualis est fructus arboris.
Now to declare so great a mass and multiplication of fishes, God is said in a special way to have blessed the fishes, saying, Increase and multiply; and 'blessing' in Hebrew is called ברך (barakh), a word by which plenty and abundance are designated—namely to indicate the well-nigh infinite multitude and variety of fishes. The Hebrews, however, say that God blessed the water-creatures and not the land-creatures for this reason: that among the latter was the serpent soon to be cursed. Origen thinks that the word Increase pertains to the growth of the body, but the word Multiply to the enlargement of the multitude, which comes about by propagation. But not rightly; for in place of Increase the Hebrew has פרו (peru), that is, 'be fruitful'—for the offspring of an animal is such as is the fruit of a tree.17



De variis generibus piscium, et de miraculis quae in hoc genere animalium reperiuntur, consulat lector Plinium libr. 9. et 32. necnon Isidorum libro 12. Etymologiarum cap. 6. quo loco cunctorum aquatilium species, centum quadraginta quatuor, secundum Plinium traduntur, quanquam ipse Plinius libro 9. capite 14. piscium species esse inquit 74. praeter crustis intecta quorum triginta sunt species. Sed isti loquuntur de piscibus et suo tempore et sibi tantum notis. Auctor libri 4. Esdrae cap. 6. nescio quam fabulam tradit de duobus piscibus a Deo creatis, alterum appellat Enoch, alterum Leviathan. Certe Scriptura tam apud Isaiam quam apud Iob ingentis molis et admirandae magnitudinis piscem appellat Leviathan, nam et LXX. Interpretes illis in locis Graece verterunt cete.
Concerning the various kinds of fishes, and the marvels that are found in this kind of animal, let the reader consult Pliny, books 9 and 32, and also Isidore, in the twelfth book of the Etymologies, chapter 6, in which place the species of all aquatic creatures, one hundred and forty-four, are handed down according to Pliny—although Pliny himself, in book 9, chapter 14, says that the species of fishes are 74, besides those covered with shells, of which there are thirty species. But these men speak of the fishes known in their own time and to themselves only. The author of the fourth book of Esdras, chapter 6, hands down some fable or other about two fishes created by God, the one he calls Enoch, the other Leviathan. Certainly Scripture, both in Isaiah and in Job, calls a fish of huge bulk and wondrous size Leviathan; for the Seventy Translators too, in those places, rendered it in Greek 'cete' (whale).18



Illud porro quod Moses ait, pisces esse productos ex aquis, quaeri potest quemadmodum sit intelligendum. An ut significetur pisces esse productos ex aquis tanquam ex materia, an tanquam a causa efficiente: neutro autem modo videtur id esse verum. Etenim pisces cum sint mista perfecta, non ex sola aqua constant, sed ex quatuor elementis, nec in illis aqua, sed terra praecellit ceteris, sicut Aristoteles tradit libro secundo de Generatione et corruptione textu quinquagesimo primo. Nec vero aqua vere dicetur effectrix et procreatrix piscium: quippe multa sunt genera piscium, qui tantum ex semine, nec nisi ab aliis sui similibus secundum speciem generantur. Verum, ad hoc respondendum est, pisces dici a Mose productos ex aquis tanquam ex materia: non quod ex aqua sola soleant aut etiam possint naturali via et ratione generari, sed quod in illis praepolleat aqua, non quidem quantum ad gravitatem, sed quantum ad humiditatem et frigiditatem, et ratione temperamenti piscium, quod est plane Aqueum: et quod aqua sit naturalis eorum locus habitationis, generationis, conservationis, extra quem nec gigni, nec bene habere, nec naturales actiones suas exercere, nec vitam tueri queant. Primi autem illi pisces proxime a Deo ex sola materia aquae generati sunt, additis tamen ei materiae reliquorum elementorum formis, et qualitatibus.
Furthermore, as to what Moses says, that the fishes were produced from the waters, it may be asked how this is to be understood: whether it signifies that the fishes were produced from the waters as from matter, or as from an efficient cause; but in neither way does it seem to be true. For fishes, since they are perfect mixtures, do not consist of water alone, but of the four elements; nor in them does water surpass the rest, but earth, as Aristotle hands down in the second book On Generation and Corruption, text fifty-one. Nor will water truly be called the maker and procreator of fishes; since there are many kinds of fish which are generated only from seed, and only from others like themselves according to species. But to this it must be answered that the fishes are said by Moses to have been produced from the waters as from matter—not because they are wont, or even can, be generated naturally from water alone, but because in them water predominates, not indeed as to gravity, but as to humidity and coldness, and by reason of the temperament of fishes, which is plainly watery; and because water is the natural place of their habitation, generation, and preservation, outside which they can neither be born, nor be well, nor exercise their natural actions, nor preserve their life. But those first fishes were generated immediately by God from the matter of water alone, with the forms and qualities of the other elements added, however, to that matter.19



Caeterum, ingentem nec facile explicabilem difficultatem continet, quod Latinus interpres hoc loco secutus proculdubio Septuaginta Interpretes, sic habet: Producant aquae reptile animae viventis et volatile super terram sub firmamento caeli, quibus verbis significari videtur hoc quinto die ut pisces, ita quoque volucres ex eodem aquae elemento esse factas. Atque ita propemodum omnes Ecclesiastici scriptores, tam antiqui quam recentiores sentiunt, itaque locum hunc interpretantur. Sed Rupertus in primo libro de Operibus Trinitatis capite quinquagesimo, adversus hunc sensum verborum Mosis, quem ipse probat, obiicit hoc: Si aves similiter ut pisces productae fuissent ex aquis, similiter quoque, ut illi degere deberent in aquis, cum tamen omnes vel in aere vel in terra degant. Ad hoc ita respondet: non esse productas aves ex densa materia aquae, qualis est eius quae proprie appellatur aqua, sed ex aqua tenuiori ac velut nebulosa: ita ut per aquam hoc loco, intelligenda sit non modo, quae vulgo et proprie dicitur aqua, hoc est, corpus liquidum et fluidum, sed etiam tenuior aqua, qualis est vapor vel nubes.
Moreover, it contains a vast and not easily explicable difficulty, that the Latin translator in this place, following without doubt the Seventy Translators, has thus: Let the waters bring forth the creeping creature of living soul and the flying thing over the earth under the firmament of heaven—by which words it seems to be signified that on this fifth day, as the fishes, so also the birds were made from the same element of water. And so nearly all the ecclesiastical writers, both ancient and more recent, think, and so interpret this passage. But Rupert, in the first book On the Works of the Trinity, chapter fifty, against this sense of the words of Moses—which he himself approves—objects this: that if the birds had been produced from the waters in like manner as the fishes, they ought likewise, as the fishes, to dwell in the waters, whereas all of them dwell either in the air or on the earth. To this he replies thus: that the birds were not produced from the dense matter of water, such as is that which is properly called water, but from a thinner and as it were cloudy water; so that by 'water' in this place is to be understood not only what is commonly and properly called water, that is, a liquid and fluid body, but also a thinner water, such as is vapor or cloud.20



Idem tradit Augustinus libro tertio de Genesi ad litteram, capite tertio, ait enim, vocabulo aquae intelligi debere aerem proximum terrae, in quo volant aves qui totus aqueus est, tum propter vapores ex terra et aquis per aerem elatos in sublime, tum propter tam frequentem imbrium delapsum in terras. Quicquid ergo aquarum, inquit Augustinus, sive labiliter undosum et fluidum est, sive vaporaliter tenuatum atque suspensum, ut illud reptilibus animarum vivarum, hoc volatilibus appareat distributum, utrumque tamen humida natura deputatur. Haec Augustinus. Idem significat Beatus Thomas prima parte, quaestione septuagesima prima, articulo primo.
The same Augustine hands down, in the third book On Genesis according to the Letter, chapter three; for he says that by the word 'water' is to be understood the air nearest the earth, in which the birds fly, which is wholly watery, both on account of the vapors lifted on high from the earth and the waters through the air, and on account of the so frequent fall of rains upon the earth. Whatever therefore of waters, says Augustine, is either fluidly billowy and flowing, or vaporously rarefied and suspended—so that the former appears assigned to the creeping things of living souls, the latter to the flying things—each, however, is reckoned of a humid nature. Thus Augustine. The same is intimated by Blessed Thomas, in the first part, question seventy-one, article one.21



Eugubinus in Cosmopoeia censet, tam aves quam pisces primam habuisse originem ex aqua elementari, ex qua putat etiam aerem primo esse productum. Quamvis autem prima effectio avium ex aquis provenerit, quae tamen deinceps consecuta est earum generatio et propagatio, non ex aquis fit, sed ex propriis quaeque seminibus atque principiis. Quod tamen etiamnum permultas aves in aquis degere, et propter aquas generari constet, primae avium originis et productionis ex aquis, argumentum est. Hoc etiam innuit Hieronymus in Epistola octuagesimatertia, quam scripsit ad Oceanum, illis verbis: Primum de aquis quod vivit egreditur, et pennatos fideles de terra ad caelum levat. In hac quoque sententia videtur fuisse Sanctus Ambrosius auctor eius hymni, qui feria quinta in Vesperis canitur:
Eugubinus, in the Cosmopoeia, judges that both birds and fishes had their first origin from elemental water, from which he thinks the air too was first produced. But although the first making of birds came from the waters, the generation and propagation of them which followed thereafter is not from the waters, but each from its own seeds and first principles. Yet that even now very many birds dwell in the waters, and are generated because of the waters, is an argument of the first origin and production of birds from the waters. This too Jerome intimates in the eighty-third Epistle, which he wrote to Oceanus, in these words: First, what lives comes forth from the waters, and raises the winged faithful from earth to heaven. In this opinion also Saint Ambrose seems to have been, the author of that hymn which is sung at Vespers on the fifth weekday (Thursday):22



Magna Deus potentia, Qui ex aquis ortum genus, Partim remittis gurgiti, Partim levas in aera: Demersa lymphis imprimens, Subvecta caelis irrogans, Ut stirpe una prodita, Diversa rapiant loca.
God of great power, who, the race that has its origin from the waters, partly dost send back to the deep, partly dost raise into the air: thrusting the one sunk down into the waters, allotting the other borne up to the skies; so that, though brought forth from one stock, they may take to themselves diverse places.23



Ab hac tamen communi doctrina et sententia, Caietanus et Catharinus atque Hieronymus Vielmius, lectione vigesimasecunda in Hexameron discesserunt: nec sane inscienter aut temere, siquidem tum in textu Hebraico, tum in paraphrasi Chaldaica multo secus est hoc loco, quam in Latina versione, et longe diversa redditur sententia: Hebraea quidem si Latine reddantur ad verbum, hoc sonant: Repere faciat aqua reptile animae viventis, et volatile volet super terram super faciem extensionis caeli. Paraphrasis Chaldaica sic habet: Movere faciat aqua reptile animae viventis, et avis volitet super terram iuxta faciem expansi caelorum. Hinc apparet, Mosem hoc loco non tradere, aves ex aquis esse productas: quinimo eas ex terra esse factas, apertissimis verbis docet ipse cap. 2. huius libri in quo tam Hebraice quam Chaldaice, Graece ac Latine ita legitur: Formatis igitur Dominus Deus de humo cunctis animantibus terrae, et universis volatilibus caeli, adduxit ea ad Adam, et quae sequuntur: ex quo perspicitur, aves similiter, ut terrestres animantes, e terra esse generatas.
From this common doctrine and opinion, however, Cajetan and Catharinus and Jerome Vielmi (in the twenty-second lecture on the Hexameron) departed—and not indeed unskilfully or rashly, since both in the Hebrew text and in the Chaldee paraphrase the passage stands much otherwise here than in the Latin version, and a far different sense is rendered. The Hebrew, if rendered into Latin word for word, sounds thus: Let the water make to creep the creeping thing of living soul, and let the flying thing fly over the earth over the face of the expanse of heaven. The Chaldee paraphrase has thus: Let the water make to move the creeping thing of living soul, and let the bird fly over the earth alongside the face of the expanse of the heavens. Hence it appears that Moses in this place does not hand down that the birds were produced from the waters; nay rather, that they were made from the earth he himself teaches in the plainest words in chapter 2 of this book, in which, both in Hebrew and in Chaldee, in Greek and in Latin, it reads thus: The Lord God therefore, having formed out of the ground all the animals of the earth, and all the fowls of the air, brought them to Adam—and what follows: from which it is clear that the birds, like the land animals, were generated from the earth.24



Sanctus Augustinus capite primo, libri noni, de Genesi ad litteram, dupliciter conatur respondere ad hoc Scripturae testimonium. Primo ait, illud, Ex humo, pertinere ad terrestres animantes tantum, non autem ad volucres. Sed obstat coniunctio, Et, ostendens illud: Ex humo, coniuncte intelligendum esse de terrestribus et volatilibus. Deinde inquit nomine terrae nonnunquam in Scriptura significari cum terra etiam ipsam aquam, verum nec hoc ipse bene probat, ut patet consideranti testimonia quae affert: nec ut ita esset, iuvaret eius sententiam. Quippe vult ipse aves generatas esse ex aere nebuloso et vaporoso, qui vocabulo terrae nusquam significatur, ut aqua quae labitur per terram et in ipsa continetur, unum cum ipsa corpus efficientes.
Saint Augustine, in the first chapter of the ninth book On Genesis according to the Letter, attempts in two ways to answer this testimony of Scripture. First he says that the phrase 'out of the ground' pertains only to the land animals, not to the birds. But the conjunction 'and' stands in the way, showing that 'out of the ground' is to be understood conjointly of both the land animals and the birds. Then he says that by the name 'earth' is sometimes signified in Scripture, together with the earth, the water itself as well; but this too he does not prove well, as is plain to one who considers the testimonies he brings forward; nor, even were it so, would it help his opinion. For he himself holds that the birds were generated from the cloudy and vaporous air, which is nowhere signified by the word 'earth,' as is the water which glides through the earth and is contained in it, making one body with it.25



Et vero, in ceteris Dei operibus, videlicet in astris, piscibus, terrenis animalibus, atque in ipso homine, cernitur magna quaedam convenientia, inter rem productam et elementum, ex quo vel in quo producta esse dicitur: velut inter sydera et coelum, inter pisces et aquam, inter animantes terrestres et terram, inter aves autem et aquam, nulla est convenientia, nam nec in aquis generantur aut vivunt aves, nec earum temperamentum corporis est aqueum, sed terreum vel potius aerium. Atque hoc etiam fidem habet ex eo quod, ut Moses hoc loco refert, iussit Deus aves multiplicari non in aquis sicut pisces, sed super terram: Scriptura item, aves non aquae, sed caeli, id est, aeris, volucres appellat. Praeterea sententia est Theologorum, tribus his posterioribus diebus, in uno quoque elemento creata esse a Deo, ea quibus illud elementum ornatur et impletur: at volucres seu aves, non aquam sed aerem ornant et implent, ut potius ex aere quam ex aqua creari debuerint. Quare ut hanc sententiam quae verissima est, etiam Latina translatio exprimat, cum dicit hoc loco: Producant aquae reptile animae viventis, et volatile super terram: in illo, Et volatile, non est intelligendum repeti illud, Producant aquae, quemadmodum plerique...
And indeed, in the other works of God—namely in the stars, the fishes, the land animals, and in man himself—there is seen a certain great agreement between the thing produced and the element from which, or in which, it is said to have been produced: as between the stars and the heaven, between the fishes and the water, between the land animals and the earth. But between birds and water there is no agreement, for birds are neither generated nor live in the waters, nor is the temperament of their body watery, but earthy, or rather airy. And this too gains credence from the fact that, as Moses here relates, God commanded the birds to be multiplied not in the waters like the fishes, but upon the earth; and Scripture likewise calls birds the fowls not of the water, but of the heaven, that is, of the air. Besides, it is the opinion of the theologians that in these three latter days there were created by God, in each single element, the things by which that element is adorned and filled; but the birds adorn and fill not the water but the air, so that they ought rather to have been created from the air than from the water. Wherefore, that the Latin translation too may express this opinion, which is most true, when it says here: Let the waters bring forth the creeping creature of living soul, and the flying thing over the earth—in that phrase, 'And the flying thing,' it is not to be understood that 'Let the waters bring forth' is repeated, as most...26



...plerique existimarunt, sed supplendum est verbum Volet, sicut habet Hebraea et Chaldaica lectio. Nam si repeteretur et intelligeretur verbum illud Producat, inepta profecto redderetur sententia: quomodo enim produceret aqua aves super terram, quae aquis supereminet? et quorsum producant aquae aves sub firmamento coeli? annon etiam pisces, et ceterae animantes sunt sub firmamento coeli? Si autem intelligatur verbum Volet, quod est in Hebraeo, rectissima et planissima est sententia.
...most have supposed, but the word 'Let it fly' must be supplied, as the Hebrew and Chaldee reading has it. For if that word 'Let it bring forth' were repeated and understood, the sense would surely be rendered absurd: for how would the water bring forth birds over the earth, which rises above the waters? and to what end should the waters bring forth birds under the firmament of heaven? Are not the fishes too, and the other living creatures, under the firmament of heaven? But if the word 'Let it fly,' which is in the Hebrew, is understood, the sense is most correct and most plain.27



Verumtamen, ex his duae existunt dubitationes: Una est, si aves non sunt productae ex aquis sicut pisces, cur Moses narrans productionem aquatilium, mentionem fecit volatilium? altera est, cur hic non expressit Moses aves esse productas ex terra: sicut pisces ex aquis? Sed prior dubitatio ad hunc modum explicatur. Aves eodem die, quo pisces sunt factae, ut perspicue docet Moses, cum ait: Creavit Deus cete grandia, et omnem animam viventem atque motabilem, quam produxerant aquae in species suas, et omne volatile secundum genus suum. Nam si quinto die non essent factae aves, sed die sexto, nulla erat ratio, quare die quinto Moses mentionem faceret avium, ante earum creationem: praesertim cum die sexto nullum fiat verbum de creatione avium, nec fuerit conveniens eam omnino praetermitti a Mose.
Nevertheless, from these there arise two doubts. One is: if the birds were not produced from the waters like the fishes, why did Moses, in narrating the production of the water-creatures, make mention of the flying things? The other is: why did Moses not here expressly say that the birds were produced from the earth, as the fishes from the waters? But the first doubt is explained in this manner. The birds were made on the same day as the fishes, as Moses clearly teaches when he says: God created the great whales, and every living and moving creature, which the waters brought forth according to their kinds, and every winged fowl according to its kind. For if the birds had been made not on the fifth day but on the sixth, there would have been no reason why on the fifth day Moses should make mention of the birds before their creation—especially since on the sixth day no word is said about the creation of the birds, nor would it have been fitting for it to be wholly passed over by Moses.28



Deinde, magna est similitudo, magnaque cognatio inter aves et pisces. Sive spectes utrorumque locum naturalem, hoc est, aquam et aerem: ambo enim sunt corpora diaphana, humida, agitabilia, quae facile cedunt: aer item plenus est humore aqueo, et in aquam promptissime mutabilis. Sive consideres utriusque generis animantium conformationem corporis, utrique inest levitas et agilitas: magna est similitudo inter pinnas piscium et alas avium, inter squamas illorum et harum pennas: utraque carent auribus, et per meatus quosdam aurium officio funguntur: non habent vessicam, ne volatum impediret, nec mammas, nec lac, sicut tradit Aristoteles lib. 2. de partibus animalium, cap. 12. et lib. 3. cap. 8. et lib. 3. de historia animalium, cap. 20. et multa genera avium sunt aquatilia, ut cygni, anseres, fulicae, mergi, grues, anates, halcyones, vel secundum Varronem alcedones, quae fere in aquis versantur. Denique sive spectes rationem motus utrorumque: qualis est enim natatus piscium in aquis, talis est in aere volatus avium, ut non inscite liceat dicere, pisces esse aves aquatiles, aves esse pisces aerios: utrumque item animal cauda, iter et cursum suum dirigit, et ab eo navigandi artem homines didicisse creditur. Certe Plinius lib. 10. cap. 10. ait, milvos artem gubernandi docuisse, caudae flexibus, in caelo monstrante natura, quid opus esset in profundo. Ob has igitur causas Moses productionem piscium et avium in sua narratione coniunxit.
Next, there is a great likeness and a great kinship between birds and fishes. Whether you regard the natural place of each, that is, water and air: for both are bodies transparent, humid, and easily stirred, which readily yield; and the air, too, is full of watery moisture, and most readily changeable into water. Or whether you consider the bodily conformation of each kind of animal, in both there is lightness and agility: there is a great likeness between the fins of fishes and the wings of birds, between the scales of the former and the feathers of the latter; both lack ears, and perform the office of ears through certain passages; they have no bladder, lest it should hinder flight, nor breasts, nor milk, as Aristotle hands down in the second book On the Parts of Animals, chapter 12, and book 3, chapter 8, and book 3 of the History of Animals, chapter 20. And many kinds of birds are aquatic, such as swans, geese, coots, divers, cranes, ducks, halcyons (or, according to Varro, alcedones, kingfishers), which mostly dwell in the waters. Finally, whether you regard the manner of motion of each: for such as is the swimming of fishes in the waters, such is the flight of birds in the air, so that it may not unaptly be said that fishes are aquatic birds, and birds are aerial fishes. Each animal too directs its journey and course by the tail, and from this it is believed that men learned the art of navigation. Certainly Pliny, book 10, chapter 10, says that the kites taught the art of steering, by the bendings of their tail, nature showing in the sky what was needed in the deep. For these reasons, then, Moses joined the production of fishes and birds in his narrative.29



Posteriori autem dubitationi sic occurritur: Tacuit quidem Moses hoc loco, aves e terra esse factas: verum id aperte...
But the second doubt is met thus: Moses was indeed silent in this place that the birds were made from the earth; but this he plainly...30



...aperte docuit infra, capite secundo, cur hic tacuerit, vix coniectura ulla ne divinando quidem attingi potest. Forte noluit productionis animalium ex terra mentionem facere ante diem sextum, quo videlicet principalis animalium e terra productio est facta: eo namque die creatae sunt terrestres animantes, et aquaticis et volatilibus longe praestantiores; eodemque die cunctorum animalium princeps factus est homo. Scio equidem non defuisse graves auctores, quibus visum est in genere avium reperiri quasdam, cunctis animalibus terrestribus nobiliores, atque perfectiores, cuiusmodi sunt quae voces humanas, atque adeo orationem ipsam humanam tam expresse, distincte, et ad verum reddunt, ut more hominum loqui videantur, uti sunt meruli, picae, et omnium maxime psittaci. Verum ne his assentiar, multa faciunt: et sane magis admiranda et prodigiosa, maiorisque ingenii, solertiae ac docilitatis argumenta, de canibus, vulpibus, equis, simiis, et elephantibus, scriptis prodita sunt, hodieque certis experimentis comprobata.
...he plainly taught below, in the second chapter. Why he was silent here can scarcely be reached by any conjecture, not even by divining. Perhaps he was unwilling to make mention of the production of animals from the earth before the sixth day, on which, namely, the principal production of animals from the earth was made; for on that day the land animals were created, far more excellent than the aquatic and the flying ones; and on the same day man was made, the prince of all animals. I know indeed that there have not been wanting weighty authors to whom it has seemed that in the kind of birds there are found some nobler and more perfect than all the land animals—of the sort that render human voices, and indeed human speech itself, so expressly, distinctly, and truly that they seem to speak after the manner of men, such as the blackbirds, magpies, and most of all the parrots. But that I should not assent to these, many things make: and indeed more wonderful and prodigious arguments of greater wit, cleverness, and teachableness have been recorded in writing concerning dogs, foxes, horses, apes, and elephants, and are today confirmed by sure experiments.31



Vel Moses voluit aperire originem et materiam eorum animalium quae ornant, implent, et incolunt illud elementum, ex quo, vel in quo sunt facta (cum tribus hisce posterioribus diebus Moses, ut fere tradunt Theologi, de elementorum exornatione, ac plenitudine, seu complemento agat) velut Astra Coelum, pisces aquam, terrestres animantes ipsam terram: at volatilia, licet in terra, et ex terra sint procreata, et inibi cibum capiant et requiescant, cum tamen in aere versari, et motus suos agere gaudeant, ad aeris potius, quam ad terrae ornatum, et complementum pertinere videntur.
Or Moses wished to disclose the origin and matter of those animals which adorn, fill, and inhabit that element from which, or in which, they were made (since in these three latter days Moses, as the theologians generally teach, treats of the adorning and the filling, or completion, of the elements): as the Stars [adorn] the Heaven, the fishes the water, the land animals the earth itself; but the flying things, although they are procreated on the earth and from the earth, and there take their food and rest, yet, since they delight to dwell in the air and to carry on their movements there, seem to pertain rather to the adornment and completion of the air than of the earth.32



Sed iuvat defendere priorem sententiam, propter auctoritatem Patrum, et omnium ferme Theologorum consensum, minime contemnendam. Dicamus igitur propterea factas esse aves ex aqua similiter ut pisces, quia magna est inter aves et pisces cognatio et similitudo, sicut paulo supra ostendimus, et quia animalia cetera in eo elemento versari videtur, ex quo sunt primo a Deo producta, quemadmodum pisces in aqua, in coelo sydera, et in terra terrestres animantes: aves autem fere in aere versantur, idcirco existimandum est, sicut ex Augustino, Ruperto, et B. Thoma superius docuimus, aves non esse factas ex aqua densa, quae per terram labitur, et in ipsa terra continetur, sed ex aqua in vapores tenuata, et in nubes conformata, quae inferiorem aeris regionem, in qua volitant aves, ascendit et obsidet. Ad illud autem Scripturae testimonium ex 2. c. Gen. productum: Formatis igitur dominus Deus de humo cunctis animantibus terrae, et universis volatilibus caeli, adduxit ea ad Adam, respondendum est, illam coniunctionem Et, non repetere particulam illam Ex humo, ut sit sensus: Formatis ex humo tam animantibus terrestribus, quam volatilibus, sed repetere illud participium passivum Formatis, ut sit haec Mosis sententia. Formatis ex humo animantibus terrestribus, et formatis etiam volucribus, id est, postquam...
But it is worthwhile to defend the former opinion, on account of the authority of the Fathers and the consensus of almost all the theologians, by no means to be despised. Let us say, then, that the birds were made from water in like manner as the fishes, because there is a great kinship and likeness between birds and fishes, as we showed a little above, and because the other animals seem to dwell in that element from which they were first produced by God—as the fishes in water, the stars in heaven, the land animals on the earth; but birds mostly dwell in the air. For this reason it must be thought, as we taught above from Augustine, Rupert, and Blessed Thomas, that the birds were made not from the dense water which glides through the earth and is contained in the earth itself, but from water rarefied into vapors and formed into clouds, which ascends to and occupies the lower region of the air in which the birds fly. And to that testimony of Scripture adduced from chapter 2 of Genesis—The Lord God therefore, having formed out of the ground all the animals of the earth and all the fowls of the air, brought them to Adam—it must be answered that the conjunction 'and' does not repeat that particle 'out of the ground,' so that the sense be: having formed out of the ground both the land animals and the flying things; but it repeats that passive participle 'having formed,' so that this be the sense of Moses: having formed out of the ground the land animals, and having formed also the flying things, that is, after...33



...postquam haec duo genera animantium Deus creaverat, adduxit ea ad Adam.
...after God had created these two kinds of animals, he brought them to Adam.34



Translator’s notes
	Section heading for the Fifth Day: the creation of the water-creatures and birds (Genesis 1:20ff.). ↩
	The scripture lemma for the Fifth Day, Genesis 1:20–21. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'In the first three days the three primary bodies were created; in the three following they were adorned.' The structural parallel: days 1–3 distinguish heaven/water/earth, days 4–6 adorn each in turn. The decorated initial begins 'Primis'. ↩
	Marginal glosses: 'Basil, who says that fish lack memory: refuted by St. Augustine'; and 'Why fish are permitted to those who fast.' Cites Basil, Hexameron homily 8, and Augustine, De Genesi ad litteram 3.8 (fish do have memory, since local motion requires it). Arguments for the imperfection of fish (poor temperament, scanty nourishment, dull senses, untamable). Sentence continues onto p. 145. ↩
	Completes (from p. 144) the exception of the Dolphin to the rule that fish cannot be tamed. Cites Pliny, Natural History 9.8 (on dolphins), and Plutarch, De sollertia animalium (Whether land or sea animals are cleverer). ↩
	Marginal glosses: 'Cajetan on Genesis'; and 'Philo in the book On the Making of the World.' Cajetan's argument (all fish oviparous) is refuted by Basil (Hexameron homily 7) and Pliny (Natural History 9.13 and 9.51, on cartilaginous fish and the torpedo/electric ray): some fish are viviparous. ↩
	Philo, De opificio mundi (the five senses correspond to the fifth day). Pererius rejects the numerological argument: touch alone constitutes an animal, and there are also interior senses. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'According to Augustine, on the fifth day the fish were not created in act.' Augustine, De Genesi ad litteram 3.4 (the 'causal' creation). Pererius objects: the fish were made actually, like the works of the other days, else they could not propagate. ↩
	The Hebrew verb שרץ (sharatz, 'to teem, swarm'; transliterated 'Saras' by Pererius) in Genesis 1:20 conveys teeming abundance, not mere production—evidence of the extraordinary fecundity of fish. Sentence continues onto p. 146 (catchword 'venitur', completing 'invenitur'). ↩
	Completes (from p. 145) the argument for the fecundity of fish. Cites Aristotle, De generatione animalium 3.11; Pliny, Natural History 9.2; and Psalm 103 (104):25–26 ('this great and spacious sea... creeping things without number'). ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Why the fishes are called creeping things.' The Septuagint's τὰ ἑρπετά ('creeping things') for Genesis 1:20. Cites Bonaventure (Sentences 2, dist. 15) on the kinds of motion, and Hugh of St Victor (Annotations on Genesis, ch. 7). ↩
	Marginal glosses: 'What kind of fish the whales are'; and 'Cajetan on Genesis.' The Hebrew התנינים (ha-tanninim, 'the dragons/sea-monsters') for the 'cete grandia' of Genesis 1:21. Scriptural parallels: Psalm 148:7; Isaiah 27:1; Ezekiel 32:2 and 29:3 (Pharaoh as the great dragon). Sentence continues onto p. 147. ↩
	Completes (from p. 146) Cajetan's account of why Moses names the great whales: to refute those who held the monsters arose by chance, and to make God's creatorship of lesser things the more credible. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'The enormous size of certain fish.' Why Moses names sea-monsters but not particular land species: nothing on land matches the bulk. Cites Basil and Theodoret (whales like islands); Pliny, Natural History 9.30 (whales 4 acres, saw-fish 200 cubits, Ganges eels 300 ft), 32.1 (Juba's sea-beasts), 16.40 (tall trees), 9.12–14 (Indian/Ethiopian dragons and serpents, Megasthenes; the serpent of the Bagrada killed by Regulus). Strabo on Indian trees. Aelian, De natura animalium 15.21 follows. ↩
	Quotation from Aelian, De natura animalium 15.21: the giant sacred dragon of India spared by Alexander, seventy cubits long, with eyes the size of a Macedonian shield. ↩
	Olaus Magnus, Historia de gentibus septentrionalibus 21.44 (the sea-monsters of the North). ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'What it means that God blessed the fishes.' The Hebrew ברך (barakh, 'to bless') connotes abundance; the Hebrews' reason for blessing sea-creatures not land-creatures (the serpent). Pererius corrects Origen: the Hebrew of Genesis 1:22 is פרו (peru, 'be fruitful'), not 'grow in body.' ↩
	Cites Pliny (NH 9, 32) and Isidore (Etymologies 12.6, the 144 species; Pliny NH 9.14 reckons 74 fish + 30 crustaceans); 4 Esdras 6:49–52 (the two creatures—here oddly named 'Enoch' and Leviathan; the standard text has Behemoth and Leviathan); and Leviathan in Isaiah 27:1 and Job 40–41 (rendered 'cete' by the Septuagint). ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'In what way the fish are said to be produced from water.' Pererius's resolution: water is neither sole matter nor efficient cause; fish are 'from the waters' as matter because water predominates in their watery temperament and is their natural element. Cites Aristotle, De generatione et corruptione 2 (text 51). ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'A disputation, whether the birds were created from water.' Genesis 1:20 seems to derive birds, like fish, from the water. Rupert of Deutz (De operibus Trinitatis, bk. 1, ch. 50) objects but resolves it: birds came from a 'thinner, cloudy water' (vapor/cloud). ↩
	Augustine, De Genesi ad litteram 3.3 (the lower air as 'watery,' assigning fish to liquid water and birds to vaporous water); both belong to 'humid nature.' Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologiae I, q. 71, a. 1. ↩
	Agostino Steuco of Gubbio (Eugubinus), Cosmopoeia (birds and fish from elemental water). Jerome, Epistle 83 (to Oceanus). Lead-in to the Ambrosian hymn for Thursday Vespers. ↩
	The Ambrosian hymn 'Magnae Deus potentiae' (here 'Magna Deus potentia'), sung at Thursday (feria quinta) Vespers, on the creatures brought forth from the waters and divided between sea and sky—fitting the Fifth Day. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'That the birds were created not from the waters, but from the earth.' Cajetan, Ambrosius Catharinus, and Girolamo Vielmi (Lecture 22) read Genesis 1:20 as 'let the birds fly,' not 'let the waters bring forth birds'; and Genesis 2:19 ('formed out of the ground... the fowls of the air') confirms birds came from earth. ↩
	Augustine, De Genesi ad litteram 9.1, twice tries to reconcile Gen 2:19 with birds-from-water; Pererius finds both attempts inadequate. ↩
	Marginal glosses: 'A great agreement between the thing produced and the element from which it is produced'; and 'The opinion of the Theologians about the things created in the three last days.' The argument from fitness: birds belong to the air, not the water. Sentence continues onto p. 151. ↩
	Completes (from p. 150) the grammatical point: Genesis 1:20's 'et volatile super terram' requires the verb 'let it fly' (from the Hebrew), not a repeated 'let the waters bring forth.' ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Two objections.' First doubt: why mention birds in the fifth-day narrative? Answer: because birds were in fact made on the fifth day (Genesis 1:21). Sixth day says nothing of birds. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'The manifold likeness and analogy between fishes and birds.' The kinship of fish and birds (their elements, bodies, lack of ears/bladder/milk, aquatic birds, mode of motion). Cites Aristotle (De partibus animalium 2.12, 3.8; Historia animalium 3.20), Varro (alcedones), and Pliny (NH 10.10, the kite teaching steering). ↩
	Opening of the answer to the second objection (why Moses did not here say birds were from earth); continues onto p. 152. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Whether the birds that render human voice and speech excel all the land animals in dignity of nature.' Why Moses was silent: perhaps to reserve earth-born animals for the sixth day. Pererius denies that speaking birds (blackbirds, magpies, parrots) are nobler than land beasts (dogs, foxes, horses, apes, elephants). ↩
	A second reason for Moses's silence about earth-born birds: birds adorn the air, so they are listed with the fifth-day water-creatures, not the sixth-day earth animals. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'The author defends the common opinion and interpretation of the Fathers, on the generation of the birds from the waters.' Pererius, deferring to the Fathers, defends birds-from-water (but from vaporous, cloud-forming water, per Augustine/Rupert/Aquinas) and re-parses Gen 2:19. Sentence continues onto p. 153. ↩
	Completes (from p. 152) the re-parsing of Genesis 2:19, closing the disputation on whether birds were created from water. ↩




THE WORK OF THE SIXTH DAY

LatineEnglish


THE WORK OF THE SIXTH DAY.1
OPUS SEXTI DIEI.



God also said: Let the earth bring forth the living creature in its kind, cattle and creeping things, and beasts of the earth according to their kinds. — Verse 24.2
Dixit quoque Deus, Producat terra animam viventem in genere suo, iumenta et reptilia et bestias terrae secundum species suas. — Vers. 24.



Hoc sexto et ultimo die, duo narrat Moses opera a Deo facta, animalia videlicet terrestria et hominem. Verum de creatione hominis, eiusque felici statu ante peccatum, quoniam ea res apprime nobilem ac memorabilem doctrinam habet, aliis duobus libris, id est, quarto et quinto, proprie ac separatim agemus. Nunc quae Moses tradit de creatione terrestrium animantium, quia longam non desiderant explanationem, breviter exponamus. Principio, annotarunt quidam Interpretes, non temere esse quod Moses ita distinxit aquatilia a terrestribus, ut illa quidem appellarit reptilia animae viventis, haec autem praecise et simpliciter dixerit animam viventem: scilicet ostendere voluit longe perfectiorem animam et vitam esse in terrestribus quam in piscibus.
On this sixth and last day Moses narrates two works made by God: namely the land animals and man. But concerning the creation of man, and his happy state before sin, since that matter contains a teaching especially noble and memorable, we shall treat properly and separately in two other books, that is, the fourth and the fifth. Now let us briefly expound what Moses hands down about the creation of the land animals, since they do not require a long explanation. In the first place, certain interpreters have noted that it is not without purpose that Moses so distinguished the water-creatures from the land-creatures, that the former he called 'the creeping thing of living soul,' but the latter he called precisely and simply 'living soul': namely, he wished to show that the soul and life are far more perfect in the land animals than in the fishes.3



Necnon verisimile est quod inquit Caietanus, eo quod Moses ait, Deum dixisse: Producat terra animam viventem, satis indicasse omnem animam sentientem quantumvis perfecti animalis (hominem semper excipio) ex mixtione elementari, in qua primas tenet terra, produci. Porphyrium autem et Pythagoricos, qui animas cunctorum animalium secundum substantiam, nec mortales esse, nec animis nostris dissimiles tradiderunt, liquet in magno errore esse versatos. Illud autem: Producat terra, non denotat vim activam et effectricem animalium, vel fuisse in terra, in prima productione animalium, vel postea in eorundem propagatione futuram: non enim credibile est terram capacem esse tantae virtutis, ut per se animalia cuiuslibet generis generare queat. Denotat igitur tantum materiam, e qua postea per omnipotentem Dei vim, facta sunt animalia: denotat etiam, terram esse locum naturalem eiusmodi animalium, in quo nimirum ea generantur, aluntur, atque conservantur. Itaque nonnulli Hebraice scientes existimant illud: Producat terra, positum esse, Phrasi Hebraica, pro eo quod est Producantur ex terra, vel Producantur in terra. Si enim producta sunt ex terra, ut ex materia, non potuerunt, ab efficienti produci ab eadem, nam materia et efficiens causa, in idem numero...
And it is also probable, as Cajetan says, that by the fact that Moses says God said, Let the earth bring forth the living creature, it is sufficiently indicated that every sentient soul, of however perfect an animal (man always excepted), is produced from the elemental mixture, in which earth holds the chief place. But Porphyry and the Pythagoreans, who handed down that the souls of all animals are, as to their substance, neither mortal nor unlike our own souls, are clearly seen to have been involved in a great error. But that phrase, 'Let the earth bring forth,' does not denote that an active and effective power of producing animals either was in the earth at the first production of animals, or would afterward be in their propagation; for it is not credible that the earth is capable of so great a power that it could of itself generate animals of any kind whatever. It denotes, therefore, only the matter from which the animals were afterward made by the omnipotent power of God; it denotes also that the earth is the natural place of such animals, in which, namely, they are generated, nourished, and preserved. And so some who know Hebrew think that the phrase 'Let the earth bring forth' is set down, by a Hebrew idiom, for what is 'Let them be brought forth from the earth,' or 'Let them be brought forth in the earth.' For if they were produced from the earth as from matter, they could not be produced by the same as efficient cause; for matter and the efficient cause, in one and the same number...4



...numero convenire non possunt. Nec designatur quaelibet terra, sed ea modo quae tertio die segregatis aquis, supra eas extare, propter stirpium et animantium utilitatem iussa est. Nec sane omnia, terra, cuiuscumque generis animalia, aut tunc produxit, aut nunc potest producere, sed alia aliis terrae locis tantum generari et conservari possunt.
...cannot coincide in one and the same individual. Nor is any earth whatever designated, but only that which on the third day, the waters being separated, was commanded to stand out above them, for the benefit of the plants and the living creatures. Nor indeed did the earth then produce, nor can it now produce, animals of every kind whatsoever; but different animals can be generated and preserved only in different places of the earth.5



Distinguit autem hoc loco Moses tria animantium terrestrium genera, hoc est, iumenta, quo nomine comprehenduntur omnia magis domestica et familiaria homini, ut canes, equi, boves: deinde bestias, quod vocabulum significat agrestes et feras animantes, nec fere humani imperii patientes, ut Leones, Pantherae, Tigres: denique reptilia, in quibus continentur, tam ea quae nullos habent pedes, ut serpentes, quam quae habent, sed admodum breves et exiguos quibus parum ex terra elato corpore moventur, ut formicae et lacertae. Sed quia in nullo istorum generum comprehendi videntur cervi, lepores, capri, propterea Septuaginta Interpretes, praeter supradicta posuerunt quadrupedia. Plato in Politico, duo tantum facit genera animalium terrestrium, ferum et mansuetum: Aristoteles autem libro primo de Historia animalium, tripartitos distinguit animantes; alias enim esse perpetuo cicures, alias perpetuo feras, quasdam vero ad utrumque horum ita flexibili ingenio, ut et cicurari et efferari facile possint.
Now Moses here distinguishes three kinds of land animals, that is: cattle, by which name are comprehended all the more domestic and familiar to man, such as dogs, horses, oxen; then beasts, which word signifies the wild and savage animals, scarcely tolerant of human rule, such as lions, panthers, tigers; finally creeping things, in which are contained both those that have no feet, such as serpents, and those that have feet, but very short and small, by which they move with the body little raised from the earth, such as ants and lizards. But because in none of these kinds do deer, hares, and goats seem to be comprehended, the Seventy Translators for that reason placed, besides the aforesaid, 'four-footed beasts.' Plato, in the Statesman, makes only two kinds of land animals, the wild and the tame; but Aristotle, in the first book of the History of Animals, distinguishes the animals into three: for some are perpetually tame, others perpetually wild, but some are of so flexible a nature toward both of these that they can easily be both tamed and made wild.6



Sed cur non itidem terrestribus, ut aquaticis tributa est benedictio illa Dei, Crescite et multiplicamini? Respondent Hebraei, propterea non esse datam terrestribus benedictionem, quod inter eas esset serpens, paulo post seducturus hominem, ob idque a Deo maledicendus. Verum probabilius est aliorum responsum; Mosem voluisse, quod de benedictione piscium dixerat, intelligi etiam in terrestribus, nec solum in hoc, sed in aliis quoque, ex his quae in uno aliquo genere prodita sunt a Mose, similia etiam in aliis, quae brevitatis causa, non sunt tradita, intelligi debent. Homini vero proprie ac separatim tribuenda erat benedictio, quod in homine propria quaedam et singularis ratio sit generationis et multiplicationis; nempe non ad conservandam modo speciem, sed potissime ad complendum numerum electorum, et ne quisquam putaret in officio gignendi, nullum hominis posse esse peccatum. Licet enim munus generandi sit omnino naturale in ceteris animantibus, in homine tamen partim est naturale, et partim voluntarium, et quod in aliis nec vitii nec virtutis capax est, in homine vel laudi vel crimini verti potest. Plantis autem non congruebat benedictio, quia nullum habent sensum nullumque propagandae prolis affectum. Lege quae in hanc sententiam et Augustinus libro tertio de Genesi ad litteram, capite decimo tertio, et Beda in Hexameron scripserunt.
But why was that blessing of God, 'Increase and multiply,' not bestowed on the land animals likewise as on the aquatic ones? The Hebrews reply that the blessing was not given to the land animals because among them was the serpent, soon to seduce man, and on that account to be cursed by God. But the answer of others is more probable: that Moses wished what he had said about the blessing of the fishes to be understood also of the land animals; and not only in this, but in other matters too, from what is recorded by Moses in some one kind, like things in the others, which for brevity's sake are not stated, ought to be understood. But to man the blessing had to be assigned properly and separately, because in man there is a certain proper and singular manner of generation and multiplication—namely not only to preserve the species, but especially to fill up the number of the elect; and lest anyone should think that in the office of begetting there can be no sin of man. For although the function of generating is wholly natural in the other animals, yet in man it is partly natural and partly voluntary; and what in the others is capable of neither vice nor virtue, in man can be turned to either praise or blame. But the blessing did not suit the plants, because they have no sense and no affection for propagating offspring. Read what both Augustine wrote to this effect in the third book On Genesis according to the Letter, chapter thirteen, and Bede in the Hexameron.7



Porro Philosophi quicumque arbitrati sunt mundum esse ab aliquo principio temporis factum, causam efficientem primorum animalium varie tradiderunt. Plato quidem in Timaeo, animalium opificium...
Furthermore, whatever philosophers judged that the world was made from some beginning of time handed down variously the efficient cause of the first animals. Plato indeed, in the Timaeus, [says that] the fashioning of the animals...8



...opificium, a primo et summo Deo demandatum esse, ait, diis secundis, per quos videtur intelligere sydera, vel daemones qui versantur in aere, et imperium habent in res caducas atque mortales. Epicurus putavit animalia omnia in exordio mundi, facta esse ex terra, ob eximiam terrae nascentis bonitatem, novorumque syderum efficaciam, Deo nihil ad eorum molitionem conferente: quam opinionem elegantissimis versibus libro quinto tractat Lucretius. Nec hoc videri debet mirum cuiquam, ut aiunt isti, cum etiam nunc ex terra imbribus madefacta, caloreque solis tepefacta, varias animantes gigni sciamus, sicut in locis Aegypti ubi stagnantes Nili aquae remanserunt. Lege quae in hanc sententiam copiose scribit Diodorus Siculus, libri primi capite primo. Avicenna opinatus est omnia animalia, cuiuscumque sint generis, non solum in principio potuisse, sed etiam nunc posse generari ex terra: in quam sententiam forte inductus est, verba Mosis, quae sunt hoc loco, Producat terra animam viventem, non satis intelligens. Sed constat inter melioris notae Philosophos, falsam esse opinionem Avicennae, adversus quam, nos etiam libro nostro de Philosophia octavo copiose disputavimus.
...the fashioning of the animals was, he says, entrusted by the first and highest God to the secondary gods, by whom he seems to understand the stars, or the demons who dwell in the air and have dominion over the perishable and mortal things. Epicurus thought that all the animals at the beginning of the world were made from the earth, on account of the surpassing goodness of the nascent earth and the efficacy of the new stars, God contributing nothing to their making; which opinion Lucretius treats in most elegant verses in the fifth book. Nor should this seem a wonder to anyone, as these men say, since even now we know that from the earth, soaked by rains and warmed by the heat of the sun, various living creatures are begotten, as in those places of Egypt where the standing waters of the Nile have remained. Read what Diodorus Siculus copiously writes to this effect, in the first chapter of the first book. Avicenna held that all animals, of whatever kind, not only could at the beginning, but even now can, be generated from the earth—an opinion into which he was perhaps led by not sufficiently understanding the words of Moses which are in this place, 'Let the earth bring forth the living creature.' But it is agreed among the philosophers of better repute that Avicenna's opinion is false, against which we too have disputed copiously in the eighth book of our work On Philosophy.9



Beatus Augustinus libro tertio de Genesi ad litteram, capite decimoquarto, ponit hanc quaestionem, Verum in exordio mundi, cum Deus creavit terrestres animantes, etiam fecerit eas quae generantur ex putrescente materia vel terrae, vel aquae, vel stirpium, vel fructuum, vel ex tabe cadaverum et corruptione mortuorum animalium. Ad quam respondet, Quae ex mortuis animalibus generantur, ea videri absurdum facta esse in prima creatione animalium: tunc enim nullum fuit mortuum aut corruptum animal: quae autem ex vitio et corruptione aliarum rerum generantur, ea si tunc facta dicantur, nihil esse absurdi. Idem sentit et tradit Beatus Thomas prima parte, quaestione septuagesima secunda.
Blessed Augustine, in the third book On Genesis according to the Letter, chapter fourteen, poses this question: Whether at the beginning of the world, when God created the land animals, he also made those which are generated from putrefying matter—whether of earth, or of water, or of plants, or of fruits, or from the decay of carcasses and the corruption of dead animals. To which he answers: that those which are generated from dead animals seem absurd to have been made in the first creation of animals—for then there was no dead or corrupted animal; but those which are generated from the fault and corruption of other things, if they be said to have been made then, there is nothing absurd. The same Blessed Thomas holds and hands down, in the first part, question seventy-two.10



Sed hoc Augustini responsum duplici nomine posset improbari, tum quod est una ratio corruptionis plantarum atque animalium, quare aeque ac similiter vel utraque, vel neutra in illa prima mundi origine esse potuerunt, tum etiam quod istiusmodi animalia prima, non sunt facta ex putri vel corrupta materia, sed proxime a Deo, modo ceterorum animalium terrestrium, producta sunt ex terra, deinceps per causas secundas, et ex propriis materiis, sicut eorum natura poscit, progeneranda atque propaganda. Quemadmodum enim animalia perfecta, quae non nisi ex semine, et a sui similibus animantibus procreantur, in illa prima effectione rerum, et proxime a Deo, et ex terra sunt producta, sic quae secundum naturam, non aliter quam ex putri materia fiunt, tunc immensa Dei potestate, ex terra sunt condita. Certe Basilius Homilia septima in Genesim, perspicue docet eiusmodi animalia imperfecta, quaeque originem habent ex putrescente materia, in exordio...
But this answer of Augustine could be disproved on two counts: both because the manner of corruption of plants and of animals is one, so that equally and alike either both, or neither, could have existed in that first origin of the world; and also because such first animals were not made from putrid or corrupted matter, but were produced immediately by God, in the manner of the other land animals, from the earth, thereafter to be propagated and multiplied through secondary causes and from their own matters, as their nature requires. For just as the perfect animals, which are procreated only from seed and from animals like themselves, were in that first making of things produced both immediately by God and from the earth, so those which, according to nature, come to be in no other way than from putrid matter, were then, by the immense power of God, founded from the earth. Certainly Basil, in the seventh homily on Genesis, plainly teaches that such imperfect animals, which have their origin from putrefying matter, were at the beginning...11



...in exordio mundi esse a Deo edita, his fere verbis. Non enim tantum in mari vel fluviis pisces perfectiores Dei iussu generabuntur, sed etiam in limosis et palustribus locis: etenim ranae, muliones, culices ipsi, ex ipso nimirum lacustri emergebant caeno. Sic Basilius.
...brought forth by God at the beginning of the world, in nearly these words: For not only in the sea or the rivers will the more perfect fishes be generated at God's command, but also in muddy and marshy places: for indeed the frogs, [gnats?], and the very midges were emerging from the lake-mud itself. Thus Basil.12



Quanquam dici etiam potest, species istas animalium, tunc non esse actu productas, sed tantum causaliter et potentialiter: sevit enim Deus perfectiores species animantium, videlicet eas quae non nisi ab aliis animalibus generari possunt, ex quibus deinde, vel vivis vel mortuis, cetera imperfectiora naturalium causarum potentia procrearentur. Nec obstat, quod Deus mundum perfectum et consummatum fecisse dicitur, ob idque nullis carentem animalium speciebus: non enim mundus appellatur perfectus, vel vocatur universum quod nulla desit ei species rerum quoquo modo possibilis, alioqui ne nunc quidem perfectus esset, quinimo nunquam esse posset: quippe longe plures quam nunc sunt rerum species, et quibuscumque productis plures alias, et deinceps alias sine ullo termino posse a Deo produci, Theologiae institutis atque decretis eruditus nemo negabit. Multas item diversis seculis species, vel stirpium, vel animalium, vel metallorum, vel liquorum, vel condimentorum, atque medicamentorum, seu naturali diversorum animalium aliarumve rerum commistione, seu solertia et artificio hominum extitisse, hodieque exoriri, in confesso est apud omnes. Illud tamen videtur posse dici affirmate, animalia quae ex humani corporis aliqua corruptione vel intemperie in ipso gignuntur, et in eo non sine molestia et offensione hominis semper inhaerent, tunc non fuisse: eorum namque generationem foelicissimo illi hominis statui, valde alienam et indecoram fore arbitramur.
Although it may also be said that those species of animals were then not produced in act, but only causally and potentially: for God sowed the more perfect species of living creatures, namely those which can be generated only from other animals, from which afterward, whether living or dead, the other more imperfect ones might be procreated by the power of natural causes. Nor is it an obstacle that God is said to have made the world perfect and consummate, and therefore lacking no species of animals: for the world is not called perfect, nor named 'universe,' because no species of things in any way possible is wanting to it—otherwise it would not be perfect even now, nay, it could never be; since no one learned in the principles and decrees of Theology will deny that there are far more species of things than now exist, and that, whatever be produced, God can produce more others, and then others without any end. Likewise it is agreed among all that many species, in different ages—whether of plants, or animals, or metals, or liquids, or condiments and medicines—have come into existence, and today come forth, whether by the natural mingling of diverse animals or other things, or by the cleverness and art of men. This, however, seems able to be said with assurance: that the animals which are begotten from some corruption or distemper of the human body, and always cling within it not without the trouble and offense of man, did not then exist; for we judge their generation would be very foreign and unbecoming to that most happy state of man.13



Rupertus libro primo de Trinitate et operibus eius, capite quinquagesimoseptimo, tradit, animalia quae generantur ex coitione diversarum specierum, veluti mulus ex equa et asino, ex hirco et ove Tityrus, ex Leaena et Pardo Leopardus, ex Lupo et Cerva lynx, fieri praeter naturam, eorumque generationem esse adulterinam; quamobrem eiusmodi animalia in primordiis mundi non esse a Deo facta: cuius rei argumentum adducit, quod Deus in Levitico cap. 19. vetat eiusmodi animalium generationem ab hominibus procurari, tanquam rem abominandam: sic enim praecipit: Iumenta tua non facies coire alterius generis animantibus. Agrum tuum non seres diverso semine. Idemque confirmat Deuteronomii capit. 22. et inibi additur, Non arabis in bove simul et asino: Non indueris vestimento quod ex lana linoque contextum est.
Rupert, in the first book On the Trinity and his Works, chapter fifty-seven, hands down that the animals which are generated from the coupling of diverse species—such as the mule from a mare and an ass, the 'tityrus' from a he-goat and a ewe, the leopard from a lioness and a pard, the lynx from a wolf and a hind—come to be against nature, and that their generation is adulterous; wherefore such animals were not made by God at the beginnings of the world. As an argument for this he adduces that God in Leviticus, chapter 19, forbids the generation of such animals to be procured by men, as an abominable thing; for thus he commands: Thou shalt not make thy cattle to gender with beasts of any other kind. Thou shalt not sow thy field with diverse seed. And the same he confirms in Deuteronomy, chapter 22, and there is added: Thou shalt not plow with an ox and an ass together; thou shalt not be clothed with a garment that is woven of wool and linen.14



Non esse autem in principio mundi haec animalia producta a Deo, nec nisi multis post saeculis extitisse, indicio est, quod primus mortalium Ana (ut traditur tricesimosexto, capite Geneseos) auctor fuit generationis muli ex equa et asino: nam cum pasceret in deserto greges equarum et asinorum, fecit ut equae cum asinis miscerentur, indeque generarentur muli. Nam ubi Latinus interpres vertit, Iste est Ana qui invenit aquas calidas in solitudine, He-...
That these animals were not produced by God at the beginning of the world, and did not exist until many ages afterward, is indicated by this: that the first of mortals, Anah (as is related in the thirty-sixth chapter of Genesis), was the author of the generation of the mule from a mare and an ass; for when he was pasturing in the desert the herds of mares and asses, he caused the mares to be mingled with the asses, and thence the mules to be generated. For where the Latin translator renders, 'This is the Anah who found the hot waters in the wilderness,' the He-...15



...braice Periti aiunt verbum Hebraeum ימים Iemim, quod illic est, non maria vel aquas, sed mulos significare, nostrumque Interpretem fortasse legisse pro Iemim, Iamim, quod maria significat. Suffragatur huic interpretationi Paraphrasis Chaldaica, quae eo ipso in loco sic habet, Ipse est Ana qui invenit fortes in deserto, per fortes significans mulos, animal robustissimum et ferendis oneribus validissimum. Scribunt Hebraei, Ana fuisse manserem, id est, spurium ex damnato coitu natum, filium videlicet fratris sui Sebeonis, qui commistus matri suae hunc genuit, Ana filium simul et fratrem suum: ut mirum non sit, eum qui tam degenere et vitiosa generatione sit editus, adulterinam quoque animantium generationem procurasse.
...the experts in Hebrew say that the Hebrew word ימים (yemim), which is there, signifies not seas or waters, but mules; and that our translator perhaps read, instead of yemim, yamim, which signifies seas. This interpretation is supported by the Chaldee Paraphrase, which in that very place has thus: This is the Anah who found the mighty ones in the desert—by 'the mighty ones' signifying the mules, a most robust animal and most strong for bearing burdens. The Hebrews write that Anah was a 'mamzer,' that is, a bastard born of a condemned union—namely the son of his own brother Zibeon, who, having mingled with his own mother, begot this Anah, his son and at once his brother: so that it is no wonder that he who was brought forth from so degenerate and vicious a generation should also have procured the adulterous generation of animals.16



At enim vero mea longe diversa est sententia: senseo equidem istiusmodi generationem animalium naturalem esse, cum fere omnia quae ad eam proficiendam conveniunt sint naturalia, hoc est, materia unde generantur, efficiens causa, locus, tempus, appetitus, convenientia naturalis inter mares et foeminas, denique nobilitas eiusmodi animalium, quae perfectissimis vel paria vel proxima sunt. Sed obiiciunt, eorum generationem lege Divina esse prohibitam atque damnatam: Verum germanam et propriam Divini illius praecepti sententiam et intellectum tradit Beatus Thomas in prima secundae, quaestione 102. articulo sexto, et his fere verbis exponit,
But in truth my opinion is far different: for I hold that this kind of generation of animals is natural, since nearly all the things that come together to bring it about are natural—that is, the matter from which they are generated, the efficient cause, the place, the time, the appetite, the natural agreement between males and females, and finally the nobility of such animals, which are either equal or close to the most perfect. But they object that their generation is forbidden and condemned by the Divine law. But the genuine and proper meaning and understanding of that Divine precept Blessed Thomas hands down in the First of the Second part, question 102, article six, and expounds it in nearly these words:17



Circa coitionem animalium diversae speciei, ratio litteris triplex reddi potest. Una quidem ad detestationem idololatriae Aegyptiorum, qui diversis commistionibus animalium et plantarum aliarumque rerum utebantur in servitium planetarum, qui secundum diversas coniunctiones habent diversos effectus, et super diversas species rerum. Altera ratio est, ad excludendum concubitum contra naturam. tertia ratio est, ad tollendam universaliter occasionem concupiscentiae: animalia enim diversarum specierum non facile commiscentur invicem, nisi hoc per homines procuretur, in aspectu autem coitus animalium, excitatur homini concupiscentiae motus: unde et in traditionibus Iudaeorum, ut refert Rabbi Moyses, praecipitur, ut homines avertant oculos ab animalibus coeuntibus. Figuralis etiam ratio eius praecepti fuit, ne iumenta, id est, populares homines, coeant, id est, societatem et commercium habeant, cum alterius generis animantibus, hoc est, cum Iudaeis, Haereticis, Paganis, ne videlicet eorum commercio et consuetudine, ad eorum quoque vitia et errores pertrahantur. Haec S. Thomas.
Concerning the coupling of animals of diverse species, a threefold literal reason can be given. One indeed, for the detestation of the idolatry of the Egyptians, who used diverse minglings of animals and plants and other things in the service of the planets, which according to their diverse conjunctions have diverse effects, and over diverse species of things. The second reason is, to exclude intercourse contrary to nature. The third reason is, to take away universally the occasion of concupiscence: for animals of diverse species are not easily mingled with one another unless this be procured by men, and at the sight of the coupling of animals a motion of concupiscence is stirred up in man; whence also in the traditions of the Jews, as Rabbi Moses reports, it is commanded that men avert their eyes from animals coupling. There was also a figurative reason for that precept: that cattle—that is, common men—should not couple, that is, have fellowship and intercourse, with animals of another kind, that is, with Jews, Heretics, Pagans, lest, namely, by their intercourse and familiarity, they be drawn also to their vices and errors. Thus St. Thomas.18



Caietanus autem in commentario super illum locum Levitici ad hunc modum scribit, Perspicuum est, isto Dei praecepto non prohiberi generationem mulorum et equarum, tum quia huiusmodi animalium usus legitur apud Hebraeos, sicut patet secundi Regum decimotertio et decimooctavo, et tertii Regum capite primo et decimooctavo, et primi Esdrae, capite secundo, et apud Isaiam capite sexagesimosexto, tum praecipue quia Beatus Paulus absurdum reputat quod Deus legem statuat bobus: Ideo hoc praeceptum, altero duorum sensuum intelligendum est, vel superstitiose vel parabolice. Superstitiose quidem, ut intelligatur prohiberi imitatio superstitionum gentilium, ut quemadmodum in Evangelio dicitur, Orantes nolite multum loqui, sicut Ethnici faciunt, ita...
But Cajetan, in his commentary on that passage of Leviticus, writes in this manner: It is plain that by this precept of God the generation of mules and mares is not forbidden, both because the use of such animals is read of among the Hebrews—as is clear from 2 Samuel 13 and 18, and 1 Kings 1 and 18, and Ezra 2, and in Isaiah 66—and especially because Blessed Paul reckons it absurd that God should make a law for oxen. Therefore this precept must be understood in one of two senses, either superstitiously or parabolically. Superstitiously indeed, so that it be understood that the imitation of the superstitions of the gentiles is forbidden—as, just as in the Gospel it is said, When you pray, do not speak much, as the heathens do, so...19



...hic intelligatur prohiberi commistio animalium diversae speciei, non absolute, sed more Ethnicorum. Si vero parabolicus est sermo, sicut et ille, Non alligabis os bovi trituranti, in promptu est ratio huiusmodi parabolae: prohibetur enim ea similitudine, ut homo abstineat penitus a novitatibus praeter rationem: mistio enim animalium novum parit animal praeter naturam, et neutrius speciei. Hactenus Caietanus.
...here it be understood that the mingling of animals of diverse species is forbidden, not absolutely, but after the manner of the gentiles. But if the discourse is parabolic, like that other one, Thou shalt not muzzle the ox that treadeth out the corn, the reason of such a parable is ready at hand: for by that similitude it is forbidden that a man wholly abstain from novelties beyond reason; for the mingling of animals begets a new animal contrary to nature, and of neither species. Thus far Cajetan.20



Porro argumentum illud ex tricesimo sexto capite Geneseos, quo significatur Anam auctorem fuisse generationis mulorum, facillime dissolvitur: tum quia, ut eam lectionem et interpretationem admittamus, non continuo tamen efficitur, mulos non fuisse productos a Deo in mundi exordio, aut ante Anam nusquam fuisse, sed illum fuisse inventorem eiusmodi commistionis et generationis animalium in illa regione, et apud illam gentem. Quanquam de vera illius loci sententia et interpretatione, iam olim etiam ante Hieronymum varias fuisse opiniones, liquet ex his quae scribit Hieronymus in libro suo de traditionibus Hebraicis super Genesim: tractans enim hunc locum ita scribit,
Furthermore, that argument from the thirty-sixth chapter of Genesis, by which Anah is signified to have been the author of the generation of mules, is very easily dissolved: both because, even granting that reading and interpretation, it does not at once follow that mules were not produced by God at the beginning of the world, or that they nowhere existed before Anah, but [only] that he was the inventor of this kind of mingling and generation of animals in that region and among that people. And that there were various opinions, even long ago and before Jerome, about the true sense and interpretation of that passage, is clear from what Jerome writes in his book On the Hebrew Traditions on Genesis; for, treating this passage, he writes thus:21



Multa et varia apud Hebraeos de hoc capitulo disputantur: apud Graecos quippe et nostros, super hoc silentium est. Alii putant, Iamim maria appellata: iisdem enim litteris scribuntur maria, quibus et nunc hic sermo descriptus est. Et voluit illum, dum pascit asinos patris sui in deserto, aquarum congregationes reperisse, quae iuxta idioma linguae Hebraicae maria nuncupentur; quod scilicet stagnum repererit, cuius rei inventio, in eremo difficilis est. Nonnulli putant, aquas calidas, iuxta Punicae linguae viciniam quae Hebraeae contermina est, hoc vocabulo signari. Sunt qui arbitrentur, onagros ad hoc admissos esse ad asinas, et ipsum istiusmodi reperisse concubitum, ut velocissimi ex his asini nascerentur qui vocantur Iamim. Plerique putant, quod equarum greges ab asinis in deserto ipse fecerit primus ascendi; ut mulorum inde nova contra naturam animalia nascerentur. Sic Hieronymus.
“Many and various things are disputed among the Hebrews about this little chapter; for among the Greeks and our own writers there is silence about it. Some think that Iamim means 'seas'; for 'seas' are written with the same letters as this passage is now written. And they hold that he, while pasturing his father's asses in the desert, found gatherings of waters, which by the idiom of the Hebrew tongue are called 'seas'; namely that he found a pool, the discovery of which is a difficult thing in the wilderness. Some think that by this word are signified 'hot waters,' according to the neighborhood of the Punic tongue, which borders on the Hebrew. There are those who suppose that wild asses (onagers) were here admitted to the she-asses, and that he discovered this kind of coupling, so that from them might be born the swiftest asses, which are called Iamim. Most think that he was the first to cause the herds of mares in the desert to be mounted by asses, so that from them the new animals, the mules, contrary to nature, might be born.” Thus Jerome.22



At Hieronymus Oleaster magna linguae Hebreae scientiam professus, contendit per vocem illam ימים Iemim, denotari venam aquae falsae, quae ibi more sacrarum litterarum appellatur mare, ut quia tale inventum usque ad illam aetatem novum erat, praesertim in deserto, propterea eo nomine memorabilis fuerit auctor eius Ana. Affirmat autem Oleaster, vocabulum ימים Iemim, nusquam in Scriptura significare mulos. Manifestum igitur est ex illo Scripturae loco, invalide probari generationem eiusmodi animalium aut esse contra naturam, aut in prima illa mundi origine non fuisse. Sed cur eodem die et homo, et animantes terrestres conditae sunt? An quia utraque pertinent ad terrae complementum et ornamentum? utrorumque enim sedes et domicilium est in terra. An quia terrestres animantes sunt similiores homini, praestantioresque ceteris? An quia magis sunt domesticae et familiares nobis, magisque capaces et participes humanae consuetudinis et disciplinae? An denique quia magis sunt in usu et utilitate hominum? illis enim utimur ad cibum, ad vestitum, ad vectationes, ad custodiam nostri nostrarumque...
But Jerome Oleaster, professing a great knowledge of the Hebrew tongue, contends that by that word ימים (yemim) is denoted a vein of salt water, which there, after the manner of the sacred writings, is called a 'sea'; so that, because such a find was a novelty up to that age, especially in the desert, therefore the author of it, Anah, became memorable by that name. And Oleaster affirms that the word ימים (yemim) nowhere in Scripture signifies mules. It is therefore manifest that from that passage of Scripture it is weakly proved that the generation of such animals is either against nature, or did not exist at that first origin of the world. But why were both man and the land animals created on the same day? Is it because both pertain to the completion and adornment of the earth?—for the seat and dwelling of both is on the earth. Or because the land animals are more like to man, and more excellent than the rest? Or because they are more domestic and familiar to us, and more capable of and partaking in human society and discipline? Or finally because they are more in the use and benefit of men?—for we use them for food, for clothing, for carriage, for the guarding of ourselves and of our...23



...rerum, ad venationes, ad gerenda bella, ad medicinam et remedia morborum, denique ad multiplicem oblectationem atque voluptatem.
...goods, for hunting, for the waging of wars, for medicine and the remedies of diseases, and finally for manifold delight and pleasure.24



Postremo, vetus quaestio est, non prorsus intacta hoc loco relinquenda, utrum facta sint aliqua animalia in elemento ignis sicut in terra et in aqua: nam esse genus aliquod animalium in igne sicut multa sunt in terra in aquis et aere, et ratio ipsa suadet, et ordo naturae perfectaque omnium partium eius dispositio deposcit, et probat experientia. Etenim cum ignis multis rebus praestantior sit ceteris elementis, consentaneum videtur, ut si haec plena sunt animalium, ille ab omni genere animantium non sit vacuus. Atque hoc innuere videtur Aristoteles cum libro tertio, de Generatione animalium capite 11. ita scribat,
Finally, there is an old question, not to be left wholly untouched in this place: whether any animals were made in the element of fire, as in earth and in water. For that there is some kind of animal in fire, as there are many in earth, in the waters, and in the air, both reason itself persuades, and the order of nature and the perfect disposition of all its parts demands, and experience proves. For since fire is in many respects more excellent than the other elements, it seems agreeable that, if these are full of animals, it should not be empty of every kind of living creature. And this Aristotle seems to intimate, when in the third book On the Generation of Animals, chapter 11, he writes thus:25



Unum quodque elementum sedes et domicilium est aliquorum quae in ipso nascuntur et degunt: plantas enim terrae incolas quispiam esse statuerit; aquae aquatile animalium genus; aeris pedestre. Quartum genus non his locis quaerendum est, quanquam aliquid esse exigit ordine ignis, id enim quartum corpus enumeratur. Verum ignis semper formam non propriam habere videtur, sed in alio corpore: aut enim aer, aut fumus, aut terra esse videtur quod ignitum est. Sed enim genus hoc apud Lunam quaerendum est, haec enim quartam illam distantiam adipisci videtur, sed de his alias. Sic Aristoteles.
“Each single element is the seat and dwelling of certain things which are born and live in it: for one would set down plants as inhabitants of the earth; the aquatic kind of animals, of the water; the walking kind, of the air. A fourth kind is not to be sought in these places, although the order [of nature] requires that something should belong to fire, for that is reckoned the fourth body. But fire seems never to have a form of its own, but in another body; for what is set on fire seems to be either air, or smoke, or earth. But this kind is to be sought near the Moon, for she seems to attain to that fourth distance; but of these things elsewhere.” Thus Aristotle.26



Proditum est ab antiquis, vulgoque iactatum, quaedam esse animalia quae gignantur in igne, et ab eo paulo longius remota continuo intereant: quam historiam et probavit Aristoteles, et libro quinto, de Historia animalium capite decimonono, his verbis retulit,
It has been handed down by the ancients, and commonly bruited, that there are certain animals which are begotten in fire, and which, removed a little farther from it, at once perish; which account Aristotle both approved and related, in the fifth book of the History of Animals, chapter nineteen, in these words:27



In Cypro insula aerariis fornacibus, ubi chalcites lapis ingestus compluribus diebus crematur, bestiolae in medio igne nascuntur pennatae, paulo muscis grandibus maiores, quae per ignem saliant atque ambulent; emoritur et hoc genus cum ab igne remotum est. Nonnulla corpora esse animalium quae ab ipso non absumantur, Salamandra claro documento est; quae, ut aiunt, per ignem inambulans eum extinguit.
“In the island of Cyprus, in the copper-smelting furnaces, where the chalcite stone, heaped in, is burned for several days, little winged creatures are born in the midst of the fire, a little larger than big flies, which leap and walk through the fire; and this kind also dies when it is removed from the fire.” That there are some bodies of animals which are not consumed by it, the Salamander is a clear proof; which, as they say, walking through the fire, puts it out.28



Similia narrat Plinius libro duodecimo, capite trigesimosexto. Balbus apud Ciceronem libro secundo, de Natura deorum esse animalia in igne, confirmat Aristotelis testimonio: Sic autem ait,
Pliny relates similar things in the twelfth book, chapter thirty-six. Balbus, in Cicero's second book On the Nature of the Gods, confirms by the testimony of Aristotle that there are animals in fire; and he speaks thus:29



Cum igitur aliorum animantium ortus in terra sit, aliorum in aqua, in aere aliorum; absurdum esse Aristoteli videtur, in ea parte quae sit ad gignenda animalia aptissima, animal gigni nullum putare. Sydera autem aethereum locum obtinent: qui quoniam tenuissimus est et semper agitatur et viget; necesse est quod animal in eo gignatur, idem et sensu acerrimo, et mobilitate celerrima esse, quare cum in aethere astra gignantur; consentaneum est in iis sensum inesse, et intelligentiam.
“Since therefore the origin of some living creatures is in earth, of others in water, of others in air, it seems absurd to Aristotle that in that part which is most apt for generating animals, no animal should be thought to be generated. But the stars hold the aethereal place: which, since it is most rarefied and is always in motion and vigor, it is necessary that whatever animal is generated in it be both of the keenest sense and of the swiftest mobility; wherefore, since the stars are generated in the aether, it is agreeable that there be in them sense and intelligence.”30



Verum Balbus eo loco amplissime sumit nomen ignis, ut videlicet comprehendat etiam astra, quae Stoici quorum Balbus inibi causam agit, ignea esse censebant. Nec diversa scribit Ovidius libro primo Metamorphoseos:
But Balbus in that place takes the name 'fire' in the widest sense, so as to comprehend also the stars, which the Stoics—whose cause Balbus there pleads—held to be fiery. Nor does Ovid write differently in the first book of the Metamorphoses:31



And lest any region should be bereft of its own living creatures, the stars and the forms of the gods possess the celestial floor; the waters fell to be inhabited by the gleaming fishes; the earth received the wild beasts; the moving air, the birds.32
Neu regio foret ulla suis animalibus orba, Astra tenent Caeleste solum, formaeque deorum, Cesserunt nitidis habitandae piscibus undae: Terra feras cepit, volucres agitabilis aer.



Caeterum, ut in igne gignatur et vivat ullum animal, qui paulo attentiori animo et vim ignis, et naturam animalis aestimaverit, fieri non posse comperiet. Etenim tanta est vis et efficacitas ignis, ut quodcumque animal comprehenderit, vel ilico vel paulatim totum conficiat atque consumat, necesse sit: praesertim vero quia non potest constare animal sine tactu, qui cum in primarum qualitatum temperatione consistat, necesse est, ut ab exuperante quacumque qualitate, maxime vero calore corrumpatur atque dissolvatur. Certe Aristoteles libro secundo de Generatione animalium, capite tertio, libro item quarto Meteororum, in capite primo summae secundae, et in libro secundo de Generatione et corruptione, text. vicesimoprimo, affirmatissime tradit, nullum animal ex igne generari aut in igne vivere posse. nam quae in igne dicitur esse, ea quidem propter frigidissimam corporis constitutionem in locis calidissimis et propter ignes procreantur, nec inde longius sine interitu recedunt.
But that any animal should be generated and live in fire, whoever shall weigh with a little more attentive mind both the force of fire and the nature of an animal will find it cannot be. For so great is the force and efficacy of fire that it must, of necessity, either at once or gradually finish off and consume whatever animal it has seized; especially since an animal cannot subsist without touch, which, since it consists in the temperament of the primary qualities, must necessarily be corrupted and dissolved by any excessive quality, but most of all by heat. Certainly Aristotle, in the second book On the Generation of Animals, chapter three, and likewise in the fourth book of the Meteorology, in the first chapter of the second part, and in the second book On Generation and Corruption, text twenty-one, hands down most affirmatively that no animal can be generated from fire or live in fire. For the creatures said to be 'in fire' are procreated, on account of the very cold constitution of their body, in the hottest places and because of the fires, and do not withdraw far from there without perishing.33



Quantum autem in eiusmodi animalibus insit frigoris, vel unius Salamandrae patet indicio, non nisi magnis imbribus provenientis et serenitate deficientis; cui tantus rigor est, ut ignem tactu extinguat, non alio modo quam glacies: eiusdem sanie quae lactea ore vomitur, quacumque parte corporis humani contacta, toti defluunt pili, idque quod contactum est, colorem in vitiliginem mutat, ita scribit Plinius libro decimo capite sexagesimoseptimo. Opinionem namque veterum in vulgus probatam, in mediis ignibus vivere Salamandram, refellit Galenus libro tertio de Temperamentis, et Dioscorides lib. 2. capite quinquagesimosexto, quem locum explanans Matthiolus in Commentariis suis super Dioscoridem, affirmat se eandem opinionem, multis Salamandris periclitandi experiendique causa, in ignem coniectis brevique consumptis, falsam comperisse. Quod autem Aristoteles dixit, in elemento ignis etiam versari animalia; id sane dixit secundum opinionem veterum, qui caelum natura ignea constare, et quae in ea versantur astra, viventia et intelligentia esse existimarent.
But how much cold is in such animals is plain even from the single instance of the salamander, which comes forth only in heavy rains and fails in clear weather; whose chill is so great that it extinguishes fire by its touch, in no other way than ice does: with its milky ooze, which it vomits from its mouth, whatever part of the human body is touched, all the hairs fall off, and that which is touched changes its color to a white blotch (vitiligo)—so Pliny writes in the tenth book, chapter sixty-seven. For the opinion of the ancients, commonly received, that the salamander lives in the midst of fires, Galen refutes in the third book On the Temperaments, and Dioscorides in book 2, chapter fifty-six; explaining which passage, Mattioli, in his Commentaries on Dioscorides, affirms that he found that same opinion false—many salamanders, for the sake of testing and experiment, having been cast into the fire and quickly consumed. But as for what Aristotle said, that animals dwell even in the element of fire, he said this indeed according to the opinion of the ancients, who held the heaven to consist of a fiery nature, and the stars that dwell in it to be living and intelligent.34



Translator’s notes
	Section heading for the Sixth Day: the creation of the land animals and of man (Genesis 1:24ff.). ↩
	The scripture lemma for the Sixth Day, Genesis 1:24. ↩
	The decorated initial begins 'Hoc.' Pererius defers the creation of man to books 4 and 5 of his work. Genesis 1:24 calls the land animals simply 'living soul,' marking their superiority to fish ('creeping thing of living soul'). ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Cajetan on Genesis.' The land animals are from earth as their matter (in which earth predominates), not as an active cause—God is the maker. Pererius condemns the Pythagorean/Porphyrian error (animal souls immortal and like ours, i.e. transmigration). Sentence continues onto p. 154 ('...in idem numero [non conveniunt]'). ↩
	Completes (from p. 153) the point that 'let the earth bring forth' denotes earth as matter, not as efficient cause (matter and efficient cause cannot be the same individual). Different regions yield different animals. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'The three kinds of land animals.' The three Genesis kinds—iumenta (cattle), bestiae (wild beasts), reptilia (creeping things)—plus the Septuagint's 'four-footed beasts.' Plato, Statesman (two kinds); Aristotle, Historia animalium 1 (three kinds). ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Why God did not bless the land animals.' Why no explicit blessing of the land animals (it is understood from the fish-blessing); but man is blessed separately because human generation is partly voluntary, capable of merit or sin, and serves to fill the number of the elect. Augustine, De Genesi ad litteram 3.13; Bede. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'The various opinions of the philosophers on the efficient cause of the first generation of animals.' Begins a survey of pagan views (Plato, Epicurus, Avicenna); continues onto p. 155. ↩
	Plato, Timaeus (the demiurge entrusting the animals to 'secondary gods'); Epicurus and Lucretius (book 5, animals from earth); spontaneous generation along the Nile; Diodorus Siculus 1.1; Avicenna (animals generable from earth even now—rejected). Pererius's own De communibus omnium rerum naturalium principiis, bk. 8. ↩
	Marginal glosses: 'A question, whether at the beginning of the world there were created the animals that are generated from putrid matter'; and 'Augustine's opinion is refuted on two counts.' Augustine, De Genesi ad litteram 3.14, on spontaneously-generated creatures; Aquinas, Summa Theologiae I, q. 72. ↩
	Pererius's two objections to Augustine: the corruption of plants and animals is on a par; and the spontaneously-generated creatures were made directly by God from the earth (like the rest), not from putrid matter. Basil, Hexameron homily 7, follows; continues onto p. 156. ↩
	Quotation from Basil, Hexameron homily 7 (on the spontaneous emergence of lesser creatures—frogs, gnats, midges—from marshy mud at creation). The middle word 'muliones' is an uncertain reading in the original (some small marsh-creature). ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'In what way the world is called perfect, or named universe.' An alternative: the imperfect creatures were made causally. The world is not 'perfect' by containing every possible species (God can always make more); new species arise over the ages; but parasites of the human body did not exist in man's happy (pre-Fall) state. ↩
	Marginal glosses: 'Rupert's opinion is weighed, that the animals generated from the mixture of diverse species of animals are against nature'; and 'That animals procreated from diverse seeds were not produced at the beginning of the world.' Rupert, De sancta Trinitate 1.57, on hybrids (mule, 'tityrus,' leopard, lynx) as unnatural, citing the prohibitions of Leviticus 19:19 and Deuteronomy 22:9–11. ↩
	Genesis 36:24 (Anah, who 'found' the hot springs—or, per the rabbis, invented mules—in the desert). The Vulgate's 'aquas calidas' (hot waters) is contrasted with the Hebrew reading below. Sentence continues onto p. 157. ↩
	The Hebrew הַיֵּמִם / ימים (yemim) in Genesis 36:24, of uncertain meaning: the rabbis read it as 'mules' (the Targum: 'the mighty ones'), whereas the Vulgate read yamim ('seas/hot waters'). The Hebrews call Anah a mamzer (bastard) born of Zibeon's incest—fittingly the inventor of hybrid breeding. ↩
	Marginal glosses: 'The author's opinion on the generation of animals from the mixture of diverse species'; and 'The passage of Leviticus chapter 19 and Deuteronomy 22 is explained.' Pererius (against Rupert) holds hybrid generation is natural; the Levitical prohibition is explained via Aquinas, Summa Theologiae I-II, q. 102, a. 6 (quoted next). ↩
	Quotation from Aquinas, Summa Theologiae I-II, q. 102, a. 6: the threefold literal sense of the Levitical ban on hybridizing (against Egyptian astral idolatry, against unnatural intercourse, against occasion of lust), plus the figurative sense. 'Rabbi Moses' = Maimonides. ↩
	Marginal references: '1 Corinthians 9' (Paul: 'Doth God care for oxen?', 1 Cor 9:9) and 'Matthew 6' (Matt 6:7, on praying like the heathens). Cajetan on Leviticus 19:19: the precept does not literally ban mule-breeding (since Hebrews used mules—2 Sam, 1 Kings, Ezra, Isaiah), but is to be read superstitiously (against pagan rites) or parabolically. Sentence continues onto p. 158 (catchword 'hic in'). ↩
	Completes (from p. 157) Cajetan's exposition of the Levitical hybrid-ban: read either as forbidding pagan-style mingling, or parabolically (like 'thou shalt not muzzle the ox,' Deut 25:4 / 1 Cor 9:9), against unreasonable novelties. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'The passage of Genesis chapter 36 is unraveled.' Pererius dismisses the Anah argument; even granting it, it shows only that Anah invented hybrid-breeding locally. Jerome, Liber de quaestionibus hebraicis in Genesim (on Gen 36:24), is quoted next. ↩
	Quotation from Jerome, Liber de quaestionibus hebraicis in Genesim, on Genesis 36:24: a survey of the disputed meanings of the Hebrew word—'seas/pools of water,' 'hot waters' (from Punic), swift wild-ass crossbreeds ('Iamim'), or 'mules.' ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Why on the same day the land animals and man were created.' Jerome Oleaster (Jerónimo de Azambuja), a Hebraist, reads ימים (yemim) as a salt-water spring, denying it means 'mules.' Then: why land animals and man share the sixth day (both belong to the earth; the beasts are nearest, tamest, and most useful to man). Sentence continues onto p. 159's lower text. ↩
	Completes the catalogue of the uses of land animals to man. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'A question, whether some kind of animal is generated and lives in the element of fire.' The old question of fire-dwelling creatures; Aristotle, De generatione animalium 3.11, is quoted next. ↩
	Quotation from Aristotle, De generatione animalium 3.11: each element houses its own creatures (earth-plants, water-fish, air-walkers); a 'fourth kind' belonging to fire is to be sought near the Moon (the sphere of fire). ↩
	Lead-in to Aristotle, Historia animalium 5.19, on the fire-born creatures of the Cyprus furnaces. ↩
	Quotation from Aristotle, Historia animalium 5.19: the winged fire-creatures of the Cyprus copper furnaces (the 'pyrausta'), and the salamander said to quench fire. ↩
	Pliny, Natural History 12.36; lead-in to the quotation from Cicero, De natura deorum 2 (the Stoic Balbus, citing Aristotle). ↩
	Quotation from Cicero, De natura deorum 2 (Balbus, paraphrasing Aristotle): the aether being most apt for life, the stars generated there must be sentient and intelligent. ↩
	Balbus's 'fire' includes the (Stoic) fiery stars. Lead-in to Ovid, Metamorphoses 1, quoted on p. 160. ↩
	Ovid, Metamorphoses 1.72–75: each region of the world is given its own inhabitants—stars (and gods) the heaven, fish the waters, beasts the earth, birds the air. ↩
	Pererius's refutation: fire destroys any animal (which cannot subsist without the sense of touch, dissolved by excessive heat). Cites Aristotle, De generatione animalium 2.3, Meteorologica 4.1, and De generatione et corruptione 2 (text 21): no animal lives in fire; the 'fire-creatures' are merely very cold-bodied animals drawn to hot places. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'The nature of the salamander is described.' The salamander's extreme cold (Pliny, NH 10.67). The vulgar belief that it lives in fire is refuted by Galen (De temperamentis 3), Dioscorides (2.56), and Mattioli (who burned many salamanders to test it). Aristotle spoke of fire-animals only following the ancient view that the heaven and stars are living fire. This closes the digression on fire-creatures. ↩




A MORAL EXPOSITION of the divine works which were made by God in the first six days
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A MORAL EXPOSITION of the divine works which were made by God in the first six days.1
MORALIS EXPLANATIO divinorum operum, quae sex primis diebus a Deo facta sunt.



Hac de re satis acute, docteque disputat Hugo de sancto Victore, libro primo de Sacramentis, parte prima, capite decimotertio, et sequentibus: nos, quae magis ad rem videntur facere, magisque notabilia sunt, hic strictim attingemus. Principio igitur, quemadmodum primus mundi status incompositus, inordinatus, et tenebrosus, significabat statum hominis in peccato permanentis, ita status mundi pulcherrimis illis operibus sex dierum dispositus, ornatus, et decoratus, significavit statum hominis iusti ex peccato ad Dei gratiam translati. Primo die creata est lux, et distincta dies a nocte: et primum etiam, quod in iustificatione hominis in eo creatur, est lumen intellectuale, vel fidei si fuerit infidelis, vel si fidelis est, singularis quaedam illuminatio mentis, qua vere cognoscit et aestimat status sui turpitudinem, miseriam, et periculum, et quodnam sit summum bonum sibi sequendum, quod item verum malum sibi fugiendum, ne sit de numero eorum, quibus minatur Deus per Isaiam, cap. 5. Vae qui malum bonum, et bonum malum: ponentes tenebras lucem, et lucem tenebras.
On this matter Hugh of St Victor disputes acutely and learnedly enough, in the first book On the Sacraments, part one, chapter thirteen and following; we shall here briefly touch on the things which seem more to the purpose and are more notable. In the first place, then, just as the first state of the world—shapeless, disordered, and dark—signified the state of man remaining in sin, so the state of the world, arranged, adorned, and decorated by those most beautiful works of the six days, signified the state of the just man, translated from sin to the grace of God. On the first day light was created, and day distinguished from night: and the first thing too that is created in man in his justification is the intellectual light—either of faith, if he was an unbeliever, or, if he is a believer, a certain singular illumination of mind, by which he truly knows and esteems the foulness, misery, and danger of his state, and what is the highest good to be followed by him, and likewise what is the true evil to be fled by him, lest he be of the number of those whom God threatens through Isaiah, chapter 5: Woe to you that call evil good, and good evil: that put darkness for light, and light for darkness.2



Annotavit Hugo, lucem primo die creatam, significare rectam mentis intentionem, quam habere debet, quicunque vult bene operari: et haec praegredi debet omne opus, omnemque actionem nostram, eamque Dominus in Evangelio appellavit oculum et lumen, Si oculus tuus, inquit, fuerit simplex, totum corpus tuum lucidum erit; et paulo post, Si ergo lumen quod in te est tenebrae sunt, ipsae tenebrae, quanta erunt? Nec tantum dixit Deus lucem esse bonam, sed etiam singula opera quae fecit in luce, iudicavit esse bona, Siquidem ad bene operandum, ut inquit Hugo, duplici opus est bonitate et rectitudine: una quidem ipsius lucis, id est, intentionis; altera ipsius operis, ut ipsum per se bonum sit. Potest enim quispiam bona intentione malum opus facere, ut si quis furetur, ut det eleemosinam: et contra bonum opus facere, sed mala intentione, ut largiri eleemosynam inanis gloriae causa.
Hugh noted that the light created on the first day signifies the right intention of the mind, which whoever wishes to act well ought to have: and this ought to precede every work and every action of ours, and this the Lord in the Gospel called the eye and the light: If thy eye, he says, be single, thy whole body shall be lightsome; and a little after, If then the light that is in thee be darkness, the darkness itself, how great shall it be? Nor did God say only that the light was good, but he also judged each single work which he made in the light to be good; since, for acting well, as Hugh says, there is need of a twofold goodness and rectitude: one of the light itself, that is, of the intention; the other of the work itself, that it be good in itself. For a man can, with a good intention, do an evil work—as if one should steal in order to give alms; and on the contrary do a good work, but with an evil intention—as to bestow alms for the sake of vainglory.3



Secundo die perficitur iustus secundum affectum, sicut primo die secundum intellectum. Namque secundo die aqua quae prius circumquaque operiebat, et obruebat terram, divisa est in aquam coelestem et terrestrem interposito firmamento. Et aqua quidem secundum tropologiam significat cupiditatem, amorem, et appetitum hominis: in peccatore autem omnis appetitus tam rationalis quam sensitivus, circum terram versatur, id est, in amore et cupi...
On the second day the just man is perfected according to his affection, as on the first day according to his intellect. For on the second day the water which before covered and overwhelmed the earth on every side was divided into the heavenly and the earthly water, the firmament being interposed. And the water, according to the tropological sense, signifies the desire, love, and appetite of man: but in the sinner every appetite, both rational and sensitive, is occupied around the earth, that is, in the love and desire...4



...cupiditate rerum terrenarum plane defixus est. Verum, cum peccator iustificatur, fit divisio amoris: nam iustus ut sensu concupiscit terrena ita spiritus caelestia, unde oritur intestinum illud et perpetuum dissidium, et certamen inter carnem et spiritum, de quo Paulus ad Galatas 5. Caro concupiscit adversus spiritum, etc. ut non quaecumque vultis, illa faciatis. et ad Romanos 7. Condelector legi Dei secundum interiorem hominem, haec est aqua caelestis: Video autem aliam legem in membris meis repugnantem legi mentis meae, et captivantem me in lege peccati, haec est aqua terrestris, et subdit, Mente igitur servio legi Dei, carne autem legi peccati. Firmamentum vero inter duas istas aquas interpositum, est vigor rationis a Deo illuminatae, timor divinae legis, divinique iudicii, quae non sinunt illas duas aquas, id est, illos duos amores invicem permisceri atque confundi.
...is plainly fixed in the desire of earthly things. But when the sinner is justified, there comes a division of love: for the just man, as by the senses he desires earthly things, so by the spirit desires heavenly things; whence arises that inward and perpetual strife and conflict between the flesh and the spirit, of which Paul speaks to the Galatians 5: The flesh lusteth against the spirit, etc., so that you do not the things that you would. And to the Romans 7: I am delighted with the law of God according to the inward man—this is the heavenly water: But I see another law in my members, fighting against the law of my mind, and captivating me in the law of sin—this is the earthly water; and he adds: Therefore I myself with the mind serve the law of God, but with the flesh the law of sin. But the firmament interposed between those two waters is the vigor of reason illumined by God, the fear of the divine law and of the divine judgment, which do not allow those two waters—that is, those two loves—to be mingled and confounded with one another.5



Tertio die duae res perfectae sunt. Etenim aqua obruens terram, ita unum in locum segregata est, ut remanserit terra partim aquis subiacens, partim illis supereminens. Similiter etiam in homine iustificato, concupiscentia carnalis, quae antea eum obruebat et dominatu suo tenebat oppressum, sic per Dei gratiam separatur, ut iustus partim subiaceat concupiscentiis, scilicet quantum ad earum sensum, et primos motus, atque titillationes, quas vix quisquam mortalem vitam agens, effugere potest, partim ei superemineat, videlicet quantum ad consensum et deliberatam oblectationem, nec tantum resistit concupiscentiis, sed carnem etiam cogit servire spiritui, servans illud Pauli praeceptum, Non regnet peccatum in vestro mortali corpore, ut obediatis concupiscentiis eius, ad Romanos sexto: et illud eiusdem ad Galatas quinto: Qui sunt Christi, carnem suam crucifixerunt cum vitiis et concupiscentiis. Nec vero terra, aquis duntaxat tertio illa die detecta et siccata est, sed ex se protulit omnia stirpium et herbarum genera. Similiter quoque animus viri iusti a vitiis et cupiditatibus terrenis segregatus atque purgatus, procreat bona et sancta opera, etiam corporalia, quae per corporis membra perficiuntur, uti sunt opera misericordiae corporalis et officia virtutum, quae in regendo moderandoque appetitu, tam concupiscibili quam irascibili versantur: velut est Temperantia et Fortitudo. Itaque completur in viro iusto, id quod Paulus scripsit ad Romanos, capite sexto dicens: Sicut exhibuistis membra vestra servire immunditiae et iniquitati ad iniquitatem; ita nunc exhibete membra vestra servire iustitiae in sanctificationem.
On the third day two things were perfected. For the water that overwhelmed the earth was so gathered into one place that the earth remained partly lying beneath the waters, partly standing out above them. Likewise too in the justified man, the carnal concupiscence which before overwhelmed him and held him oppressed under its dominion is so separated by the grace of God that the just man partly lies beneath the concupiscences—namely as to the sensation of them, and the first motions and titillations, which scarcely anyone living a mortal life can escape—and partly stands out above them, namely as to consent and deliberate enjoyment; and he not only resists the concupiscences, but also compels the flesh to serve the spirit, keeping that precept of Paul: Let not sin reign in your mortal body, so as to obey the lusts thereof (Romans 6); and that other of the same to the Galatians 5: They that are Christ's have crucified their flesh, with the vices and concupiscences. Nor indeed was the earth on that third day only uncovered and dried from the waters, but it brought forth of itself all the kinds of plants and herbs. Likewise too the soul of the just man, separated and purged from earthly vices and desires, brings forth good and holy works, even corporal ones, which are accomplished through the members of the body—such as the works of corporal mercy and the offices of the virtues which are occupied in ruling and moderating the appetite, both the concupiscible and the irascible: such as Temperance and Fortitude. And so there is fulfilled in the just man what Paul wrote to the Romans, chapter six, saying: As you have yielded your members to serve uncleanness and iniquity unto iniquity, so now yield your members to serve justice unto sanctification.6



Quarto die in caelo creantur et locantur astra: et in homine iusto, sicut per gratiam iustificationis, purgatur animus a concupiscentiis, sic per eandem gratiam, pars hominis suprema, mens videlicet atque voluntas illuminatur, exornatur, ac decoratur per dona Dei supernaturalia, quae spiritualiter id praestant animo nostro, quod astra corporaliter ipsi caelo, et Solem quidem dixerim animae nostrae...
On the fourth day the stars are created and set in the heaven; and in the just man, as by the grace of justification the soul is purged of concupiscences, so by the same grace the highest part of man—namely the mind and the will—is illumined, adorned, and decorated by the supernatural gifts of God, which do for our soul spiritually what the stars do bodily for the heaven itself; and the Sun, indeed, I would call to our soul...7



...nostrae charitatem: quemadmodum enim sol est maximum omnium syderum, ceterisque lucem impertitur, ita charitas effecta est ad omnes alias virtutes: Luna quae condita est in solatium noctis et remedium tenebrarum, significat spem, quae in rebus arduis et adversis hominem firmat atque sustentat. Fides significatur astro Veneris, quod Luciferum seu Hesperum appellamus: sicut enim Lucifer, solis ortum praecurrit et post eius occasum remanet, sic fides, et ante ortum charitatis et post eius occasum manere potest. Quatuor alii Planetae denotant quatuor virtutes morales, non humanas, sed divinitus infusas: nec eas quae sunt in parte sensitiva, sed quae sunt in parte rationali. Stella Saturni temperantiam, Iovis iustitiam, Martis fortitudinem, Mercurii prudentiam: Innumerabiles aliae, quae in octavo caelo sunt stellae, denotant innumerabilia Dei dona et auxilia singularia, crebrasque illuminationes et inspirationes, quibus hominem Deus subinde movet ac promovet, a malo liberat, et in bono confirmat.
...charity: for just as the sun is the greatest of all the stars, and imparts light to the rest, so charity is directed toward all the other virtues. The Moon, which was made for the solace of the night and the remedy of darkness, signifies hope, which in arduous and adverse matters strengthens and sustains a man. Faith is signified by the star of Venus, which we call Lucifer or Hesperus: for as Lucifer runs before the rising of the sun and remains after its setting, so faith can remain both before the rising of charity and after its setting. The four other Planets denote the four moral virtues—not human, but divinely infused; and not those which are in the sensitive part, but those which are in the rational part. The star of Saturn [denotes] temperance, of Jupiter justice, of Mars fortitude, of Mercury prudence. Innumerable other stars which are in the eighth heaven denote the innumerable gifts and singular helps of God, and the frequent illuminations and inspirations by which God from time to time moves and advances a man, frees him from evil, and confirms him in good.8



Reliquis tribus diebus generata sunt tria genera animalium, pisces, aves, et terrestres animantes: quibus figurantur tria genera, seu tres gradus iustorum, qui in Ecclesia Christi versantur. Quidam sunt imperfectissimi, vitam agentes saecularem, negociis curisque saecularibus implicati, similes nempe piscium qui in aquas demersi vitam degunt. Hi tamen quia sensum, motum, et vitam habent, id est, rectam fidem, synceram charitatem, et bona opera, sunt Dei animalia. Alii sunt velut terrestres animantes, qui licet in saeculo vivant, vitam tamen agunt non saecularem sed spiritualem, virtutum praestantia et excellentium operum copia, ceteris praecellentes, quemadmodum terrestres animantes perfectione sensus, vitae, ac motus, piscibus antecellunt. Denique sunt nonnulli absolutissimae virtutis ac sanctitatis viri, qui contemptis rebus terrenis, omnibusque mundanarum rerum curis atque cogitationibus abiectis, totos se Dei cultui, obsequio, et servitio dicarunt, tanquam aves ad sublimia evolantes; quorum scilicet conversatio in caelis est, et mens animusque in divinarum rerum meditatione perpetuo versatur. Post ceteras animantes, ultimo loco creatus est homo, ad imaginem Dei. Oportet enim virum iustum tandiu in frangendis cupiditatibus, sedandis perturbationibus, fraenandisque appetitionibus, denique in omnium virtutum officiis colendis tractandisque perseveranter versari, quo ad totus evadat rationalis intellectualis; et imago Dei quam flagitiis deformaverat atque obscuraverat, ad similitudinem eius, cum qua Deus ab initio eum creaverat, reformetur atque renovetur.
On the remaining three days were generated three kinds of animals—fishes, birds, and land animals—by which are figured three kinds, or three grades, of the just who are in the Church of Christ. Some are most imperfect, living a worldly life, entangled in secular business and cares, like indeed the fishes which pass their life sunk in the waters. Yet these, because they have sense, motion, and life—that is, right faith, sincere charity, and good works—are God's animals. Others are like the land animals, who, although they live in the world, yet lead a life not secular but spiritual, surpassing the rest by the excellence of their virtues and the abundance of their excellent works—just as the land animals excel the fishes in the perfection of sense, life, and motion. Finally there are some men of the most absolute virtue and holiness, who, despising earthly things and casting away all the cares and thoughts of worldly matters, have dedicated themselves wholly to the worship, service, and ministry of God, like birds flying up to the heights; whose conversation, namely, is in heaven, and whose mind and soul is occupied perpetually in the meditation of divine things. After the other living creatures, in the last place, man was created, to the image of God. For the just man must persevere so long in breaking his desires, calming his perturbations, and bridling his appetites, and finally in cultivating and practicing the offices of all the virtues, until he becomes wholly rational and intellectual; and the image of God, which he had deformed and obscured by his crimes, may be reformed and renewed to the likeness of him with which God had created him from the beginning.9



And God saw all the things that he had made, and they were very good. — Verse 31.10
Vidit Deus cuncta quae fecerat, et erant valde bona. — Vers. 31.



Verba haec Mosis ad duas quaestiones, quas ipsa pariunt ex se, tractandas nos vocant. Primo disquirendum est, cur factis operibus superiorum sex dierum, de unoquoque separatim dictum est, Vidit Deus quod esset bonum: consummata vero omnium rerum fabrica, de universis dicitur, Vidit Deus cuncta quae fecerat, et erant valde bona; haec enim variationis locutionis, et hoc orationis incrementum, indicat subesse aliquid hisce verbis cognitu observatuque dignum. Sciendum igitur est, res a Deo conditas, duobus modis considerari posse: vel unam quamlibet per se ac proprie, vel communiter et coniuncte cum reliquis, prout videlicet omnes mundum integrant et consummant, vel prout ad usus et commoditates hominum pertinent, vel prout ad immensam Dei cunctorum opificis potentiam bonitatem, et sapientiam exprimendam, et quodammodo repraesentandam mortalibus referuntur. Utramque considerationem brevibus explicemus:
These words of Moses call us to treat two questions which they themselves beget. First it must be inquired why, when the works of the foregoing six days were made, it was said of each one separately, God saw that it was good; but when the fabric of all things was consummated, it is said of them all, God saw all the things that he had made, and they were very good. For this variation of expression, and this increase of the phrase, indicates that there lies hidden in these words something worthy to be known and observed. It must therefore be known that the things created by God can be considered in two ways: either each single one in itself and properly, or commonly and conjointly with the rest—namely as they all make up and consummate the world, or as they pertain to the uses and conveniences of men, or as they are referred to the expressing, and in a manner representing to mortals, the immense power, goodness, and wisdom of God, the maker of all. Let us explain both considerations briefly:11



In qualibet re, si ipsa per se consideretur, duplex cernitur bonitas, altera substantialis, altera accidentalis: Illa, salva rei natura et specie, nec augeri nec minui quicquam potest: etenim quiditates rerum omnium, auctore Aristotele, similes sunt numerorum, quorum adiecta detractave quacumque unitate, continuo species commutatur. Altera est bonitas accidentalis, quae salva integraque rei natura, aliquatenus variari potest. Hanc autem, triplicem possumus distinguere: prima vocetur bonitas status: quaelibet enim res, generabilis et corruptibilis praesertim quae sunt de numero viventium, initio sunt in statu imperfecto, paulatim vero et quasi per gradus quosdam ad perfectiorem statum procedunt. Indicia perfecti status duo sunt, finis scilicet et terminus naturalis incrementi: accretio namque naturalis paulatim rem promovet et perducit ad mensuram corporis perfectam, statui viventis perfecto congruentem, quo adepto, viventium cessat accretio. Illud quoque indicium est perfecti status, si res sui similem rem aliam possit efficere. Sic enim placuit Aristoteli in libro quarto Meteororum, definire ac determinare rationem perfecti viventis, cum est videlicet idoneum potensque sui simile generare. Altera bonitas accidentalis in proprietatibus et accidentibus rei versatur, si quae cuique rei naturaliter conveniunt, suo quodque in genere perfectum fuerit. Ter-...
In any thing whatever, if it be considered in itself, a twofold goodness is discerned: one substantial, the other accidental. The former, while the nature and species of the thing remains, can neither be increased nor diminished at all; for the quiddities of all things, on the authority of Aristotle, are like numbers, of which, any unit being added or subtracted, the species is at once changed. The other is accidental goodness, which, the nature of the thing remaining whole and entire, can in some measure be varied. And this we can distinguish into three. Let the first be called the goodness of state: for any thing whatever that is generable and corruptible—especially those which are of the number of living things—is at first in an imperfect state, but gradually, and as it were through certain degrees, proceeds to a more perfect state. The signs of the perfect state are two: namely the end and natural limit of growth—for natural increase gradually advances and brings the thing to the perfect measure of body, suited to the perfect state of the living thing; which being attained, the growth of living things ceases. This too is a sign of the perfect state, if the thing can produce another thing like itself. For so it pleased Aristotle, in the fourth book of the Meteorology, to define and determine the nature of the perfect living thing—namely when it is fit and able to generate its like. The other accidental goodness is occupied in the properties and accidents of the thing, if the things that naturally suit each thing be each perfect in its kind. The third...12



...tia bonitas posita est, in propria cuiuslibet rei operatione, per quam unumquodque finem suum ultimum adipiscitur: quae si perfecta fuerit, rem quoque, cuius operatio est perfectam esse, et arguit et facit. Secundum has tres bonitates, Deus in exordio mundi res omnes fecit non bonas modo, sed etiam optimas: quippe condidit eas in statu perfecto, et in omnibus accidentibus et proprietatibus perfectis: denique tales ut essent perquam idoneae ad omnes suas actiones et munera perfecte obeunda et explenda.
...third [goodness] is placed in the proper operation of each thing, by which each attains its ultimate end; which, if it be perfect, both argues and makes the thing whose operation it is to be perfect. According to these three goodnesses, God at the beginning of the world made all things not only good, but even best: for he founded them in a perfect state, and with all their accidents and properties perfect; finally such that they were thoroughly fit for performing and fulfilling perfectly all their actions and functions.13



Altero modo, ut diximus, res omnes considerari possunt in commune, ea nimirum ratione ut ex illarum complexione contextuque, haec rerum omnium universitas, quam mundum appellamus, efficitur. Haec autem universitas rerum, usque adeo insignem et eximiam bonitatem et decorem accepit a Deo, ut eius comparatione, propria cuiusvis rei bonitas perexigua et nullius propemodum momenti existimari possit. Sed quaenam sunt, quae eiusmodi universitatis rerum bonitatem declarant? multa sane, eaque praeclara. Principio, id ostendit tanta rerum, quae in mundo continentur varietas, quantam non sensibus modo, sed nec animo quidem et cogitatione perlustrare et comprehendere possumus. Si enim advertas animum ad ea quae in mundo sunt, alia reperies incorporea, uti Angelos, alias res corporatas, et tertium inter haec, hominum genus interiectum. Rursus Angelorum varietas novem in ordines distinguitur, et, si est vera Beati Thomae opinio, cum fere innumerabiles sint Angeli, ne duo quidem unius speciei esse possunt. Corpora, sunt alia quidem extra generationem et interitum, ut caeli et sydera, quorum varietatem et pulchritudinem sine ulla satietate miramur, quae autem Lunae gyro, coercentur, corpora generationis et interitus capacia, tripartita sunt, hoc est, inanima, et viventia, praeter quae, sensu motuque praedita. Porro quis colligere possit omnem, quae in hominibus est, varietatem, in forma et vultu, in ingressu, in voce, ingenio, lingua, studiis, moribus legibus, institutis et religionibus?
In the other way, as we said, all things can be considered in common, namely in this respect, that from their combination and connection there is made this whole of all things which we call the world. And this whole of things received from God so notable and surpassing a goodness and beauty that, by comparison with it, the proper goodness of any single thing can be esteemed very small and of almost no moment. But what are the things which declare this goodness of the whole of things? Many indeed, and those excellent. In the first place, this is shown by the great variety of things which are contained in the world, so great that we can survey and comprehend it not only not by the senses, but not even by the mind and thought. For if you turn your mind to the things that are in the world, you will find some incorporeal, such as the Angels; others corporeal; and a third kind set between these, the race of men. Again, the variety of the Angels is distinguished into nine orders; and, if the opinion of Blessed Thomas is true, since the Angels are almost innumerable, not even two can be of one species. Of bodies, some are beyond generation and decay, as the heavens and the stars, whose variety and beauty we admire without any satiety; but those which are bounded within the orbit of the Moon, bodies capable of generation and decay, are of three kinds: the inanimate, the living, and besides these, those endowed with sense and motion. Furthermore, who could gather up all the variety that is in men—in form and face, in gait, in voice, in talent, in tongue, in pursuits, in manners, laws, institutions, and religions?14



Huic varietati adiuncta est, quasi comes, principalis mundi decor et ornamentum, ordo, et aptissima pulcherrimaque rerum omnium dispositio: qua si careret mundus, ne ille quo vastior mole esset, pleniorque atque multiformior, eo sane deformior esset ad speciem, ad motum impeditior, impotentior ad effectum, ad sui tutelam invalidior, et ad diuturnitatem infirmior. Ordo autem mundi in eo cernitur, quod omnes eius partes aptum sibi congruentemque locum tenent et servant, quod pro ratione nobilitatis et dignitatis rerum, aliae res sunt inferiores, aliae superiores, quaedam inter has mediae, et aliae per alias aguntur, servantur ac reguntur. Hunc ordinem tanti aestimavit Aristoteles, ut extremo Metaphysicae libro duodecimo, maximum et supremum Universi bonum, in ordine et dispositione collocaverit.
To this variety is joined, as a companion, the chief ornament and adornment of the world: order, and the most fitting and most beautiful disposition of all things. If the world lacked this, then, the more vast it was in mass, and the fuller and more manifold, the more deformed indeed it would be in appearance, the more hindered in motion, the more powerless to effect, the weaker in its self-protection, and the feebler as to duration. And the order of the world is discerned in this: that all its parts hold and keep a place fit and agreeable to themselves; that, according to the measure of the nobility and dignity of things, some things are lower, others higher, some midway between these, and some are acted upon, preserved, and ruled by others. This order Aristotle so highly esteemed that, in the last book of the Metaphysics, the twelfth, he placed the greatest and supreme good of the Universe in its order and disposition.15



Tertium mundi bonum, est plenitudo eius et universitas rerum, Omnia enim mundus amplexu suo continet, ob idque appellatur Universum. verum oportet hoc loco animadvertere, quinque modis posse intelligi omnia esse in mundo: Primo secundum generales gradus rerum, qui quatuor sunt, esse, vivere, sentire, et intelligere: tum secundum cuiuslibet horum graduum genera omnia, et species subalternas: deinde quod nihil sit uspiam, nihilque factum sit...
The third good of the world is its fullness and the universality of things; for the world contains all things in its embrace, and on that account is called the Universe. But here it must be noted that 'all things are in the world' can be understood in five ways: First, according to the general grades of things, which are four—to be, to live, to sense, and to understand; then according to all the genera of each of these grades, and the subaltern species; next, that there is nothing anywhere, and nothing has been made...16



...sit a Deo, quod non in mundo contineatur, et ad mundum aliquo modo pertineat, ad hoc secundum species infimas rerum, denique secundum individua cuiusque speciei. Primis tribus modis intelligendum est omnia esse in mundo, non autem duobus ultimis: complures namque species infimae, processu ac decursu temporis, quae non fuerant in exordio mundi, posterius aut ex diversarum specierum commistione, aut per solertiam et industriam hominum extiterunt, hodieque atque consequentibus saeculis complures aliae, quae antea non fuerant exorientur. Universitas autem individuorum cuiusque speciei, ut simul in mundo sit, fieri non potest, erit tamen per intervalla temporum: alia enim nascentur ex aliis, et prioribus per interitum abeuntibus, per novam generationem posteriora succedent.
...made by God which is not contained in the world and does not in some way pertain to the world; fourthly, according to the lowest species of things; and finally, according to the individuals of each species. In the first three ways it must be understood that all things are in the world, but not in the last two; for many lowest species, in the process and lapse of time, which had not existed at the beginning of the world, afterward came into existence, either from the mingling of diverse species or by the skill and industry of men; and today, and in the ages to follow, many others, which did not exist before, will arise. But the totality of the individuals of each species cannot exist all at once in the world; yet it will exist through intervals of time: for some will be born of others, and as the earlier pass away through death, the later will succeed by new generation.17



Quartum Universi bonum est, omnium partium eius inter se miranda commixtio atque connexio, tam arcta non modo secundum quantitatem, ut nihil sit usquam inane et vacuum: sed etiam in serie contextuque naturalium specierum, videlicet ut nulla sit interruptio: id enim foedius esset et alienius a mundi praestantia, quam interiecto vacuo, ipsorum corporum interpolatio et disiunctio. Quintum bonum est, naturalis convenientia aliarum rerum cum aliis, itemque naturalis discordia et repugnantia inter alias, quas Graeci vocant συμπαθείας et ἀντιπαθείας: quarum rerum, sapientibus summae admirationis et insatiabilis voluptatis est contemplatio: Cur nimirum magnes ferrum trahat, non itidem lapidem aut lignum: unde tanta inter vitem et brassicam inimicitia extitit? qui fieri possit, ut sexquipedalis modo piscis Remora, adhaerescens carinae navigii quantumvis magni et incitatissimo cursu acti, cohibeat omnem eius vim et impetum, ac immobile reddat? et mille alia rerum prodigia et naturae miracula. Sextum bonum est, pulchritudo mundi ex mirabili proportione rerum omnium, tum inter se, tum cum ipso mundo efflorescens, nec aliter inter se habens quam pulchritudo humani corporis, quae ex concinna decentique membrorum omnium compositione et ratione existit.
The fourth good of the Universe is the wondrous commingling and connection of all its parts among themselves, so close not only as to quantity—that there be nowhere anything void and empty—but also in the series and connection of the natural species, namely that there be no interruption; for that would be uglier and more foreign to the excellence of the world than the interpolation and disjunction of the bodies themselves with an intervening void. The fifth good is the natural agreement of some things with others, and likewise the natural discord and repugnance among others, which the Greeks call sympatheiai and antipatheiai (sympathies and antipathies); the contemplation of which things is, to the wise, a matter of the highest admiration and insatiable delight: why, namely, the magnet draws iron, but not likewise a stone or wood; whence arose so great an enmity between the vine and the cabbage; how it can come about that a fish but a foot and a half long, the Remora, clinging to the keel of a ship however great and driven at the swiftest course, restrains all its force and impetus and renders it motionless?—and a thousand other prodigies of things and marvels of nature. The sixth good is the beauty of the world, blossoming from the wondrous proportion of all things, both among themselves and with the world itself, having itself no otherwise than the beauty of the human body, which exists from the harmonious and seemly composition and proportion of all the members.18



Septimum bonum est, optima mundi administratio, moderatio et rectio, qua nihil est, ad contemplandum mirabilius atque iucundius, huius autem gubernationis praestantia, multis ex rebus liquido cernitur. Primo quidem, quod Deus non minus large et abundanter, minimis ac vilissimis quibusque rebus, quam maximis et nobilissimis consuluit, et quaecumque vel necessaria vel opportuna erant ad vitam cuiusque tuendam finemque consequendum, sapientissime ac liberalissime comparavit. Deinde, omnia summi opificis providentia teneri et agi indicio sunt, quaecumque nullo sensu cognitioneve praedita, per certas vias directo tendunt, et sine errore ullo, nisi perquam raro, ad finem suum perveniunt, perinde atque et actiones suas et fines perfecte cognoscerent. Hoc etiam demonstrat...
The seventh good is the most excellent administration, moderation, and ruling of the world, than which there is nothing more wonderful and pleasant to contemplate; and the excellence of this governance is clearly discerned from many things. First, indeed, that God provided for the smallest and meanest things no less amply and abundantly than for the greatest and noblest, and most wisely and most liberally furnished whatever was either necessary or opportune for preserving the life of each and attaining its end. Then, all things are signs that they are held and moved by the providence of the supreme Maker—whatever, endowed with no sense or cognition, tend directly by fixed ways, and without any error (save very rarely) attain their end, just as though they perfectly knew both their actions and their ends. This too is shown...19



...strat, aequabilitas rerum, quae cernitur in universo: constat enim mundus ex rebus contrariis, et inter se pugnantibus, ex aequo tamen ita temperatis, ut vires suas vicissim frangendo, et sese aliquatenus corrumpendo, ea rerum inter se repugnantia, non solum exitio non sit mundo, sed etiam saluti et ornamento. Etenim ingeniis et viribus inter se discordantia et dimicantia, supremi Opificis moderatione, ad bonum universi tuendum concordi foedere conspirant et congruunt. Quam rem Boetius lib. 4. de Consolatione philosophiae, metro sexto elegantissimis versibus exposuit:
...the evenness of things which is discerned in the universe: for the world is composed of things contrary and mutually warring, yet so equally tempered that, by breaking each other's forces in turn and corrupting themselves somewhat, that mutual repugnance of things is not only no destruction to the world, but even its preservation and adornment. For things discordant and contending among themselves in their natures and forces, by the moderation of the supreme Maker, conspire and agree in a harmonious bond to preserve the good of the universe. This matter Boethius, in the fourth book of the Consolation of Philosophy, the sixth meter, set forth in most elegant verses:20



Hac concordia temperat aequis Elementa modis, ut pugnantia, Vicibus, cedant humida siccis, Iungantque fidem frigora flammis, Pendulus ignis surgat in altum, Terraeque graves pondere sidant. Hisdem causis vere tepenti Spirat florifer annus odores, Aestas Cererem fervida siccat, Remeat pomis gravis autumnus, Hyemem defluxus irrigat imber. Haec temperies alit ac profert Quicquid vitam spirat in orbe: Eadem rapiens condit, et aufert, Obitu mergens orta supremo.
By this concord [God] tempers the elements in balanced measures, so that, though warring, the moist yield in turns to the dry, and the cold join faith with the flames; that the hanging fire rise on high, and the heavy earth sink down by its weight. From these same causes the flower-bearing year breathes forth its scents in the warm spring; the fervid summer dries the corn (Ceres); autumn returns heavy with fruits; and the falling rain waters the winter. This tempering nourishes and brings forth whatever breathes life in the world; the same, snatching it away, hides and bears it off, drowning in final death the things that had arisen.21



Ac licet caelestes, et dignitate naturae, et immortalitate multum praestant rebus sublunaribus: sunt tamen et pauci numero, et infoecundi atque impotentes procreandi alios sui similes: quibus duabus rebus, sublunarium corporum ignobilitas et mortalitas satis compensatur. Animalium quoque imbecilliora, et praedam ceterorum, natura fecit longe numerosiora, foecundioraque; cum et pauca sint minusque foecunda nobiliora, et quae aliorum interitu, vitam suam agunt et sustentant. Quid quod potior in mundo habetur ratio boni communis, quam privati et particularis, sicut in quavis optime constituta republica et communitate fieri solet, certe debet. Hanc ob causam usu venit, ut quod grave est contra naturae suae vim et impetum ascendat sursum, videlicet ne quid in mundo vacet et inane sit: Ut quaedam animalia vitae suae detrimento nobilioribus alimenta praebeant, ne illorum species occidant: ut aqua, quae secundum naturae ordinem, et amplior et superior quam terra esse debebat, propter utilitatem stirpium et animantium, et minorem habeat molem, et inferiorem humilioremque locum obtineat.
And although the celestial things much excel the sublunary, both in dignity of nature and in immortality, yet they are also few in number, and barren and unable to procreate others like themselves; by which two things the ignobility and mortality of the sublunary bodies is sufficiently compensated. The weaker of the animals too, and those that are prey to the rest, nature made far more numerous and more fertile—since the nobler ones are both few and less fertile, and live and sustain their life by the death of others. What of this, that in the world the account of the common good is held stronger than that of the private and particular—as is wont, and certainly ought, to happen in any best-constituted commonwealth and community? For this cause it comes to pass that what is heavy, against the force and impetus of its own nature, ascends upward—namely, lest anything in the world be void and empty; that certain animals, to the detriment of their own life, afford food to nobler ones, lest the species of the latter perish; that the water, which according to the order of nature ought to be both ampler and higher than the earth, on account of the benefit of plants and animals both has a smaller mass and holds a lower and humbler place.22



Quinetiam quae videntur mala, et vero naturae sunt vitia et defectus,...
Moreover, the things that seem evils, and are indeed faults and defects of nature,...23



...defectus, ad ornatum et decorem mundi ea pertinent. Sunt autem tria malorum genera, quaedam omnino naturalia, quae videlicet contingunt rebus cognitione carentibus, uti sunt defectus naturales et monstra: quae non solum proveniunt ex necessitate materiae, sed in id ordinata sunt, ut aperte demonstrent, quantum inter res incorruptibiles et corruptibiles, inter caelestes et terrenas, inter divinas et humanas intersit: et per huiusmodi vitia et defectus caelestium rerum indeficiens bonitas, inviolabilis ordo, et illibata omni aevo pulchritudo clarius appareat. Facit etiam ad mundi absolutionem et complementum, ut non solum in eo sint res incorruptibiles, sed etiam corruptibiles; quae si deessent, cum earum plurima sint genera, non esset profecto mundus perfectus, et omnibus numeris absolutus, nec Universi appellationem ei iure asserere possemus.
...defects, pertain to the adornment and beauty of the world. Now there are three kinds of evils. Some are wholly natural, namely those which befall things lacking cognition, such as natural defects and monsters; which not only arise from the necessity of matter, but are ordained to this end, that they may plainly show how great is the difference between incorruptible and corruptible things, between celestial and earthly, between divine and human; and that through such faults and defects the unfailing goodness, the inviolable order, and the beauty of the celestial things, unimpaired through all time, may more clearly appear. It also makes for the completion and fulfillment of the world that there be in it not only incorruptible things, but also corruptible ones; which, if they were lacking—since there are very many kinds of them—the world would assuredly not be perfect and complete in all its numbers, nor could we rightly claim for it the name of Universe.24



Alia sunt mala humana, quae nimirum solis hominibus, inter ea quae sub caelo versantur, evenire possunt. Rursus haec bipertito dividuntur, in mala poenae, et mala culpae: illa duplici nomine censentur bona: nam per ea satisfit iustitiae Dei, qua vindicantur hominum scelera: et saepenumero conducunt ad emendationem et correctionem hominum: sunt enim velut amarae quaedam medicinae profligandis vitiis, conservandisque virtutibus admodum efficaces, atque salutares. Mala culpae, vere ac simpliciter mala sunt, nec in se quicquam habent boni, haec sunt peccata: tanta est tamen Dei bonitas, sapientia, et potentia, ut ea quoque ad bonum aliquod ordinentur et proficiant. Deus enim tam bonus est ut velit; tam potens ut possit; tam sapiens ut sciat eiusmodi omnia mala convertere in bonum, ut etiam quae nec facit ipse, nec vult fieri, ad id tamen quod facturus est, mirabiliter applicet et adaptet. Aut enim peccata condonat, quo eximiam clementiam et misericordiam suam ostendit: aut vindicat, et suppliciis aeternis castigat, et in eo rectitudinem et rigorem iustitiae suae demonstrat, facitque ut electis suis etiam peccata proficiant in bonum; scilicet ut ex lapsu surgant humiliores et cautiores, et ad bona opera alacriores atque ferventiores. Illustre huius rei argumentum simul et exemplum, Adami peccatum nobis exhibet: quod quam grave fuerit, quam longe lateque virus et exitium diffuderit, quam severe vindicatum fuerit, in confesso est apud omnes, hoc tamen tantum malum, quae Dei est bonitas et potentia, ad maximum bonum et praeclarissimum Dei operum mirabiliter conversum est, ad incarnationem videlicet, passionem, et mortem Filii Dei. Ut non inconsulte aut temere, quodam loco exclamet Gregorius: O felix culpa, quae talem ac tantum meruit habere Redemptorem.
Other evils are human, which, namely, can befall only men among the things that are under heaven. Again, these are divided into two: evils of penalty, and evils of fault. The former are esteemed good on two counts: for by them satisfaction is made to the justice of God, by which the crimes of men are avenged; and they often lead to the amendment and correction of men—for they are like certain bitter medicines, very effective and wholesome for routing vices and preserving virtues. Evils of fault are truly and simply evils, and have in themselves nothing of good; these are sins. Yet so great is the goodness, wisdom, and power of God that even these are ordained and made to profit toward some good. For God is so good that he wills, so powerful that he can, and so wise that he knows, to convert all such evils into good; so that even what he himself neither does nor wills to be done, he nevertheless wonderfully applies and adapts to that which he is about to do. For either he pardons sins, whereby he shows his surpassing clemency and mercy; or he avenges them, and chastises them with eternal punishments, and therein demonstrates the rectitude and rigor of his justice; and he makes even sins profit unto good for his elect—namely that from their fall they may rise humbler and more cautious, and more eager and fervent toward good works. An illustrious argument and example of this matter Adam's sin presents to us: how grave it was, how far and wide it spread its poison and ruin, how severely it was avenged, is agreed among all; yet this so great evil, by the goodness and power of God, was wonderfully converted into the greatest good and the most illustrious of God's works—namely to the Incarnation, Passion, and death of the Son of God. So that not unadvisedly or rashly does Gregory exclaim in a certain place: O happy fault, which merited to have so great and so excellent a Redeemer!25



Ad extremum, vel ipsa rerum humanarum inaequalitas, quae omni seculo multos offendit, et transversos egit, ob id existimantes, aut certe ambigentes, nulla Dei cura, et respectu humanas res geri et evenire, quod cernerent fere bonis male esse, malis autem bene; haec, inquam,...
Finally, even the very inequality of human affairs, which in every age has offended many and led them astray—on that account supposing, or at least doubting, that human affairs are conducted and come about by no care and regard of God, because they saw that it generally goes ill with the good but well with the wicked—this inequality, I say,...26



...quam, rerum inaequalitas optimam esse mundi gubernationem arguit: propterea enim sic Deus agit cum hominibus, ne odium vitiorum et studium cultusque virtutum essent mercenaria, sed gratuita, nec alio quam ad Deum referrentur. Prodest item eiusmodi inaequalitas cordato, et prudenti viro, ut intelligat, extincto corpore superesse animum, alteramque vitam post obitum expectandam esse, in qua convenienter hominum factis, ab omnium arbitro et iudice Deo, et praemia et supplicia dispensentur. Sed hoc argumentum docte et copiose ex sensu Philonis Iudaei tractavit Eusebius, libro tertio, de praeparatione Evangelica, capite ultimo, et Beatus Augustinus libro primo, de Civitate Dei, capite octavo, et proxime sequentibus: verum disertissime inter Philosophos, Seneca, in eo libro quem inscripsit: Cur bonis mala et malis bona eveniant, si est providentia.
...this inequality of things argues that the government of the world is most excellent; for God deals thus with men so that the hatred of vices and the zeal and worship of the virtues should not be mercenary, but gratuitous, and referred to nothing other than to God. Such inequality is profitable also to the wise and prudent man, that he may understand that, the body being extinguished, the soul survives, and that another life is to be expected after death, in which, fittingly to the deeds of men, both rewards and punishments are dispensed by God, the arbiter and judge of all. But this argument Eusebius treated learnedly and copiously, drawn from the mind of Philo the Jew, in the third book of the Preparation for the Gospel, the last chapter, and Blessed Augustine in the first book of the City of God, the eighth chapter and those next following; but, most eloquently among the philosophers, Seneca, in that book which he entitled: Why evils befall the good and goods the wicked, if there is providence.27



Pulchre autem docet Augustinus libro undecimo, de Civitate Dei, capite 18. commistionem bonorum et malorum in mundo, ad eius ornatum et pulchritudinem pertinere.
And Augustine beautifully teaches, in the eleventh book of the City of God, chapter 18, that the commingling of goods and evils in the world pertains to its adornment and beauty.28



Neque enim, inquit, Deus ullum, non dico Angelorum, sed vel hominum crearet, quem malum futurum esse praescisset, nisi pariter nosset quibus eos bonorum usibus commodaret, atque ita ordinem seculorum tanquam pulcherrimum carmen, etiam ex quibusdam quasi antithetis honestaret: Antitheta enim, quae appellantur in ornamentis elocutionis sunt decentissima, quae Latine appellantur opposita, vel quod expressius dicitur, contraposita. His antithetis etiam Paulus Apostolus in secunda ad Corinthios Epistola illum locum suaviter explicat, ubi dicit, Per arma iustitiae a dextris et a sinistris, per gloriam et ignobilitatem, per infamiam et bonam famam, ut seductores et veraces, etc. Sicut ergo ista contraria contrariis opposita sermonibus, pulchritudinem reddunt: ita quadam non verborum, sed rerum eloquentia, contrariorum oppositione, saeculi pulchritudo componitur. Apertissime hoc positum est in libro Ecclesiastici hoc modo: Contra malum bonum est, et contra mortem vita: sic contra pium peccator. Et sic intuere in omnia opera Altissimi bina et bina, unum contra unum. Haec Augustinus.
“For God,” he says, “would not create any—I do not say of the Angels, but even of men—whom he foreknew would be evil, unless he equally knew to what uses of good things he would put them, and so would grace the order of the ages, as a most beautiful poem, even by certain as it were antitheses. For antitheses—which are called among the ornaments of style most elegant—are in Latin termed 'opposites,' or, as it is more expressly said, 'counter-placed.' By these antitheses the Apostle Paul too, in the second Epistle to the Corinthians, sweetly explains that passage where he says: By the armor of justice on the right hand and on the left; by glory and dishonor; by evil report and good report; as deceivers, and yet true, etc. As, therefore, those contraries set against contraries render a beauty of speech, so, by a certain eloquence not of words but of things, the beauty of the world is composed by the opposition of contraries. Most plainly is this set down in the book of Ecclesiasticus in this manner: Against evil is good, and against death is life: so against the godly is the sinner. And so look upon all the works of the Most High, two and two, one against one.” Thus Augustine.29



Porro universitas rerum, duas ob causas condita est: praecipue quidem propter Dei gloriam, deinde vero etiam propter usum hominis. Conditus enim est mundus, ut per eum, Dei potentia, bonitas, et sapientia pernotesceret homini, et tam mirabili spectaculo incitaretur et erudiretur, ad cognoscendum, amandum, et colendum Deum. Quod egregie praestat mundus, dicente Paulo: Invisibilia Dei per ea quae facta sunt intellecta, conspiciuntur: sempiterna quoque eius virtus et divinitas: et David inquit: Caeli enarrant gloriam Dei: et in cap. decimotertio libri Sapientiae scriptum est: A magnitudine speciei et creaturae, cognoscibiliter poterit creator horum videri. Fabrica enim huius mundi manifeste ostendit omnipotentiam Dei, qua ex nihilo cuncta, puncto temporis, solo iussu perfecit: et sapientiam qua res a se conditas, summa ratione designavit et disposuit, atque incredibili prudentia gubernat: bonitatem quoque per quam non modo...
Furthermore, the universe of things was founded for two causes: chiefly indeed for the glory of God, but then also for the use of man. For the world was founded so that through it the power, goodness, and wisdom of God might become known to man, and that by so wondrous a spectacle he might be stirred and instructed to know, love, and worship God. This the world excellently provides, as Paul says: The invisible things of God are clearly seen, being understood by the things that are made: his eternal power also, and divinity; and David says: The heavens declare the glory of God; and in the thirteenth chapter of the book of Wisdom it is written: By the greatness of the beauty and of the creature, the creator of these may knowably be seen. For the fabric of this world manifestly shows the omnipotence of God, by which he completed all things out of nothing, in a point of time, by his command alone; and the wisdom by which he marked out and disposed the things he founded with the highest reason, and governs them with incredible prudence; and the goodness too, by which not only...30



...quae non erant, ex nihilo producta sunt ad esse, sed etiam postquam facta sunt, quasi manu sua sustentat, sicut ait Paulus ad Hebraeos primo: Portans omnia verbo virtutis suae. Esse autem res omnes corporatas, et quae sub sensum cadunt, ad hominum usus et commoditates a Deo ordinatas, et Philosophia docet, et traditur in sacris litteris, et res ipsa confirmat: sicut longa oratione, probat Balbus apud Ciceronem, libro secundo de Natura deorum. Perlustret lector animo, omnia quae in hoc mundo aspectabili et corporato continentur, nullam profecto rem inveniet, quae non quodammodo ad usum aliquem hominum conferat: videre est, aliquas pertinere ad humanae vitae necessitates et commoditates: alias referri ad varias hominum delectationes et voluptates, alias esse in remedia morborum et sanitatis praesidia, multas ad exemplum et imitationem esse propositas; omnes conducere ad scientiam rerum percipiendam, praesertim vero ad concipiendam animo, Dei notitiam, amorem atque religionem. Status quoque mundi, mire congruit cum statu hominis, qui duplex est, alter praesentis vitae obiectus vanitati et corruptioni; huius persimilis est mundi status in volubilitate et instabilitate positus: alter post diem iudicii et resurrectionem, plenus incorruptionis et gloriae: ad cuius similitudinem etiam mundus hic reformabitur atque renovabitur, ut Paulus docet in Epist. ad Rom. capite octavo.
...the things that were not were produced out of nothing into being, but also, after they were made, he sustains them as it were with his own hand, as Paul says to the Hebrews in the first [chapter]: Upholding all things by the word of his power. And that all the corporeal things, and those which fall under sense, were ordained by God for the uses and conveniences of men, both Philosophy teaches, and it is handed down in the sacred writings, and the thing itself confirms—as Balbus, in Cicero, in the second book On the Nature of the Gods, proves in a long discourse. Let the reader survey in his mind all the things contained in this visible and corporeal world; he will assuredly find no thing which does not in some way contribute to some use of men: it is to be seen that some pertain to the necessities and conveniences of human life; others are referred to various delights and pleasures of men; others are remedies of diseases and safeguards of health; many are set forth for example and imitation; all conduce to the gaining of the knowledge of things, but especially to the conceiving in the mind the knowledge, love, and worship of God. The state of the world too marvelously agrees with the state of man, which is twofold: the one, of the present life, exposed to vanity and corruption—to this the state of the world, set in mutability and instability, is most similar; the other, after the day of judgment and the resurrection, full of incorruption and glory—to the likeness of which this world too will be reformed and renewed, as Paul teaches in the Epistle to the Romans, the eighth chapter.31



Ad extremum, quae Deus operatur in mundo, praeter eius ordinem et usitatum cursum, et supra omnem vim et potestatem naturae creatae, perspicue declarant Deum esse immensae potentiae, nec mundum esse opus Dei, virtuti eius par et aequale: non agere Deum ex necessitate naturae, nec in agendo alligatum esse causis secundis, atque in omnibus rebus esse illam, quam Theologi appellant potentiam obedientialem erga Deum, per quam ita sunt omnia imperio Dei, voluntatique subiecta, ut in illis et per illa, quicquid Deo collibuerit, sive sit praeter eorum naturam, sive supra, sive etiam contra, nulla repugnantia, nullaque difficultate ac mora continuo efficiatur. Confirmat haec omnia mirifice, Beatus Bernardus, Sermone tertio in die Pentecostes, ubi hunc in modum scribit,
Finally, the things which God works in the world, beyond its order and accustomed course, and above all the force and power of created nature, plainly declare that God is of immense power, and that the world is not a work of God equal and matched to his power; that God does not act from a necessity of nature, nor is bound in acting to second causes; and that in all things there is that which the theologians call the 'obediential potency' toward God, by which all things are so subject to the command and will of God that in them and through them, whatever shall please God—whether it be beside their nature, or above it, or even against it—is at once brought about with no repugnance, no difficulty, and no delay. All this Blessed Bernard wonderfully confirms, in the third sermon on the day of Pentecost, where he writes in this manner:32



Tria in magno huius mundi opere cogitare debemus, videlicet quid sit, quomodo sit, ad quid sit constitutus. Et in esse quidem, rerum inaestimabilis potentia commendatur, quod tam multa, tam magna, tam multipliciter, tam magnifice sunt creata. Sane in modo ipso sapientia singularis elucet, quod haec quidem sursum, haec vero deorsum, haec in medio ordinatissime sint locata. Si vero ad quid factus sit mediteris, occurrit tam utilis benignitas, tam benigna utilitas, quae etiam ingratissimos quosque multitudine et magnitudine beneficiorum possit obruere. Potentissime siquidem ex nihilo omnia, sapientissime pulchra, benignissime utilia sunt creata. Verumtamen et fuisse novimus ab initio, et adhuc multos esse videmus in filiis hominum, qui in bonis inferioribus sensibilis mundi huius, tota sensualitate depressi...
“Three things we ought to ponder in the great work of this world: namely, what it is, how it is, and to what end it was established. And in its being indeed the inestimable power of [its maker over] things is commended, in that so many, so great, in so manifold a fashion, so magnificently they were created. Surely in the very mode of it singular wisdom shines forth, in that some things were set on high, some below, some in the middle, most orderly. But if you meditate on the end for which it was made, there meets you a kindness so useful, a usefulness so kind, that it could overwhelm even the most ungrateful by the multitude and the greatness of its benefits. For most powerfully were all things created out of nothing, most wisely the beautiful, most kindly the useful. Yet we know that from the beginning there have been, and we still see that there are, many among the sons of men who, sunk in the lower goods of this sensible world with their whole sensuality...”33



...depressi, totos se dederunt his quae facta sunt, quonam modo vel ad quid facta negligentes. Quid istos nisi carnales dicamus? Paucissimos esse iam arbitror, legimus tamen nonnullos quandoque fuisse, quibus summum studium fuit atque unica solicitudo modum et ordinem investigare factorum, adeo ut plerique non modo utilitatem rerum perquirere dissimulaverint, sed et ipsas magnanimiter spreverint, cibo paucissimo vilissimoque contenti. Ipsi quidem sese Philosophos vocant: sed a nobis curiosi et vani rectius appellantur. Utrisque igitur successerunt, viri prudentiores, utrisque qui nimirum et quae facta sunt quomodo facta sunt transilientes, intenderunt aciem mentis ut ad quid facta sint viderent. Nec latuit eos, quoniam omnia propter semetipsum fecit Deus, omnia propter suos. Aliter tamen propter se, aliter propter suos: in eo quippe quod dicitur, Omnia propter se praeveniens commendatur origo: in eo autem quod dicitur, Omnia propter suos magis exprimitur fructus sequens. Omnia fecit propter semetipsum gratuita videlicet bonitate: Omnia propter electos suos, pro eorum scilicet utilitate: ut illa quidem efficiens causa sit, haec finis. Hi sunt spirituales viri sic utentes hoc mundo tanquam non utentes, sed in simplicitate cordis sui quaerentes Deum, ne illud quidem magnopere vestigante quonam modo mundialis haec machina volveretur: primi voluptate, secundi vanitate, tertii veritate impleti. Haec Bernardus.
“...sunk down, gave themselves wholly to the things that were made, careless in what manner or to what end they were made. What shall we call these but carnal? I think them now very few; yet we read that there were sometimes some whose highest study and sole concern was to investigate the mode and order of the things made—so much that most of them not only feigned to inquire into the usefulness of things, but even magnanimously despised those very things, content with the scantiest and meanest food. These indeed call themselves Philosophers; but by us they are more rightly called curious and vain. To both of these, therefore, there have succeeded more prudent men—men who, namely, leaping over both what the things made are and how they were made, bent the keen edge of the mind to see for what end they were made. Nor did it escape them that, since God made all things for himself, [he made] all things for his own [elect]. Yet in one way for himself, in another for his own: for in that it is said 'All things for himself,' the preventing origin is commended; but in that it is said 'All things for his own,' the following fruit is rather expressed. He made all things for himself, namely by gratuitous goodness; all things for his elect, namely for their benefit: so that the former is the efficient cause, the latter the end. These are the spiritual men, so using this world as not using it, but in the simplicity of their heart seeking God, not even greatly tracing out in what manner this worldly machine was turned: the first filled with pleasure, the second with vanity, the third with truth.” Thus Bernard.34



Altera quaestio quae ex iisdem istis verbis oritur, duas habet difficultates: An mundus melior potuerit fieri quam est factus: et cur non ante creatum hominem, sed statim post eius creationem dictum est, Vidit Deus cuncta quae fecerat, et erant valde bona; quasi solius hominis expectaretur creatio, ut id vere dici posset. Priorem difficultatem attingit Beatus Thomas, prima parte quaest. 24. art. 4. Subtiliter autem et enucleate tractat Bonaventura, in 1. Senten. distin. 44. eodemque loco, alii complures scholastici: nos paucis verbis expediemus. Arbitramur potuisse mundum hunc fieri meliorem quam est factus, quattuor modis. Primo secundum quantitatem, hoc tam secundum magnitudinem quam secundum numerum: nam et Caeli elementaque potuerunt fieri maiora quam sunt: et potuit Deus facere multo plures Caelos, et in his plura grandiora et splendidiora sydera. Deinde, secundum plenitudinem et universitatem rerum: etenim infimae rerum species, longe plures quam sunt, creari potuerunt. Ad hoc, secundum durationem, potuit enim ita fieri mundus ut antiquior esset quam hic est, et futurus esset diuturnior. Postremo, secundum perfectionem accidentalem rerum naturalium; quae perfectio magis magisque potest amplificari. Ex adverso autem negamus, mundum potuisse fieri meliorem aliis quinque modis. Primo, secundum substantialem rerum perfectionem, quae nullatenus augeri potest. Postea secundum ordinem et dispositionem partium mundi et aliorum quae in eo sunt: quem ordinem usque adeo bonum existimamus, ut meliorem esse posse, atque huic mundo convenientiorem et decentiorem non putemus. Deinde, in regimine et guber-...
The second question which arises from these same words has two difficulties: whether the world could have been made better than it was made; and why it was said not before the creation of man, but immediately after his creation, God saw all the things that he had made, and they were very good—as if the creation of man alone were awaited, that this might be truly said. The former difficulty Blessed Thomas touches, in the first part, question 24, article 4. Subtly and clearly Bonaventure treats it, in the first book of the Sentences, distinction 44, and in the same place very many other scholastics; we shall dispatch it in a few words. We judge that this world could have been made better than it was made in four ways. First, as to quantity, this both as to magnitude and as to number: for the heavens and the elements could have been made larger than they are; and God could have made far more heavens, and in them more, larger, and more splendid stars. Then, as to the fullness and universality of things: for far more lowest species than there are could have been created. Besides, as to duration: for the world could have been so made that it were older than this one is, and would be more long-lasting. Lastly, as to the accidental perfection of natural things, which perfection can be amplified more and more. But on the contrary we deny that the world could have been made better in five other ways. First, as to the substantial perfection of things, which can in no way be increased. Then as to the order and disposition of the parts of the world and of the other things that are in it—which order we esteem so good that we do not think one could be better, or more fitting and seemly to this world. Then, in the rule and govern-...35



...et gubernatione mundi, quae optima et praestantissima est. Praeterea, secundum proportionem et convenientiam, atque aptitudinem partium mundi inter se et cum ipso mundo. Ad extremum, respectu eius finis propter quem mundus est a Deo factus: eius enim comparatione aliter mundus fieri melius, nec debuit nec potuit.
...and in the rule and governance of the world, which is most excellent and most surpassing. Besides, as to the proportion, agreement, and fitness of the parts of the world among themselves and with the world itself. Finally, in respect of that end for which the world was made by God: for in comparison with that, the world neither ought nor could have been made better in any other way.36



Alteram difficultatem breviter ad hunc modum explicare possumus. Vera et propria ratio, cur non ante creatum hominem, sed statim post dictum est: Vidit Deus cuncta quae fecerat, et erant valde bona, illa est, quod id dici non debuit, nec vero potuit nisi consummatis iam omnibus mundi operibus: extremus autem cunctorum Dei operum, factus est homo, quare non debuit illud dici nisi ante creato homine. Adiici possunt aliae causae nec ineptae nec contemnendae. Prima, homo est quodammodo finis omnium, et in omnia potestatem et imperium a Deo accepit. Secunda, quaecumque a Deo sunt facta, inveniuntur in homine dupliciter, vel secundum esse reale, prout in uno homine omnes gradus aliarum rerum continentur: habet enim homo esse cum inanimis commune, vitam cum stirpibus, sensum motumque cum animantibus, mentem atque intelligentiam cum Angelis; vel secundum esse intelligibile, est enim anima rationalis, ut Aristoteles tradit in tertio libro de anima quodammodo omnia, habet enim in se imagines et similitudines rerum omnium quas intelligit, et intelligens fit quodammodo similis rebus intellectis. Tertia, homo est ligamen et vinculum et nexus Universi, in eo enim consociantur inter se atque coniunguntur res incorporeae cum corporeis, et immortales cum mortalibus. Quarta, status mundi, tam nunc quam post diem iudicii conformatur ad statum hominis, sicut paulo superius ostendimus. Quinta, propter hominem simul et Deum Christum Iesum, creaturae omnes per hominem erant deificandae: nam propter unionem hypostaticam verbi cum humana natura, deificata Christi humanitate, una quoque omnes creaturae, quae in ea continentur, mirabiliter sunt deificatae. Liquet igitur ex his, quemadmodum creato homine, ingens quaedam multiplicis bonitatis et excellentiae accessio ad ceteras omnes res facta sit.
The second difficulty we can briefly explain in this manner. The true and proper reason why it was said not before the creation of man, but immediately after, God saw all the things that he had made, and they were very good, is this: that it ought not, indeed could not, be said until all the works of the world were now consummated; but the last of all the works of God was man made, wherefore it ought not to be said except with man already created. Other reasons, neither inept nor to be despised, can be added. First, man is in a certain way the end of all, and received from God power and dominion over all. Second, whatever things were made by God are found in man in two ways: either according to real being, inasmuch as in the one man all the grades of the other things are contained—for man has being in common with inanimate things, life with plants, sense and motion with animals, mind and intelligence with the Angels; or according to intelligible being, for the rational soul, as Aristotle hands down in the third book On the Soul, is in a certain way all things, since it has in itself the images and likenesses of all the things it understands, and in understanding becomes in a certain way like to the things understood. Third, man is the ligament and bond and connection of the Universe, for in him the incorporeal things are associated and joined with the corporeal, and the immortal with the mortal. Fourth, the state of the world, both now and after the day of judgment, is conformed to the state of man, as we showed a little above. Fifth, for the sake of man together with God, Christ Jesus, all creatures were to be deified through man; for, on account of the hypostatic union of the Word with human nature, the humanity of Christ being deified, together also all the creatures which are contained in it are wonderfully deified. It is clear, therefore, from these things, how, man being created, a certain great accession of manifold goodness and excellence was made to all the other things.37



God completed on the seventh day his work which he had made, and he rested on the seventh day from all the work which he had done. — Chapter 2, Verse 2.38
Complevit Deus die septimo opus suum quod fecerat, et requievit die septimo ab universo opere quod patrarat. — Cap. 2, Vers. 2.



Septuaginta Interpretes habent hoc loco, Deum complevisse opus suum die sexto: at Hebraice est die septimo, idemque habet Chaldaica paraphrasis et vulgata translatio Latina: Sanctus Hieronymus in libro de Traditionibus Hebraicis ita scribit, citans hunc locum secundum LXX.
The Seventy Translators have in this place that God completed his work on the sixth day; but in the Hebrew it is on the seventh day, and the same has the Chaldee paraphrase and the Vulgate Latin translation. Saint Jerome, in his book On the Hebrew Traditions, writes thus, citing this passage according to the Septuagint:39



Et consummavit Deus in die sexta, opera sua quae fecit. Pro die sexta in Hebraeo diem septimam habet. Arctabimus igitur Iudaeos, qui de otio Sabbathi gloriantur, quod iam tunc in principio, Sabbathum dissolutum sit, dum Deus operatur in Sabbatho, complens opera sua in eo, et benedicens ipsi diei, quia in illo universa compleverit. Sic Hieronymus.
“And God finished, on the sixth day, his works which he made. For 'on the sixth day' the Hebrew has 'the seventh day.' We shall therefore press hard upon the Jews, who glory in the rest of the Sabbath, [showing] that already then, at the beginning, the Sabbath was dissolved, since God works on the Sabbath, completing his works on it, and blessing that very day because on it he completed all things.” Thus Jerome.40



Verum haec discrepantia est verborum magis quam sententiarum: utrumque enim verum est, utrumque eandem habet sententiam. Etenim mundus absolutus est die 6. videlicet inclusive, die autem septimo exclusive, Sexto namque die, ultimum opus mundi factum est, quo perfecto mundus est consummatus, die autem septimo vacavit Deus a fabricatione mundi. Nam quod ait Catharinus, die septimo creatam esse mulierem, id videtur sacris litteris alienum: quippe sub finem primi capitis Moses describens hominis creationem, docet Deum sexto die creasse hominem, et masculum et foeminam fecisse. Absolutis item cunctis mundi operibus, tradit Deum vidisse cuncta quae fecerat, et erant valde bona. Et mox subdit, Et factum est vespere et mane dies sextus. In Exodo quoque capite vigesimo et trigesimoprimo manifeste scriptum est, Deum sex diebus condidisse omnia, quae sunt in mundo: in die autem septimo vacasse ab operando: Initio etiam secundi capitis libri Geneseos Moses inquit Deum complevisse opus suum die septimo, quia in eo cessavit ab omni opere quod patraverat. Quod autem Septuaginta Interpretes sic intelligendi sint, ut nos exposuimus, patet considerando verba eorum quae sunt in principio secundi capitis: Sic autem se habent, Perfecit Deus in die sexta opera sua quae fecit: et requievit Deus in die septima ab omnibus operibus suis quae fecit. Quo intellegere licet secundum ipsos, Deum sexto die complevisse opera sua, faciendo tunc ultimum opus, die autem septimo complevisse, scilicet tunc primum vacando ab effectione et molitione mundi.
But this divergence is of words rather than of meanings; for both are true, both have the same sense. For the world was completed on the sixth day, namely inclusively, but on the seventh exclusively: for on the sixth day the last work of the world was made, which being perfected, the world was consummated; but on the seventh day God ceased from the fabrication of the world. As for what Catharinus says, that the woman was created on the seventh day, that seems foreign to the sacred writings; for at the end of the first chapter Moses, describing the creation of man, teaches that God created man on the sixth day, and made them male and female. And likewise, all the works of the world being finished, he relates that God saw all the things that he had made, and they were very good. And soon he adds, And the evening and the morning were the sixth day. In Exodus too, in the twentieth and thirty-first chapters, it is plainly written that God founded in six days all the things that are in the world, but on the seventh day ceased from working. And at the beginning of the second chapter of Genesis Moses says that God completed his work on the seventh day, because on it he rested from all the work which he had done. And that the Seventy Translators are to be understood as we have expounded is plain by considering their words at the beginning of the second chapter; for they stand thus: God perfected on the sixth day his works which he made, and God rested on the seventh day from all his works which he made. Whence one may understand, according to them, that God completed his works on the sixth day by then making the last work, but completed them on the seventh day, namely by then first ceasing from the making and contriving of the world.41



Ponderavit Caietanus illa verba, Complevit Deus die septima opus suum quod fecerat. Non enim inquit Deum complevisse opus suum simpliciter et praecise, ne videlicet putaret quispiam Deum fecisse quicquid poterat et quantumcumque poterat: cum enim Deus infinitae sit potentiae ad agendum, nunquam facit tantum quantum potest facere, sed quocumque facto, aliud et aliud in infinitum potest facere. Dicitur igitur complere opus, quia facit quantum intenderat et statuerat facere, et quantum ratio operis postulat, et quia vacat ab agendo.
Cajetan weighed those words, God completed on the seventh day his work which he had made. For he does not say that God completed his work simply and precisely—lest, namely, anyone should think that God made whatever he could and as much as he could: for since God is of infinite power for acting, he never makes only as much as he can make, but, whatever be made, he can make other and other things without end. He is said therefore to 'complete' the work because he makes as much as he had intended and determined to make, and as much as the nature of the work requires, and because he rests from acting.42



Quod autem dicitur, Deum requievisse die septimo ab universo opere quod patraverat: non est sic accipiendum, ut intelligamus Deum more nostro, ex fabricatione mundi quasi lassum et defatigatum cepisse requiem a labore: Siquidem in Scriptura, Requiescere saepe non aliud significat, quam cessationem et vacationem ab agendo. Exempla in divinis litteris passim sunt obvia. illustre est illud in Apocalypsi capite quarto, de sanctis animalibus,...
But as for what is said, that God rested on the seventh day from all the work which he had done: it is not to be taken so that we should understand God, after our manner, as having, from the fabrication of the world, as it were weary and worn out, taken rest from labor. For in Scripture, 'to rest' often signifies nothing other than cessation and ceasing from acting. Examples are everywhere ready at hand in the divine writings. An illustrious one is that in the Apocalypse, chapter four, concerning the holy living creatures,...43



...Et requiem non habebant, ait Ioannes, die ac nocte dicentia, Sanctus, Sanctus, Sanctus Dominus Deus omnipotens, pro eo quod est, nunquam cessabant aut intermittebant dicere illa verba, alioqui maxima et unica requies est beatorum, perpetuo Deum laudare. Similem habet intellectum illud Isaiae capite primo: Quiescite agere perverse, discite benefacere. Et capite secundo: Quiescite ab homine, cuius spiritus in naribus eius est, hoc est desistite eum offendere. Et in libro Iosue capite quinto pro eo quod Latine legimus, Defecit manna, postquam comederunt de frugibus terrae, Hebraice est, Quievit manna. Et in libro Ecclesiastici capite decimooctavo: Cum consummaverit homo, tunc incipiet, et cum quieverit, operabitur. Sic hoc loco, sumi nomen quietis declarat Moses mox subiungens, Deum benedixisse diei septimo, quod in ipso cessaverat ab omni opere quod creaverat.
...And they had no rest, says John, day and night saying, Holy, Holy, Holy, Lord God Almighty—meaning that they never ceased or left off saying those words; for otherwise the greatest and only rest of the blessed is to praise God perpetually. A similar sense has that passage of Isaiah, chapter one: Cease to do perversely, learn to do well. And in chapter two: Cease from the man whose breath is in his nostrils—that is, leave off offending him. And in the book of Joshua, chapter five, for what we read in Latin, The manna failed after they had eaten of the fruits of the land, the Hebrew has, The manna rested. And in the book of Ecclesiasticus, chapter eighteen: When a man hath finished, then shall he begin; and when he hath rested, he shall work. So in this place, that the word 'rest' is taken [in this sense] Moses declares, immediately adding that God blessed the seventh day because on it he had ceased from all the work which he had created.44



Aristobulus, ut libri decimitertii de Praeparatione Evangelica capite sexto refert Eusebius, prodidit, propterea dictum esse septimo die quievisse Deum, quod conditis a se rebus, quietem indidit, hoc est, stabilitatem, permanentiam, perpetuitatem, ordinemque ratum, fixum et immutabilem: vel quod quaecumque facere decreverat, prorsus ita ut destinaverat perfecta fuerint. Sicut dixit David, Omnia quaecumque voluit Dominus, fecit in Caelo, et in terra, in mari, et in omnibus abyssis: et alio loco, Magna opera Domini, exquisita in omnes voluntates eius. Ne quisquam vero suspicaretur ita cessasse Deum ab operando, ut nihil amplius in posterum operaretur, signate dixit Moses, cessasse illum ab omni opere quod patraverat, hoc est, a fabrica et molitione mundi, quam sex diebus absoluit, ut nihil quod ad integritatem et ornatum mundi pertineret, ultra sex illos dies factum sit. Hoc autem propterea Moses addidit, ut manifestum esset cuivis, fabricam mundi sex illis diebus fuisse omnino completam: alioqui Deus non amovisset manum ab opere, quoad ei quasi fastigium imposuisset: non enim decebat tantum opus inchoatum et imperfectum dimittere.
Aristobulus, as Eusebius reports in the thirteenth book of the Preparation for the Gospel, chapter six, handed down that God is said to have rested on the seventh day because, the things being founded by him, he implanted rest in them—that is, stability, permanence, perpetuity, and a settled, fixed, and immutable order; or because whatever he had decreed to make was wholly perfected just as he had purposed. As David said, All things whatsoever the Lord pleased he hath done, in heaven, in earth, in the sea, and in all the deeps; and in another place, Great are the works of the Lord, sought out according to all his wills. But lest anyone should suspect that God so ceased from working that he would work nothing more thereafter, Moses said expressly that he ceased from all the work which he had done—that is, from the fabric and contriving of the world, which he finished in six days—so that nothing pertaining to the completeness and adornment of the world was made beyond those six days. And Moses added this so that it might be manifest to anyone that the fabric of the world was entirely completed in those six days; otherwise God would not have removed his hand from the work until he had, as it were, set the crown upon it: for it was not fitting to leave so great a work begun and imperfect.45



Ex his palam est, alienam esse huic loco quaestionem, illam quam Theologi quidam tractare solent, quomodo tradat Moses Deum septimo die requievisse ab omni opere, Cum Dominus noster dixerit Iudaeis, ut memorat Ioannes c. 5. Pater meus usque modo operatur, et ego operor? Quam quaestionem ita enodavit Augustinus libro 4. de Genesi ad litteram cap. 12.
From these things it is plain that the question which certain theologians are wont to treat is foreign to this place: namely, how Moses hands down that God rested on the seventh day from all work, when our Lord said to the Jews, as John records in chapter 5, My Father worketh until now, and I work? Which question Augustine thus unraveled in the fourth book On Genesis according to the Letter, chapter 12.46



Potest, inquit, intelligi, Deum requievisse a condendis generibus creaturae, quia ultra iam non condidit aliqua genera nova: deinceps autem usque nunc et ultra operatur eorumdem generum administrationem, quae tunc instituta sunt: non enim die septimo potentia eius a Caeli et terrae omniumque rerum quas condiderat gubernatione cessavit, alioquin continuo dilaberentur. Creatoris namque potentia, et omnipotentis atque omnitenentis virtus, causa subsistendi est omni creaturae. Qua virtus ab eis quae creata sunt regendis, si aliquando cessaret, simul et illorum cessaret species, omnisque natura concideret. Neque enim, sicut structura aedium, cum fabricaverit quis, et...
“It can be understood,” he says, “that God rested from founding the kinds of creatures, because he founded no new kinds beyond [the six days]; but thenceforth, even until now and beyond, he works the administration of those same kinds which were then established. For on the seventh day his power did not cease from the governance of the heaven and the earth and all the things he had founded—otherwise they would at once dissolve. For the power of the Creator, and the might of him who is omnipotent and holds all things, is the cause of subsisting to every creature; and if this might should ever cease from ruling the things that were created, at the same time their form would cease, and all nature would collapse. For it is not, as with the structure of a building—when one has built it, and...”47



...quis, et abscedit, atque illo cessante atque abscedente stat opus eius: ita mundus vel ictu oculi stare poterit, si ei Deus regimen sui subtraxerit. Proinde et quod Dominus ait, Pater meus usque nunc operatur: continuationem quandam operis eius, qua universam creaturam continet atque administrat, ostendit. Sic Augustinus quaestionem soluit.
“...one departs, and, he ceasing and departing, his work yet stands: so could the world stand even for the twinkling of an eye, if God should withdraw from it his rule. Accordingly, that the Lord says, My Father worketh until now, shows a certain continuation of his work, by which he holds together and administers the whole creation.” Thus Augustine resolved the question.48



Subtilius autem et distinctius eandem explicant alii Theologi. Aiunt Deum post sex illos primos dies, quibus mundus fabricatus et absolutus est, nihil fecisse omnino novum, et quod non in operibus illorum sex dierum aliquo modo contineretur, scilicet aut materialiter, ut Eva in costa Adae (siquidem putant quidam ut supra retuli, Euam die septimo esse creatam) aut causaliter et effective, sicut omnia individua cuiusque speciei in primis illis individuis, secundum quamlibet speciem in exordio mundi productis: aut potentialiter, velut animalia quae generantur ex commistione diversarum specierum, in illis speciebus unde generantur: aut virtualiter, ut ea quae fiunt ex putri materia; continebantur enim in virtutibus stellarum et elementorum aliorumque corporum, quibus eas virtutes Deus indidit, cum mundum est architectatus: aut secundum similitudinem speciei, quemadmodum omnes animae rationales deinceps creatae seu creandae, quodammodo erant in prima anima Adae, omnes namque sunt eiusdem speciei: gloria item beatorum hominum, praefulsit in gloria sanctorum Angelorum: et gloria humanorum corporum, futura post resurrectionem, quodammodo praeluxit in claritate et gloria Caeli empyrei. Haec isti docent, vere quidem et docte, quis negat? at, quantum ad hunc locum attinet, supervacanee nec satis apte. Non enim Moses ait, Deum septimo die requievisse ab omni opere simpliciter, sed cum hac adiunctione, Ab omni opere quod patraverat, videlicet sex primis diebus: ut sensus sit, Deum fabricam mundi absoluisse sex diebus: quapropter die septimo destitisse fabricare amplius mundum.
But other theologians explain the same more subtly and distinctly. They say that God, after those first six days in which the world was fabricated and finished, made nothing at all new, and nothing which was not in some way contained in the works of those six days: namely, either materially, as Eve in the rib of Adam (since some think, as I reported above, that Eve was created on the seventh day); or causally and effectively, as all the individuals of each species [were contained] in those first individuals produced according to each species at the beginning of the world; or potentially, as the animals generated from the mingling of diverse species [were contained] in those species from which they are generated; or virtually, as the things that come to be from putrid matter—for they were contained in the powers of the stars and the elements and other bodies, in which God implanted those powers when he framed the world; or according to a likeness of species, as all the rational souls thereafter created or to be created were in a certain way in the first soul of Adam, for all are of the same species; likewise the glory of the blessed men shone forth beforehand in the glory of the holy Angels; and the glory of human bodies, to come after the resurrection, in a certain way shone forth beforehand in the brightness and glory of the empyrean Heaven. These things they teach truly indeed and learnedly—who denies it? But, as far as this passage is concerned, superfluously and not aptly enough. For Moses does not say that God rested on the seventh day from all work simply, but with this addition, From all the work which he had done—namely in the first six days: so that the sense is, that God finished the fabric of the world in six days, and therefore on the seventh day ceased to fabricate the world any further.49



Verum de hac Dei quiete, multa pie eruditeque philosophantur Patres, Beatus Augustinus libro quarto de Genesi ad litteram, capite decimoquinto, et Beda in Hexameron, propterea, inquiunt, dictum esse Deum quievisse die septimo ab operibus suis, non autem in operibus suis: ut intelligeremus, Deum non esse adductum ad res creandas, ulla necessitate vel indigentia, sed sua duntaxat bonitate ac munificentia, scilicet ut bona sua etiam cum aliis communicaret. Non igitur requievit in opere suo, ex illo utilitatem ullam aut voluptatem capiens, sed requievit ab opere, hoc est, perfecto opere requievit, nempe in seipso, sicut ante creationem mundi, et ex omni aeternitate in seipso requiescebat, se solo fruens et se solo contentus ac beatus. Sic habent supradicto loco Augustini verba:
But concerning this rest of God the Fathers philosophize much, piously and learnedly: Blessed Augustine, in the fourth book On Genesis according to the Letter, chapter fifteen, and Bede in the Hexameron, say that it was said God rested on the seventh day 'from' his works, but not 'in' his works—so that we might understand that God was not led to create things by any necessity or need, but only by his own goodness and munificence, namely that he might communicate his goods to others also. He did not therefore rest in his work, taking from it any benefit or pleasure, but rested from his work—that is, the work being perfected, he rested, namely in himself; as before the creation of the world, and from all eternity, he rested in himself, enjoying himself alone, and content and blessed in himself alone. Thus stand Augustine's words in the aforesaid place:50



“For surely, because it is a fault and an infirmity of the soul to be so delighted in its own works that...”51
Nimirum ergo quia vitium est et infirmitas animae, ita suis operibus delectari, ut...



...ut potius in ipsis quam in se requiescat ab eis: cum proculdubio melius aliquid in illa sit, quo ea facta sunt, quam quae facta sunt. Insinuatur nobis per hanc Scripturam qua dicitur requievisse Deus ab omnibus operibus suis quae fecit, nullo opere suo sic delectatus, quasi faciendi eius eguerit, vel minor futurus nisi fecisset, vel beatior cum fecisset. Quia enim ex illo ita est quiquid ex illo est, ut ei debeat quod est, ipse autem nulli quod ex ipso est, debeat quod beatus est, se rebus quas fecit diligendo praeposuit: non sanctificans diem quo ea facienda inchoavit, nec illum quo ea perfecit, ne illis vel faciendis vel factis auctum eius gaudium videretur, sed eum quo ab ipsis in seipso requievit. Et ipse quidem nunquam ista requie caruit, sed nobis eam per diem septimum ostendit: hinc etiam significans non percipi requiem suam nisi a perfectis, cum ad eam imitandam non deputavit diem nisi qui perfectionem rerum omnium sequebatur. Haec Augustinus.
“...that it rather rests in them than from them in itself—whereas without doubt there is something better in [the soul], by which they were made, than the things that were made. It is intimated to us by this Scripture, in which God is said to have rested from all his works which he made, that he was delighted by no work of his as though he had needed the making of it, or would be less if he had not made it, or more blessed when he had made it. For since whatever is from him is so from him that it owes to him that it is, while he himself owes to no one [the fact] that he is blessed, he set himself, by loving, before the things he made: not sanctifying the day on which he began them to be made, nor the day on which he perfected them, lest his joy should seem to be increased by their being made or having been made, but the day on which he rested from them in himself. And he himself indeed never lacked this rest, but he showed it to us through the seventh day: thereby also signifying that his rest is not perceived save by the perfect, since, for its imitation, he appointed no day but the one which followed the perfection of all things.” Thus Augustine.52



Alii tradunt quietem hanc Dei in septimo die post effectionem mundi, fuisse figuram quietis Christi in sepulchro, die sabbathi, postquam die sexto opus nostrae redemptionis per passionem et mortem suam consummasset. Nos quoque post laborem sex dierum praesentis vitae requiescemus septimo die in altera vita, sicut ait Ioannes in Apocalypsi capite decimoquarto, A modo iam dicit Spiritus, ut requiescant a laboribus suis. Nobis quoque non est feriandum ab opere et labore tota hac vita, quoad perveniamus ad Sabbathum, nec opera nostra completa erunt, aut gratia consummata, quoad illuc fuerit perventum. Vetabat Deus olim die Sabbathi, ignem accendi in domibus Iudaeorum ad parandum cibum, quinetiam colligi manna eo die prohibebat: illud, necessitates praesentis vitae, hoc laboriosam et solicitam divinae gratiae acquisitionem adumbrat: quorum neutrum opus erit in altera vita. Verum de caelesti sabbathismo sanctorum, multa Paulus in Epistola ad Hebraeos divine disputat.
Others hand down that this rest of God on the seventh day after the making of the world was a figure of the rest of Christ in the sepulchre, on the Sabbath day, after on the sixth day he had consummated the work of our redemption by his passion and death. We too, after the labor of the six days of the present life, shall rest on the seventh day in the other life, as John says in the Apocalypse, chapter fourteen: From henceforth now, saith the Spirit, that they may rest from their labors. Nor are we to keep holiday from work and labor in all this life, until we come to the Sabbath; nor will our works be complete, or grace consummated, until it be reached. God of old forbade fire to be kindled on the Sabbath day in the houses of the Jews for preparing food, and likewise forbade the gathering of manna on that day: the former adumbrates the necessities of the present life, the latter the laborious and anxious acquisition of divine grace—neither of which will be a work in the other life. But concerning the heavenly sabbatism of the saints, Paul disputes much and divinely in the Epistle to the Hebrews.53



And God blessed the seventh day, and sanctified it: because in it he had ceased from all his work which God created and made. — Chapter 2, Verse 3.54
Et benedixit Deus diei septimo, et sanctificavit illum: quia in ipso cessaverat ab omni opere suo quod creavit Deus ut faceret. — Cap. 2, Vers. 3.



Quilibet priorum sex dierum, habuit opus aliquod a Deo factum, quare ne ob id septimus dies existimaretur ociosus et ignobilis, singularem illi Deus benedictionem impertivit: videlicet ut ostenderet diem hunc Indicem esse perfectionis et absolutionis Universi. Voluit autem Deus hoc die desistere et vacare ab operando, quo indicaret omnia quae ad perficiendum mundi opificium pertinebant, sex superioribus diebus esse...
Each of the prior six days had some work made by God; wherefore, lest on that account the seventh day should be thought idle and ignoble, God bestowed on it a singular blessing—namely to show that this day is the Index of the perfection and completion of the Universe. And God willed on this day to cease and rest from working, that he might indicate that all the things pertaining to the perfecting of the world's fabric were, in the six preceding days...55



...facta et completa: et quia opus perficere et absolvere, melius ac nobilius est quam inchoare et facere, propterea maiori honore diem septimum quam superiores sex dies dignatus est Deus, atque ad hunc modum supradicta Mosis verba, Theodoretus quaestione vicesimaprima in Genesim interpretatur. Quoniam autem Deum benedicere alicui, non aliud est quam benefacere, et quidem large et abundanter: Deum benedixisse diei septimo arguit diem hunc multis et egregiis Dei beneficiis, et praeclarissimis factis esse honestatum atque decoratum.
...made and completed; and because to perfect and complete a work is better and nobler than to begin and make it, therefore God deemed the seventh day worthy of greater honor than the preceding six days; and in this manner Theodoret interprets the aforesaid words of Moses, in the twenty-first question on Genesis. And since for God to bless someone is nothing other than to do good, and that largely and abundantly, that God blessed the seventh day shows that this day was honored and adorned by many and excellent benefits of God, and by most illustrious deeds.56



Certe diem hunc septimum exemit Deus ab omni labore et servili opere, ita ut ceteri dies in operando et laborando consumerentur, hic autem dies esset vacationis et requietis. Hunc diem applicuit Deus ad cultum suum, ut in hoc nimirum homines a laboribus et curis terrenis feriati, meditationi rerum divinarum, sacrarumque rerum tractationi, vacuo et libero animo studere et vacare possent. Hoc die per omnes Synagogas exponebatur lex Mosis, et verbum Dei explicabatur, ut traditur in Actis Apostolorum, capite decimoquinto: Ab hoc die ceteri omnes hebdomadae dies numerabantur et nominabantur; apud Iudaeos enim, prima Sabbathi dicebatur dies Dominicus, secunda Sabbathi dies Lunae, tertia Sabbathi dies Martis, et itidem deinceps. Erat dies hic optatissimus servis, ancillis, mercenariis, et aliis qui laborando et serviendo duriter vitam agebant: in eo namque requies ab omni labore dabatur omnibus.
Certainly God exempted this seventh day from all labor and servile work, so that the other days were spent in working and laboring, but this day was one of leisure and rest. This day God applied to his own worship, that on it, namely, men, keeping holiday from earthly labors and cares, might be able to study and devote themselves, with an empty and free mind, to the meditation of divine things and the handling of sacred matters. On this day, throughout all the Synagogues, the law of Moses was expounded, and the word of God explained, as is related in the Acts of the Apostles, chapter fifteen. From this day all the other days of the week were numbered and named; for among the Jews, the first of the Sabbath was called the Lord's day, the second of the Sabbath the day of the Moon, the third of the Sabbath the day of Mars, and so on in like manner. This day was most desired by male and female servants, hired laborers, and others who passed a hard life in laboring and serving; for on it rest from all labor was given to all.57



Ad huius diei similitudinem quilibet septimus annus erat annus quietis terrae: et transactis septem hebdomadibus annorum, ultimus septimae hebdomadis annus, initium dabat Iubilaeo, quo nihil erat apud Iudaeos optatius, latius, et dulcius. Danieli quoque per septuaginta annorum septimanas, tempus Messiae adventus definitum fuit. Denique multis ac praeclaris rebus, in Scriptura septenarium numerum consecratum et nobilitatum reperimus: de cuius numeri virtutibus et laudibus, cum alii copiose disseruerunt, tum multa subtiliter et accurate in libro de mundi opificio tradit Philo: lege item quae de eo scripsit Eusebius, libro decimotertio, de Praeparatione Evangelica, capite septimo, et ante eum, Clemens Alexandrinus, libro sexto Stromatum. Beda in Hexameron, et ante Bedam Augustinus libro primo de Genesi contra Manichaeos, capite decimotertio, sex dies quibus mundus est conditus, adaptant ad sex mundi aetates, convenientiam quae est inter quemlibet illorum dierum et quamcunque aetatem mundi, nec inepte nec inscite declarantes.
After the likeness of this day, every seventh year was a year of rest for the land; and when seven weeks of years had passed, the last year of the seventh week gave the beginning to the Jubilee, than which nothing among the Jews was more desired, more joyful, and more sweet. To Daniel too, by the seventy weeks of years, the time of the Messiah's coming was determined. Finally, by many illustrious things in Scripture we find the number seven consecrated and ennobled; of which number's virtues and praises, while others have discoursed copiously, Philo too hands down many things subtly and accurately in the book On the Making of the World. Read likewise what Eusebius wrote of it in the thirteenth book of the Preparation for the Gospel, chapter seven, and before him Clement of Alexandria in the sixth book of the Stromata. Bede in the Hexameron, and before Bede Augustine in the first book On Genesis against the Manichees, chapter thirteen, adapt the six days in which the world was founded to the six ages of the world, declaring, neither ineptly nor unskilfully, the agreement that exists between each of those days and each age of the world.58



Sed qua ratione Deus sanctificavit diem Sabbathi? In divina Scriptura, sanctificare idem significat quod separare a pollutione, immunditia, et profano usu, et ad Dei cultum applicare: sic sanctificabantur primogenita, vasa templi, vestes sacerdotales, ipsique Levitae. Sanctificavit igitur diem Sabbathi, quia cum reliquos...
But in what way did God sanctify the Sabbath day? In divine Scripture, to sanctify means the same as to separate from pollution, uncleanness, and profane use, and to apply to the worship of God: thus were sanctified the firstborn, the vessels of the temple, the priestly vestments, and the Levites themselves. He sanctified, therefore, the Sabbath day, because, while the remaining [days]...59



...liquos dies destinasset labori, hunc assignavit otio et quieti, suoque cultui addixit: itaque aliis diebus, quodlibet opus facere, et quantumlibet, et quomodolibet laborare et operari licebat, tanquam dies illi essent profani et ignobiles: septimo autem die ut sacro, religioso, venerabili, rerumque divinarum tractationi dicato, non opus servile facere, non civilia negocia expedire, non durum aut gravem laborem suscipere licebat.
...had destined the remaining days to labor, he assigned this one to leisure and rest, and consecrated it to his own worship: and so on the other days it was permitted to do any work whatever, and to labor and toil as much and in whatever manner one would, as though those days were profane and ignoble; but on the seventh day, as on a day sacred, religious, venerable, and dedicated to the handling of divine things, it was not permitted to do servile work, nor to dispatch civil business, nor to undertake hard or heavy labor.60



Sed quaestio est, an ex his verbis Mosis intelligendum sit, Deum iam tunc in exordio mundi observationem Sabbathi praecepisse, qualem videlicet post multa saecula sanxit lex Mosaica. Catharinus hoc ait, idque argumentatur ex hoc loco, neque enim aliud esse Sabbathum sanctificare, quam ab omni labore, et servili opere, diem illum vacuum facere, et cultui divino consecrare: eodem enim modo postea per legem Mosis diem Sabbathi sanctificatum esse legimus. Tostatus autem hoc negat, nam quae hic traduntur de sanctificatione Sabbathi, dicta esse putat per anticipationem: nec referenda ad primum illum mundi nascentis Sabbathum, aut ad primaevos homines, sed ad statum et tempus legis Mosaicae: quo nimirum tempore hunc librum Moses Iudaeis scripsit. Non fuisse autem in exordio mundi indictam observationem Sabbathi, multa probant argumenta. Principio in statu innocentiae supervacaneum fuisset praescribere homini unum aliquem diem ad vacandum Deo et rebus divinis: tunc enim nihil futurum erat quod hominem avocaret a contemplatione et cultu Dei: quin ad hoc sponte sua propensissimus fuisset homo, nec septimo duntaxat die, sed quotidie, et quidem non semel sese ad meditandas, tractandasque res divinas dedidisset. Deinde praeceptum de vacando a labore et opere servili supervacuum fuisset in statu illo hominis foelicissimo, in quo nihil erat quod homini laborem, molestiam aut poenam aliquam afferret. Postea si tum datum esset praeceptum observandi Sabbathum, profecto cunctos mortales obstrinxisset: datum enim esset primo homini, et in eo omnibus eius posteris: constat autem nunquam fuisse apud Gentiles in more et instituto observationem Sabbathi: nec legimus sanctos Patriarchas diem Sabbathi observasse. Et vero, si ab Adamo usque perpetua fuisset huius praecepti traditio, et saltem apud pios viros observatio, cum Moses promulgando legem, praeceptum hoc indixit Iudaeis, haud dubie antiquitatem eius et religiosam observationem apud eorum maiores commemorasset, quo facilius Iudaeorum animos inclinaret ad hoc praeceptum prompte, studiose, sancteque custodiendum. Praeterea, tradunt fere Patres ac Theologi, Deum non aliud imposuisse Adae praeceptum omnino positivum, nisi illud de non edendo fructu arboris scientiae boni et mali. Adiice, Theologos docere, ante adventum Christi Gentiles per solam observationem praeceptorum moralium, et legis natura-...
But it is a question whether from these words of Moses it is to be understood that God, already then at the beginning of the world, commanded the observance of the Sabbath, such, namely, as the Mosaic law sanctioned many ages after. Catharinus says this, and argues it from this passage; for to sanctify the Sabbath is nothing other than to make that day free from all labor and servile work, and to consecrate it to divine worship—and in the same way we read that the Sabbath day was afterward sanctified by the law of Moses. But Tostatus denies this; for the things here related about the sanctification of the Sabbath he thinks were said by anticipation, and are not to be referred to that first Sabbath of the nascent world, or to the first men, but to the state and time of the Mosaic law, at which time, namely, Moses wrote this book for the Jews. And that the observance of the Sabbath was not enjoined at the beginning of the world, many arguments prove. First, in the state of innocence it would have been superfluous to prescribe to man some one day for devoting himself to God and divine things; for then there would have been nothing to call man away from the contemplation and worship of God—nay, to this man would have been most inclined of his own accord, and would have given himself to meditating and handling divine things not only on the seventh day, but daily, and indeed more than once. Then, the precept of resting from labor and servile work would have been superfluous in that most happy state of man, in which there was nothing to bring man any labor, trouble, or punishment. Again, if the precept of observing the Sabbath had then been given, it would surely have bound all mortals; for it would have been given to the first man, and in him to all his posterity; but it is established that the observance of the Sabbath was never in the custom and institution of the Gentiles, nor do we read that the holy Patriarchs observed the Sabbath day. And truly, if from Adam there had been a perpetual handing-down of this precept, and at least an observance among pious men, then, when Moses in promulgating the law enjoined this precept on the Jews, he would doubtless have recalled its antiquity and religious observance among their forefathers, that he might the more easily incline the minds of the Jews to keep this precept promptly, zealously, and devoutly. Besides, the Fathers and theologians generally hand down that God imposed on Adam no wholly positive precept except that of not eating the fruit of the tree of the knowledge of good and evil. Add that the theologians teach that, before the coming of Christ, the Gentiles could attain eternal salvation by the observance of the moral precepts and the law of nature alone...61



...naturalis, cum lumine aliquo Fidei divinae, et supernaturali auxilio Dei, potuisse aeternam salutem consequi: non igitur obligabat eos praeceptum Sabbathi: obligasset autem, si homini in exordio mundi fuisset impositum. Tostato suffragatur Beda: Nam sanctificationem Sabbathi, quae hic describitur, refert ad eam quae per legem Mosis postea tradita est Iudaeis. Ego quoque assentior Tostato potius quam Catharino: hanc enim sententiam, Eusebio in primo libro, Historiae Ecclesiasticae capite quarto, et Iustino in Dialogo, quem cum Tryphone habuit, necnon et Tertulliano atque Cypriano, in iis libris quos scripserunt adversus Iudaeos placuisse reperio.
...of nature, with some light of divine Faith and the supernatural help of God; therefore the precept of the Sabbath did not bind them—but it would have bound them, had it been imposed on man at the beginning of the world. Bede supports Tostatus; for the sanctification of the Sabbath which is here described he refers to that which was afterward handed down to the Jews through the law of Moses. I too assent to Tostatus rather than to Catharinus; for I find that this opinion was approved by Eusebius in the first book of the Ecclesiastical History, chapter four, and by Justin in the Dialogue which he held with Trypho, and also by Tertullian and Cyprian, in those books which they wrote against the Jews.62



Sed quid sibi vult Moses illis verbis, Quod creavit Deus ut faceret, seu, ut Hebraea sonant, Quod creaverat Deus ut faceret, quamquam Septuaginta Interpretes sic habent, Quae incepit Deus facere: quid inquam, est illud Creavit ut faceret? Rupertus libro secundo, de Trinitate et operibus eius, capite decimooctavo ad hunc modum interpretatur. Creavit Deus prius in Verbo aeterno, quod posterius fecit in opere externo. Creavit Deus aeternaliter in sua essentia, quae temporaliter creavit in propria quaque natura, secundum illud quod est in libro Ecclesiastici capite decimo octavo, Qui vivit in aeternum, creavit omnia simul. Sed dictum hoc Ruperti non impune praeteriret Theologorum censuram. Res enim prout sunt in Deo, non fiunt vel creantur a Deo, sed sunt coaeternae Deo, quinimo reipsa prorsus idem sunt quod Deus: Neque enim, ut exempli causa hoc dicam, hominis ideam, quae est in Deo, creavit Deus, non sane magis quam suammet essentiam.
But what does Moses mean by those words, Which God created that he might make—or, as the Hebrew sounds, Which God had created that he might make—although the Seventy Translators have it thus, Which God began to make? What, I say, is that 'He created that he might make'? Rupert, in the second book On the Trinity and his Works, chapter eighteen, interprets it in this manner: God created beforehand in the eternal Word what he afterward made in the external work. God created eternally in his own essence the things which he created temporally in their own several natures, according to that which is in the book of Ecclesiasticus, chapter eighteen: He that liveth for ever created all things together. But this saying of Rupert would not escape the censure of the theologians with impunity. For things, as they are in God, are not made or created by God, but are coeternal with God; nay, in very fact they are wholly the same as God. For, to say this by way of example, God did not create the idea of man which is in God—no more, indeed, than his own very essence.63



Catharinus triplicem distinguit operationem Dei generalem atque principalem: prima est creatio, qua res quae nihil erant, primum incipiunt esse: altera est restauratio principalis creaturae huius mundi, hoc est, hominis: tertia erit et hominis et mundi renovatio et glorificatio, quoniam igitur creatio terminata est ad effectionem mundi: ideo dixit Moses quod creavit Deus ut faceret, Hebraice ad verbum sic est, Quod creavit Deus producendo, seu ad producendum: quibus in verbis quidam Hebraice scientes nolunt latere ullum mysterium, sed esse purum Hebraismum, sicut alias dicit Scriptura, Iurando iuravit, percutiendo percussit, ita faciendo fecit. Alii sic interpretantur, Creavit ut faceret: quia non solum perfecit ut opus existeret quod erat, sed etiam indidit ei vim et potestatem faciendi aliud simile sui, et illud...
Catharinus distinguishes a threefold general and principal operation of God: the first is creation, by which the things that were nothing first begin to be; the second is the restoration of the principal creature of this world, that is, of man; the third will be the renewal and glorification both of man and of the world. Since therefore creation was terminated at the making of the world, Moses therefore said 'which God created that he might make'—in the Hebrew, word for word, it is thus, Which God created by producing, or unto producing; in which words certain men skilled in Hebrew hold that no mystery lies hidden, but that it is a pure Hebraism, as Scripture elsewhere says, By swearing he swore, by striking he struck, so by making he made. Others interpret 'He created that he might make' thus: because he not only brought it about that the work which existed should exist, but also implanted in it the force and power of making another like itself, and that one...64



...itidem aliud, et ita deinceps, quoad mundus perduraret, ne videlicet necesse esset semper Deum nova opera facere, et ex nihilo creare. Ergo et fecit res, et fecit ut illae alias sui similes facere possent, eaque ratione et perpetuitati rerum, mundique diuturnitati consuluit, et res ipsas hac dignitate nobilitavit, ut non solum essent, sed etiam alias res facerent. Atque his verbis, inquit Caietanus, denotatur finis cuiusque rei creatae, qui non est rem esse, sed est propria et perfecta eius operatio: nam ut ait Aristoteles libro secundo de Caelo textu 17. Cuiuscumque rei est aliquod opus, ea res est gratia illius operis. Sic Paulus ad Ephesios 2. de Christianis et sanctis loquens: Ipsius, inquit, sumus factura, creati in Christo Iesu, in operibus bonis quae praeparavit Deus, ut in illis ambulemus. Nec desunt non pessimi auctores, qui illud Vt faceret, accipiunt pro eo quod est, ut disponeret et ad certum usum et finem destinaret, quasi eo verbo declaretur, res omnes Deum non modo creasse et absoluisse, sed suum cuique finem praestituisse, et suis quasque res usibus destinasse: aiunt enim verbum Hebraeum, quod Latinus Interpres vertit, Vt faceret, proprie significare ordinationem, dispositionem, et ad aliquid certum destinationem et adaptationem.
...likewise another, and so on, as long as the world should last—lest, namely, it should be necessary for God always to make new works, and to create out of nothing. Therefore he both made things, and made them so that they could make others like themselves; and by this reasoning he both provided for the perpetuity of things and the long-lasting of the world, and ennobled the things themselves with this dignity, that they should not only be, but also make other things. And by these words, says Cajetan, is denoted the end of each created thing, which is not for the thing to be, but is its proper and perfect operation: for, as Aristotle says in the second book On the Heavens, text 17, Of whatever thing there is some work, that thing is for the sake of that work. So Paul, to the Ephesians 2, speaking of Christians and saints: We are, he says, his workmanship, created in Christ Jesus in good works, which God hath prepared that we should walk in them. Nor are there lacking authors—and not the worst—who take that 'that he might make' for 'that he might dispose and destine [each thing] to a fixed use and end,' as though by that word it were declared that God not only created and completed all things, but appointed to each its own end, and destined each thing to its own uses; for they say that the Hebrew word, which the Latin Translator rendered 'that he might make,' properly signifies ordination, disposition, and the destining and adapting [of a thing] to something fixed.65



Non faciam longius: illud tantum velut clausulam adiiciam: In hoc die septimo apparuisse integritatem, absolutionem, et consummationem, tam praeclari et admirandi operis a Deo perfecti: tunc simillimum vero est, omnes spiritus caelestes unanimi sensu, pari iubilo et concordi voce, laudasse Deum tantorum operum architectum et molitorem, secundum illud quod scriptum est apud Iob capite 38. Ubi eras, cum me laudarent astra matutina, et iubilarent omnes filii Dei, vel sicut eo loci habent Septuaginta Interpretes, Cum me magna voce laudarent omnes Angeli mei. Huius diei septimi singularem quandam excellentiam, praecipuamque religionem et sanctificationem, quasi per nubem vidisse Gentilium priscos illos Theologos, Linum, Homerum et Hesiodum, productis in medium eorum versibus in lib. 13. de Praeparatione Evangelica cap. 7. confirmat Eusebius.
I shall not go on at length; only this I shall add, as it were a closing clause: that on this seventh day appeared the completeness, finishing, and consummation of so illustrious and wondrous a work perfected by God. Then it is most like the truth that all the heavenly spirits, with one mind, with equal jubilation and harmonious voice, praised God, the architect and contriver of such great works—according to that which is written in Job, chapter 38: Where wast thou, when the morning stars praised me, and all the sons of God shouted for joy?—or, as the Seventy Translators have it in that place, When all my Angels praised me with a loud voice. That those ancient theologians of the Gentiles—Linus, Homer, and Hesiod—saw, as it were through a cloud, a certain singular excellence and especial religion and sanctification of this seventh day, Eusebius confirms in the thirteenth book of the Preparation for the Gospel, chapter 7, bringing forward their verses.66



In the day that the Lord God made every herb of the field before it sprang up: for the Lord God had not rained upon the earth, and there was no man to till the earth; but a spring rose out of the earth, watering all the surface of the earth. — Chapter 2, Verses 4, 5, and 6.67
In die quo fecit Dominus Deus omnem herbam regionis priusquam germinaret: non enim pluerat Dominus Deus super terram, et homo non erat qui operaretur eam, sed fons ascendebat e terra irrigans universam superficiem terrae. — Cap. 2, Vers. 4, 5, et 6.



Primis verbis docet Moses hoc loco, generationem plantarum quam supra tertio die factam commemoraverat, fuisse primam ante quam nulla unquam fuerat, eamque esse a Deo proxime factam immensa eius potentia, non autem vi ac potestate naturae: cuius rei illud ponit argumentum quod generatio illa plantarum facta est, ante generationem pluviae et effectionem hominis: natura vero sine imbribus, hominisque cultura, praestatiores plantas non procreat, nec ad perfectionem adducit. Illud igitur, Fecit Dominus Deus herbam regionis priusquam germinaret, significat, illam Dei procreationem plantarum fuisse primam omnium, non vi naturae, sed potentia Dei per-...
By the first words Moses here teaches that the generation of plants, which above he had recorded as made on the third day, was the first, before which there had never been any, and that it was made immediately by God by his immense power, and not by the force and power of nature; of which he sets down this argument: that that generation of plants was made before the generation of rain and the making of man; but nature, without showers and the tillage of man, does not procreate the better plants, nor bring them to perfection. That phrase, therefore, The Lord God made the herb of the field before it sprang up, signifies that that procreation of plants by God was the first of all, perfected not by the force of nature, but by the power of God...68



...fectam. Illorum autem verborum, Fons ascendebat e terra, irrigans universam superficiem terrae, quoniam Latinus et Graecus Interpres vocabulum Hebraeum Ed, exposuerunt vocabulo fontis, perobscura est sententia: quis enim fuerit fons ille universam irrigans terram difficilem habet explicatum. Augustinus exponit hoc dupliciter: Vel enim, inquit, fons dictus est pro fontes, singulari videlicet posito pro plurali, sicut fit in divina Scriptura frequenter, et significatur in exordio mundi aliquandiu, id est, ante generationem pluviae, terram aquis fontium esse irrigatam: vel si unus fuit fons, qui omnia terrae sata irrigabat, intelligendum est eum, statis temporum intervallis excrescentem et exundantem omnes terrae partes quae propter plantas aquis indigebant, irrigare consuevisse: Similiter ut Nilus altissime latissimeque supereffluens, omnem irrigat et foecundat Aegyptum, alternis quoque Oceani aestibus, littora quibusdam locis amplissime operiri fluctibus, eademque vicissim nudari notissimum est, quinetiam perhibent miram quorumdam fontium vicissitudinem, certo annorum intervallo eatenus inundantium, ut totam regionem adiacentem rigent, cum alio tempore vix ad potandum sufficientem ex altis puteis aquam praebeant. Sic Augustinus, libro quinto de Genesi ad litteram capite nono et decimo. Augustinum autem fere sequuntur Latini huius libri Interpretes: et ante Augustinum Philo similiter hunc locum interpretatus est.
...by God's power. But as for those words, A spring rose out of the earth, watering all the surface of the earth—since the Latin and the Greek translator rendered the Hebrew word 'Ed' by the word 'spring' (fons)—the sense is very obscure: for who that spring was that watered the whole earth is hard to explain. Augustine expounds this in two ways: Either, he says, 'spring' is put for 'springs,' the singular, namely, being set for the plural, as is frequently done in divine Scripture, and it is signified that at the beginning of the world for some time—that is, before the generation of rain—the earth was watered by the waters of springs; or, if there was one spring which watered all the crops of the earth, it must be understood that it was wont, swelling and overflowing at fixed intervals of time, to water all the parts of the earth which, for the sake of the plants, needed water; just as the Nile, overflowing most deeply and most widely, waters and makes fertile all Egypt. By the alternating tides of the Ocean too it is most well known that the shores in certain places are most amply covered by the waves and in turn laid bare; nay, they report a wonderful alternation of certain springs, which at a fixed interval of years flood so far as to water the whole adjacent region, while at another time they scarcely afford from deep wells water enough for drinking. Thus Augustine, in the fifth book On Genesis according to the Letter, chapters nine and ten. And the Latin interpreters of this book mostly follow Augustine; and before Augustine, Philo interpreted this passage similarly.69



Sed utramque Augustini responsionem doctorum hominum respuet fides. Neque enim fontium aqua ad omnes terrae plantas permanare, vel quantum opus esset, id est, nec plus nec magis quam cuiusque stirpis natura posceret, eas irrigare posset, sine industria et artificio hominis, qui, quocumque opus est, aquas terrestres derivare, et irrigationem arbitrio suo temperare ac modificare potest. Fuisse autem unum fontem qui omnes terrae stirpes et herbas suis aquis perfunderet plane excedit fidem: nam ut taceam immensam vim aquarum istius fontis esse debuisse, ut quaerere supersedeam, quid factum sit eo fonte, postquam terra imbribus perfundi et foecundari coepta est: illud urgeo, quemadmodum ab isto fonte tot tantaeque maris insulae irrigari potuerint, aut quomodo illius aquae celsissima montium iuga et cacumina viridantibus sylvis densissima, et variis plantarum generibus consita transcendere potuerint. Si dicant, infinita Dei potestate id esse factum, confugiantque ad miracula, satis indicabunt suae infirmitatem et improbabilitatem sententiae, quae nisi miraculorum adminiculis fulcrisque subnixa et sustentata, non possit consistere. In operibus enim Dei, praesertim quae ad mundi fabricam et absolutionem pertinent, explicandis, non est considerandum quid Deus immensa sua potentia facere potuerit, sed quid fecerit, aut quid facere eum maxime decuerit: nec quid omnipotentiae eius factu sit facile, sed quid conveniens sit naturis rerum et sapientiae Dei, qui mundum a se solo...
But the faith of learned men will reject both of Augustine's answers. For the water of springs could not flow through to all the plants of the earth, or water them as much as was needful—that is, neither more nor more abundantly than the nature of each plant required—without the industry and art of man, who can channel the earthly waters wherever there is need, and temper and modify the watering at his own discretion. And that there was one spring which flooded all the plants and herbs of the earth with its waters plainly exceeds belief; for, to say nothing of the immense force of waters which that spring must have had, and passing over the question what became of that spring after the earth began to be flooded and made fertile by rains, I press this: how could so many and so great islands of the sea have been watered by that spring? or how could its waters have crossed the loftiest ridges and peaks of the mountains, most densely [covered] with verdant forests and planted with various kinds of plants? If they say that this was done by the infinite power of God, and take refuge in miracles, they will sufficiently betray the weakness and improbability of their opinion, which, unless propped and sustained by the supports and props of miracles, could not stand. For in explaining the works of God, especially those which pertain to the fabric and completion of the world, one must consider not what God could do by his immense power, but what he did, or what it was most fitting for him to do; not what is easy for his omnipotence to do, but what is agreeable to the natures of things and to the wisdom of God, who [made] the world by himself alone...70



...se solo conditum, sicut ait Augustinus, deinceps agere naturales motus, suumque servare ordinem finit. Quo licet intelligere, sicut nunc generatio plantarum fit per causas naturales, ita quoque factam esse statim post illam primam, cum non sit opus miraculo illius fontis per omnem terram permanentis, et altissimos montes ad irrigandas quae in eis sunt stirpes conscendentis. Albinus inquit, terram quam dicit Moses irrigatam esse uno fonte, non omnem terrarum orbem esse intelligendum, sed terram duntaxat Paradisi, quam paulo post Moses ait irrigatam esse ab uno fluvio, qui extra Paradisum in quatuor flumina diducebatur. Verum nusquam ante hunc locum, Moses mentionem ullam fecit Paradisi, sed proxime post hunc locum, Paradisi historiam et narrationem orditur, cum autem praecise dicat omnem terram fuisse illo fonte irrigatam, extra sententia eius est, verba ipsius ad Paradisi terram restringere.
...[the world,] founded by himself alone, [God] lets henceforth carry on its natural motions and keep its own order, as Augustine says. Whereby it may be understood that, just as now the generation of plants comes about by natural causes, so too the [generation] right after that first one was made [naturally], since there is no need of a miracle of that spring spreading through all the earth and climbing the highest mountains to water the plants that are on them. Albinus (Alcuin) says that the earth which Moses says was watered by one spring is not to be understood as the whole world, but only the land of Paradise, which a little later Moses says was watered by one river, which outside Paradise was divided into four streams. But nowhere before this passage did Moses make any mention of Paradise; rather, immediately after this passage he begins the history and narrative of Paradise; and since he says precisely that all the earth was watered by that spring, it is outside his meaning to restrict his words to the land of Paradise.71



Glossa interlinearis negat ante diluvium ullas fuisse pluvias, sed terrestribus aquis toto eo tempore irrigatam esse terram. Atqui per totos mille sexcentos quinquaginta sex annos, ab exordio mundi ad diluvium usque transactos, nullam esse generatam pluviam, cum sit contra naturalem rerum cursum et ordinem, est omnino incredibile. Naturale enim est Soli, ex aquis et terra vapores extrahere et in mediam aeris regionem extollere: naturale est vapores illuc perlatos frigore loci in nubes cogi, et densari: naturale est ex densatis nubibus imbres gigni et in terras delabi: hic igitur tam naturalis ordo rerum, nisi Deo, summo quodam miraculo inhibente atque impediente, tamdiu intermitti et impediri non potuit.
The Interlinear Gloss denies that there were any rains before the flood, but [holds] that during all that time the earth was watered by earthly waters. But that through all the one thousand six hundred and fifty-six years that passed from the beginning of the world to the flood no rain was generated—since this is against the natural course and order of things—is altogether incredible. For it is natural to the Sun to draw vapors out of the waters and the earth and lift them into the middle region of the air; it is natural that vapors carried thither be compressed and condensed into clouds by the cold of the place; it is natural that from condensed clouds rains be generated and fall to the earth. This so natural order of things, therefore, could not be interrupted and impeded for so long, unless God by some supreme miracle were restraining and hindering it.72



Probabilior igitur loci huius interpretatio, ex propria notione vocabuli Hebraei eruenda est. Vocem אד Ed, Hebraei, et de Christianis, eius linguae scientissimi, affirmant significare vaporem, talem scilicet qualis est, quo vi Solis e terra in sublime attracto, pluvia generatur, cuius interpretationis affinis est ea quam secutus est Chaldaeus Paraphrastes, nubem interpretatus: nubes enim non aliud est quam vapor terrae vel aquae in sublimi coactus et densatus. Pro hac significatione est illud Eusebii fatentis, se audisse de quodam Hebraeo vocabulum Ed, non fontem, sed vaporem significare. Theodoretus quoque citat Aquilam interpretem, qui similiter eam vocem Hebraeam transtulerit, quam significationem ipse etiam sequens putat terram a principio non esse irrigatam imbribus, sed humore seu vapore qui post generalem illam aquarum a terra segregationem, tertio die factam, aliquandiu in ipsa remansit, et vicem pluviae ad eam perfundendam et foecundandam implevit. At enim vero, in istum vaporem seu humorem Theodoreti verba Mosis minime quadrant, ait enim vaporem ascendisse de terra et omnem superficiem eius irrigasse: verbum enim ascendendi et irrigandi, humori ex aquis in terra relicto, nequaquam congruit...
A more probable interpretation of this passage, therefore, is to be drawn from the proper meaning of the Hebrew word. The word אד (Ed), the Hebrews, and those Christians most skilled in that language, affirm to signify vapor—such, namely, as that by which, drawn up from the earth on high by the force of the Sun, rain is generated; to which interpretation is akin that which the Chaldee Paraphrast followed, interpreting it 'cloud'; for a cloud is nothing other than the vapor of earth or water, compressed and condensed on high. For this signification is that saying of Eusebius, confessing that he had heard from a certain Hebrew that the word 'Ed' signifies not a spring, but vapor. Theodoret too cites Aquila the translator, who similarly rendered that Hebrew word [as vapor]; which signification he himself also follows, holding that the earth at the beginning was not watered by rains, but by a moisture or vapor which, after that general separation of the waters from the earth made on the third day, remained for some time in it, and filled the office of rain for flooding and making it fertile. But in truth the words of Moses by no means fit that vapor or moisture of Theodoret; for he says that the vapor 'ascended from the earth' and 'watered all its surface': for the word of ascending and watering does not at all suit a moisture left from the waters in the earth...73



...congruit. Tostatus inquit, sed reclamantibus tamen Hebraeis, vocem Hebraicam Ed, esse ambiguam, et tam pro fonte quam pro vapore interdum poni et usurpari, quamquam si per ascensum vaporis e terra, intelligamus describi a Mose generationem pluviae, qua terra post primam illam plantarum procreationem perfundi et foecundari coepit ad generandas plantas; non erit alienum huic significationi vaporis vocabulum fontis a Graeco et Latino Interprete positum; perennis enim exhalatio vaporum ex terra in sublime, unde fit imbrium generatio, quasi fons quidam rite nominari potest. Aristoteles quidem certe primo libro Meteororum, summae tertiae, cap. 1. circularem et perennem quendam fluvium eam appellavit, cuius verba supra commemoravimus, cum de aquis super Caelos a Deo positis disputaremus.
...does not suit. Tostatus says—though with the Hebrews protesting—that the Hebrew word 'Ed' is ambiguous, and is sometimes put and used both for 'spring' and for 'vapor.' Yet if, by the ascent of vapor from the earth, we understand that Moses is describing the generation of rain, by which the earth, after that first procreation of plants, began to be flooded and made fertile for generating plants, then the word 'spring,' set down by the Greek and Latin Translator, will not be foreign to this signification of vapor; for the perennial exhalation of vapors from the earth on high, whence the generation of rains comes about, can rightly be named, as it were, a certain spring. Aristotle indeed, in the first book of the Meteorology, in the first chapter of the third part, called it a certain circular and perennial river, whose words we recalled above, when we disputed about the waters set by God above the heavens.74



Germana igitur huius loci explanatio et sententia ea videtur esse, primam quidem generationem plantarum a solo Deo immensa eius potentia, non autem per causas naturales esse factam, ceteras vero quae deinceps consecutae sunt stirpium generationes, factas esse modo et ratione naturali, videlicet per culturam hominis et vim pluviae, cuius materiam generationis, locum item finemque atque usum eius, his paucis verbis Moses aperuit: materiam, cum dixit Vapor: ex vaporibus enim gignitur pluvia: locum, cum inquit, Ascendebat e terra, ex vaporibus enim sublatis ex terra in superas aeris regiones pluviae generatio existit: finem autem et usum eius, cum adiicit, Et irrigabat universam superficiem terrae. Eiusdem pluviae generationem et usum, pulchre David exposuit Psalmo centesimo quadragesimosexto, pulcherrime autem Iob, capite trigesimosexto.
The genuine explanation and meaning of this passage, therefore, seems to be this: that the first generation of plants was made by God alone, by his immense power, and not by natural causes; but that the other generations of plants which followed thereafter were made in a natural manner and way, namely by the tillage of man and the force of rain—whose matter of generation, and likewise its place, end, and use, Moses disclosed in these few words. The matter, when he said 'vapor'—for rain is begotten from vapors; the place, when he says 'It ascended from the earth'—for from vapors raised from the earth into the upper regions of the air the generation of rain arises; and its end and use, when he adds, 'And it watered all the surface of the earth.' The generation and use of this same rain David beautifully set forth in Psalm one hundred forty-six, and most beautifully Job in the thirty-sixth chapter.75



Ille inquit: Qui operit Caelum nubibus, et parat terrae pluviam. Qui producit in montibus foenum, et herbam servituti hominum. Qui dat iumentis escam ipsorum, etc. Hic autem ait: Qui aufert stillas pluviae, et effundit imbres ad instar gurgitum, qui de nubibus fluunt, quae praetexunt cuncta desuper. Si voluerit extendere nubes quasi tentorium suum, et fulgurare lumine suo desuper, cardines quoque maris operiet. Per haec enim iudicat populos, et dat escas multis mortalibus.
He [David] says: Who covereth the heaven with clouds, and prepareth rain for the earth. Who maketh grass to grow on the mountains, and herb for the service of men. Who giveth to beasts their food, etc. And he [Job] says: Who taketh away the drops of rain, and poureth out showers like floods, which flow from the clouds that cover all things above. If he will spread out the clouds as his tent, and lighten with his light from above, he shall cover also the ends of the sea. For by these he judgeth peoples, and giveth food to many mortals.76



Translator’s notes
	Section heading: the moral/allegorical (tropological) exposition of the six days of creation, applied to the justification of the soul, following Hugh of St Victor. ↩
	The decorated initial begins 'Hac.' Following Hugh of St Victor, De sacramentis 1, pt. 1, ch. 13ff., the six days are read tropologically as the soul's justification: the dark formless world = man in sin; the adorned world = the justified soul. Day 1's light = the intellectual light of faith/illumination. Cites Isaiah 5:20. ↩
	Marginal reference: 'Matth. 6' (Matthew 6:22–23, the eye as the lamp of the body). The first-day light = right intention, which must precede every action; good action needs both a good intention and a good work in itself. ↩
	Day 2 = the perfecting of the affection. The waters divided by the firmament signify man's desire/love being separated: in the sinner all appetite clings to earthly things. Sentence continues onto p. 162 (catchword 'cupi[ditate]'). ↩
	Completes (from p. 161) the tropological reading of Day 2: the divided waters = the sinner's earthly vs. the just man's heavenly love; the firmament = enlightened reason / fear of God keeping them apart. Cites Galatians 5:17 and Romans 7:22–25. ↩
	Day 3: the gathered waters / dry land = concupiscence subdued, the soul partly above its first motions and bringing forth good works (Temperance, Fortitude). Cites Romans 6:12, Galatians 5:24, Romans 6:19. ↩
	Day 4: the stars set in heaven = the supernatural gifts adorning the mind and will. Sentence continues onto p. 163 (the Sun = charity). ↩
	Day 4 continued: Sun = charity, Moon = hope, Venus/Lucifer = faith; the four planets (Saturn, Jupiter, Mars, Mercury) = the four divinely-infused cardinal virtues (temperance, justice, fortitude, prudence); the fixed stars = God's countless gifts and inspirations. ↩
	Days 5–6: fish/birds/land-animals = the three grades of the just (worldly believers, spiritual-in-the-world, contemplatives whose 'conversation is in heaven,' cf. Phil 3:20); man last, made in God's image—the soul to be reformed to God's likeness. This closes the MORALIS EXPLANATIO. ↩
	The scripture lemma, Genesis 1:31. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'A twofold consideration of the things created by God.' The decorated initial begins 'Verba.' The two questions raised by Gen 1:31: why 'good' of each work, but 'very good' of the whole. Things may be considered singly, or as a whole (the universe / their use to man / as showing God's power, goodness, wisdom). ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'The twofold goodness of any thing.' The two goodnesses: substantial (fixed, like numbers—Aristotle) and accidental (variable), the latter threefold: (1) goodness of state (the perfect state shown by full growth and the power to generate one's like—Aristotle, Meteorologica 4); (2) goodness of properties. Sentence continues onto p. 165. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'How at the beginning of the world all things were created very good by God.' The third accidental goodness = perfect operation. By all three goodnesses, God made all things not merely good but best, in a perfect state. ↩
	Marginal glosses: 'That for many causes this whole universe of the world's things is wonderful'; and 'St. Thomas, first part, q. 50, art. 4.' The first ground of the universe's goodness: its immense variety—incorporeal (angels, each a distinct species per Aquinas, ST I q.50 a.4), incorruptible bodies (heavens, stars), corruptible bodies (inanimate, living, sentient), and the endless variety among men. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'The beauty and order of the world.' The second ground: the order and disposition of the world (without which mere size would be deformity). Aristotle, Metaphysics 12, located the supreme good of the universe in its order. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'That all things being in the world can be understood in five ways.' The third ground: the world's plenitude (whence 'Universe'). The four general grades of being: to be / to live / to sense / to understand. Sentence continues onto p. 166 (catchword 'sit'). ↩
	Completes (from p. 165) the 'five ways all things are in the world': new lowest species and successive individuals are not all present at once but unfold over time. The first three senses hold fully; the last two only successively. ↩
	The 4th–6th goods of the universe: the close connection of parts (no void, no break in the series of species); the sympathies and antipathies (Greek συμπαθείας/ἀντιπαθείας — magnet & iron, vine & cabbage, the remora stopping a ship); and beauty from proportion (like the human body). ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'The excellence of the divine government of the world, from what things it is clearly known.' The 7th good = the world's administration. Signs of it: God's care for the meanest things, and the unerring goal-directedness of senseless natures. Sentence continues onto p. 167. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'An excellent saying of Boethius.' The 'even-balance' of warring contraries, harmonized by God for the world's good; lead-in to the verses of Boethius, De consolatione philosophiae 4, meter 6. ↩
	Boethius, De consolatione philosophiae 4, meter 6 (lines 19–33): the harmonious tempering of the warring elements and the cycle of the seasons and of life and death. ↩
	The compensation of celestial vs. sublunary; the common good prevails over the particular (heavy things rise to prevent a void; weaker animals feed nobler ones; water yields its natural place for the sake of plants and animals). ↩
	Opening of the discussion of evils and how they serve the world's order; continues onto p. 168. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'On the three kinds of evils which are in the world and make for its perfection.' The first kind of evil: wholly natural defects and monsters, which set off by contrast the perfection of the celestial; corruptible things are needed for the world's completeness. ↩
	Marginal glosses: 'How God converts even the sins of men into good'; and 'In the Blessing of the Paschal Candle.' The second kind: human evils, split into penalty (good: satisfying justice, correcting men) and fault/sin (truly evil, yet ordered to good). Adam's sin → the Incarnation; the 'O felix culpa' (here ascribed to Gregory, but from the Easter Exsultet / Blessing of the Paschal Candle). ↩
	The third consideration: the inequality of human fortune (the good faring ill, the wicked well), which has offended or made doubters of many. Sentence continues onto p. 169 (it actually argues for, not against, God's good governance). ↩
	The inequality of fortune in fact argues for God's good government (so that virtue be gratuitous, not mercenary) and points to the soul's survival and an afterlife of reward and punishment. Cites Eusebius, Praeparatio evangelica 3 (from Philo); Augustine, De civitate Dei 1.8ff.; and Seneca, De providentia ('Why do evils happen to good men, if there is providence?'). ↩
	Lead-in to the quotation from Augustine, De civitate Dei 11.18. ↩
	Marginal references: 'Chapter 6' (2 Corinthians 6:7–8) and 'Ecclus. 33' (Ecclesiasticus 33:15). Quotation from Augustine, De civitate Dei 11.18: the order of the ages as a 'most beautiful poem' adorned by the antithesis of good and evil, illustrated from St. Paul and Ecclesiasticus. ↩
	Marginal glosses: 'The twofold end of the creation of the world'; and 'Rom. 1.' The twofold end of creation: God's glory and man's use. Cites Romans 1:20, Psalm 18(19):2 ('The heavens declare the glory of God'), and Wisdom 13:5. Sentence continues onto p. 170 (catchword 'quae'). ↩
	Completes (from p. 169) the twofold end of creation: God's goodness sustains creation (Hebrews 1:3) and orders all things to man's use (Cicero, De natura deorum 2, Balbus). The world's state mirrors man's twofold state (present corruption; future glory at the resurrection—Romans 8:19–21). ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Bernard hands down that three things are to be considered in the structure of this world: what it is, how it is, and why it was made.' God's miracles (beyond nature's order) show his immense power and the 'obediential potency' of all things to his will. Lead-in to Bernard, Sermon 3 for Pentecost. ↩
	Quotation from Bernard of Clairvaux, Sermon 3 for Pentecost: the three things to ponder in the world—its being (power), its mode (wisdom), its end (kindness/usefulness). Continues onto p. 171. ↩
	Conclusion (from p. 170) of the Bernard quotation: three classes of men—the carnal (who care only for the things made), the 'curious' philosophers (who study only how things are made), and the spiritual (who see the end, that all is for God's glory and his elect's good). ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Whether the world could have been made better by God than it is.' The second question (could the world be better made?). Cites Aquinas (the locus is in fact Summa Theologiae I, q. 25, a. 6; the printed 'q. 24 a. 4' is an error) and Bonaventure (Sentences 1, dist. 44). Four ways yes (quantity, plenitude, duration, accidental perfection); five ways no (substantial perfection, order...). Continues onto p. 172. ↩
	Completes (from p. 171) the five ways the world could NOT be better: substantial perfection, order, governance, proportion of parts, and (above all) in respect of its end. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Why God did not, before man was created, see all that he had made to be very good.' Why 'very good' is said after man: he is the world's last work, its end, the microcosm (the rational soul 'in a way all things,' Aristotle De anima 3), the bond of the Universe; and through Christ's humanity (the hypostatic union) all creatures are deified. ↩
	The scripture lemma, Genesis 2:2 (the seventh day and God's rest). ↩
	The textual divergence at Genesis 2:2: the Septuagint reads 'on the sixth day,' but the Hebrew (and the Targum and Vulgate) read 'on the seventh day.' Lead-in to Jerome, Liber de quaestionibus hebraicis in Genesim. ↩
	Quotation from Jerome, Liber de quaestionibus hebraicis in Genesim, on Genesis 2:2: the Hebrew 'seventh day' is turned against the Jews' boast of Sabbath rest—God himself 'worked' (completed his works) on the Sabbath. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Catharinus is refuted, saying that Eve was formed on the seventh day.' The 'sixth/seventh day' divergence is reconciled (sixth inclusively, seventh exclusively). Catharinus's view (Eve made on day 7) refuted by Gen 1:27 (man, male and female, made on day 6) and Exodus 20:11, 31:17. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Cajetan on Genesis.' Cajetan: 'completed' does not mean God did all he could (his power being infinite), but that he did what he had intended, as the work required. ↩
	God's 'rest' does not mean weariness, but cessation from acting; 'to rest' in Scripture = to cease. Cites Revelation 4 (the holy living creatures who 'rested not'); continues onto p. 174 (catchword 'Et re'). ↩
	Completes (from p. 173) the point that 'to rest' in Scripture means to cease. Cites Revelation 4:8 (the living creatures who 'had no rest'), Isaiah 1:16, 2:22, Joshua 5:12 (Hebrew 'the manna rested'), and Ecclesiasticus 18:6. Marginal gloss: 'What 'rest' or 'to rest' signifies in Scripture.' ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'A new interpretation of God's rest from his works, which, on the testimony of Eusebius, Aristobulus handed down'; and 'Psalm 134, Psalm 110.' Aristobulus (via Eusebius, Praep. ev. 13.6/12): God's 'rest' = the settled order he implanted. Cites Psalm 134(135):6 and 110(111):2. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'How Moses says God rested on the seventh day from working, when our Lord said, My Father worketh until now.' The apparent conflict between Genesis 2:2 and John 5:17, resolved by Augustine (De Genesi ad litteram 4.12), quoted next. ↩
	Quotation from Augustine, De Genesi ad litteram 4.12: God rested from founding new kinds, but never ceases from governing/sustaining creation (else it would dissolve). Continues onto p. 175. ↩
	Conclusion (from p. 174) of the Augustine quotation: unlike a builder, God cannot withdraw from the world for an instant; 'My Father worketh until now' (John 5:17) means his continuous sustaining of creation. ↩
	The other theologians' view: nothing made after the six days that was not already contained in them—materially (Eve in Adam), causally, potentially (hybrids), virtually (spontaneous generation in the stars'/elements' powers), or by likeness of species (souls in Adam's soul; the blessed's glory in the angels; risen bodies in the empyrean). Pererius: true but not apt here—'from all the work which he had done' simply means the six-day fabrication was finished. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'What kind God's rest was on the seventh day.' Augustine (De Gen. ad litt. 4.15) and Bede: God rested 'from' (not 'in') his works—he needed nothing from creation, but rests, blessed, in himself alone. Lead-in to the long Augustine quotation. ↩
	Opening of the long quotation from Augustine (De Genesi ad litteram 4) on God's rest; continues onto p. 176. ↩
	Conclusion (from p. 175) of the Augustine quotation (De Genesi ad litteram 4): God needs nothing from creation; he sanctified not the day of beginning or perfecting his works, but the seventh day, on which he 'rested in himself'—signifying that his rest is grasped only by the perfect. ↩
	God's seventh-day rest as a figure of Christ's rest in the tomb (after the sixth-day Passion) and of our future rest (Revelation 14:13). The Sabbath prohibitions of fire and manna-gathering figure present life's needs and the laborious acquisition of grace; Paul on the heavenly sabbatism (Hebrews 4). ↩
	The scripture lemma, Genesis 2:3 (God blesses and sanctifies the seventh day). ↩
	The decorated initial begins 'Quilibet.' The seventh day, though without a work, is blessed to mark it as the Index of the world's completion. Sentence continues onto p. 177. ↩
	Theodoret (Quaest. in Gen. 21): the seventh day honored more than the six, because to complete is nobler than to begin. To 'bless' = to do good abundantly. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'The dignity of the seventh day.' The Sabbath as a day of rest, worship, and the public exposition of the Law (Acts 15:21); the Jewish reckoning of the week from the Sabbath; the relief it gave to servants and laborers. ↩
	Marginal glosses: 'Levit. 25'; 'Numbers 36'; 'Daniel 9. The dignity of the number seven.' The sevens of Scripture: the sabbatical year and Jubilee (Lev 25), Daniel's 70 weeks (Dan 9), and the number seven (Philo, De opificio mundi; Eusebius, Praep. ev. 13.7; Clement, Stromata 6). The six days = the six ages of the world (Bede; Augustine, De Genesi contra Manichaeos 1.13). ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'What 'to sanctify' signifies in Scripture.' To sanctify = to separate from common use and dedicate to God's worship (the firstborn, temple vessels, priestly vestments, the Levites). Sentence continues onto p. 178 (catchword 'liquos'). ↩
	Completes (from p. 177) why God 'sanctified' the Sabbath: he set it apart from the working days and consecrated it to his worship and rest. ↩
	Marginal glosses: 'Whether from this time a law of observing the Sabbath was imposed on men by God'; and 'Catharinus on Genesis.' The question whether the Sabbath was commanded at creation: Catharinus says yes; Tostatus says no (the sanctification is told by anticipation, belonging to the Mosaic law). Pererius gives Tostatus's arguments. Sentence continues onto p. 179. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Bede in the Hexameron.' Bede and Pererius side with Tostatus (the Sabbath was first imposed by the Mosaic law). Cites Eusebius (Ecclesiastical History 1.4), Justin Martyr (Dialogue with Trypho), Tertullian, and Cyprian (Against the Jews). ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'A note on a certain saying of Rupert.' Rupert (De Trinitate 2.18): God 'created' first in the eternal Word what he afterward 'made' externally (citing Ecclus 18:1, 'He created all things together'). Pererius corrects him: the things as they are in God are not created but coeternal with—indeed identical to—God himself. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'The threefold general and principal operation of God, according to Catharinus.' Catharinus's three works: creation, restoration (man), renewal/glorification. The Hebrew 'created by producing' read either as a pure Hebraism (like 'by swearing he swore') or as God endowing things with the power to reproduce. Sentence continues onto p. 180. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Cajetan on Genesis.' The endowment of things with the power to reproduce (so God need not always create anew); Cajetan: the end of each thing is its proper operation (Aristotle, De caelo 2, text 17; Ephesians 2:10). Others read 'ut faceret' as God's destining each thing to its end and use. ↩
	Marginal glosses: 'A conjecture of the author not to be despised'; and 'That the ancient poets were not ignorant of the dignity of the Sabbath.' On the seventh day the angels praised God (Job 38:7); even the pagan poets (Linus, Homer, Hesiod) glimpsed the dignity of the seventh day (Eusebius, Praep. ev. 13.7). ↩
	The scripture lemma, Genesis 2:4–6 (the plants made before they sprouted; no rain, no man; the spring watering the earth). ↩
	Genesis 2:5: the plants were made by God's power, not nature's—shown by their being made before rain and before man's tillage (which nature requires to bring plants to perfection). Sentence continues onto p. 181. ↩
	Marginal glosses: 'A disputation: who that spring was that rose from the earth, by which Moses says all the earth was watered at the beginning of the world'; and 'Augustine's twofold exposition.' The Hebrew word 'Ed' (אד, 'mist') is rendered 'fons' (spring). Augustine (De Genesi ad litteram 5.9–10): either 'spring' = 'springs' (singular for plural), or one spring overflowing periodically like the Nile. Philo interpreted similarly. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Refutation of St. Augustine's opinion.' Pererius refutes both of Augustine's readings: springs cannot water all plants without human irrigation, and one spring could not reach islands or mountaintops; appealing to miracles betrays the opinion's weakness, since in the six-days' works one should ask what God did and what was fitting, not what his power could do. Sentence continues onto p. 182 (catchword 'se solo'). ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'A third exposition, that of Albinus (Alcuin).' Completes (from p. 181) Pererius's point that nature, not a miraculous spring, watered the plants. Alcuin's view (the watered earth = Paradise only) is rejected, since Moses speaks of 'all the earth.' ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'A wonderful saying of the Interlinear Gloss.' The Gloss's view (no rain before the flood) is rejected: 1,656 years without rain would require a continuous miracle against the natural cycle of vapor → cloud → rain. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'A fourth exposition, which the Author prefers above the rest.' The Hebrew אד (ed, 'mist/vapor') signifies vapor (whence rain), not a spring; the Targum read 'cloud,' Eusebius and Theodoret (citing Aquila) 'vapor.' But Theodoret's reading (a residual moisture) doesn't fit 'ascended... watered.' Sentence continues onto p. 183. ↩
	Completes the rejection of Theodoret. Tostatus: 'Ed' is ambiguous (spring or vapor); read as vapor (= rain-generation), 'spring' fits, since the perennial exhalation is like a spring. Aristotle (Meteorologica 1.9, 'a circular and perennial river'). ↩
	Pererius's own reading: the first plants by God's power alone, the rest by nature (man's tillage + rain). Genesis 2:6 ('vapor... ascended... watered') reveals rain's matter, place, and use. Lead-in to Psalm 146 and Job 36. ↩
	Two scriptural descriptions of rain's generation: Psalm 146 (147):8–9 (David) and Job 36:27–31 (Job). ↩




DISPUTATION: Whether the world was founded over the intervals of six days, or all at once in a single point of time?

LatineEnglish


DISPUTATION: Whether the world was founded over the intervals of six days, or all at once in a single point of time?1
DISPUTATIO: Utrum mundus per sex dierum intervalla, an simul totus uno temporis puncto sit conditus?



Sed absoluta divinorum operum (excepto homine de cuius creatione separatim libro quarto disputabimus) quae sex primis diebus effecta sunt, explanatione: restat ut duas perquam gratias ac nobiles disputationes pertractemus, alteram, an mundus per sex dierum intervalla sit factus, an uno temporis momento simul totus sit conditus: alteram...
But the explanation of the divine works (man excepted, of whose creation we shall dispute separately in the fourth book) which were effected in the first six days being now finished, it remains for us to treat two most pleasing and noble disputations: one, whether the world was made over the intervals of six days, or was founded all at once in a single moment of time; the other...2



...ram vero, cur de creatione Angelorum nullum hoc loco Moses verbum fecerit. Vetus et perquam gravis quaestio est apud Patres et doctos viros, an opificium mundi, universum simul, eodemque puncto temporis factum et consummatum fuerit, an vero paulatim et particulatim per sex dies, id quod narratio Mosis prae se fert, sit absolutum. Philo Iudaeus in lib. de Allegoriis legis Mosaicae, rusticanae inquit esse simplicitatis, existimare mundum decursu, ac mora sex dierum esse conditum: cum distinctio et successio dierum atque noctium, et ratio ipsius temporis constare nequeat, ante mundum conditum, sed motum Caeli maxime vero Solis et Lunae consequatur. Cum igitur Moses ait Deum sex diebus absoluisse mundi fabricam, non est id, auctore Philone, ad intervalla sex dierum referendum, sed intelligendum est, illo dierum numero, significari mundi perfectionem, quae per numeri senarii perfectionem designatur. Idem censet hoc loco Procopius Gazaeus: Mosen enim inquit, in describendo mundi opificium, sex dierum distinctione usum esse, docendi gratia ob tarditatem videlicet, ruditatemque Iudaeorum, quibus haec scribebat: qui quae Deus simul fecerat, ob tantam eorum multitudinem atque varietatem simul et indiscrete capere et comprehendere, ut erant angustissimis ingeniis, nequaquam potuissent. Accedit huic sententiae, Caietanus in Comment. super 1. cap. Geneseos, et distinctionem sex dierum, putat in id positam a Mose, quo facilius declararet naturalem rerum ordinem, consequentiam et dependentiam.
...the other, why Moses made no word in this place about the creation of the Angels. It is an old and very grave question among the Fathers and learned men, whether the fabric of the world, the whole at once and in the same point of time, was made and consummated, or whether it was finished gradually and part by part over six days, which the narrative of Moses presents on its face. Philo the Jew, in the book On the Allegories of the Mosaic Law, says that it is of rustic simplicity to think that the world was founded over the course and delay of six days, since the distinction and succession of days and nights, and the reckoning of time itself, cannot exist before the world was founded, but follow the motion of the Heaven, and most of all of the Sun and the Moon. When therefore Moses says that God finished the fabric of the world in six days, that—according to Philo—is not to be referred to the intervals of six days, but it is to be understood that by that number of days is signified the perfection of the world, which is designated by the perfection of the number six. The same Procopius of Gaza holds in this place: for he says that Moses, in describing the fabric of the world, used the distinction of six days for the sake of teaching, namely on account of the slowness and rudeness of the Jews, for whom he was writing these things—who could by no means have grasped and comprehended at once and confusedly the things which God had made at once, on account of their so great multitude and variety, being of the narrowest understandings. To this opinion Cajetan accedes, in his commentary on the first chapter of Genesis, and he thinks the distinction of six days was set down by Moses for this, that he might the more easily declare the natural order, sequence, and dependence of things.3



Sic enim res suapte natura inter se aptae et connexae sunt, ut si mundum successive voluisset Deus facere, non alio ordine vel successione, quam ut hic narratur, facturus eum fuisset.
For things are by their own nature so fitted and connected among themselves that, if God had willed to make the world successively, he would have made it in no other order or succession than as it is here narrated.4



Verum enimvero inter Theologos, huius opinionis princeps et auctor fuit Augustinus: qui cum aliis locis, tum aliquot disertissime lib. 4. de Genesi ad litteram, cap. 21. et sequentibus capitibus usque ad finem eius libri, similius vero ac multo probabilius, et tam rationi quam divinae Scripturae congruentius, omnes mundi partes simul esse perfectas, quam per successionem aliarum post alias, et per intervalla temporum, arbitratur. Is porro nomine diei interpretatur cognitionem rerum quam habent Angeli a Deo, mentibus ipsorum impressam, nam quaecunque Deus fecit in mundo, ea prius, aut certe simul expressit, in Angelorum intelligentia. Mane est cognitio rerum in Verbo: vespere est earundem rerum in ipsismet rebus. Angeli namque dupliciter res noverunt, et in Verbo cognitione clarissima, et in ipsismet rebus, per infusas sibi a Deo species intelligibiles. Sex dierum distinctio, est cognitio rerum sexies in Angelo secundum sex genera rerum a Deo conditarum multiplicata. Atque haec est Augustini sententia: quae partim nonnullis Scripturae testimoniis, partim etiam quibusdam rationibus confirmatur. In libro Ecclesiastici capite 18. sic est, Qui vivit in aeternum creavit omnia simul. Ecce simul ait Scriptura esse omnia facta, quid potuit pro opinione Augustini...
But in truth, among the theologians, the chief and author of this opinion was Augustine; who, both in other places and most eloquently in the fourth book On Genesis according to the Letter, chapter 21 and the following chapters to the end of that book, judges it more likely and much more probable, and more agreeable both to reason and to divine Scripture, that all the parts of the world were perfected at once, than by the succession of some after others and through intervals of time. He, moreover, by the name 'day' interprets the knowledge of things which the Angels have from God, impressed on their minds; for whatever God made in the world, he expressed it beforehand, or at least at the same time, in the intelligence of the Angels. The 'morning' is the knowledge of things in the Word; the 'evening' is [the knowledge] of the same things in the things themselves. For the Angels knew things in two ways: both in the Word, by a most clear knowledge, and in the things themselves, through the intelligible species infused into them by God. The distinction of six days is the knowledge of things multiplied sixfold in the Angel, according to the six kinds of things founded by God. And this is the opinion of Augustine, which is confirmed partly by some testimonies of Scripture, partly also by certain reasons. In the book of Ecclesiasticus, chapter 18, it is thus: He that liveth for ever created all things together. Behold, Scripture says that all things were made together—what could be said for Augustine's opinion...5



...Augustini vel explicatius, vel illustrius, vel fortius dici? Deinde in cap. 2. lib. Geneseos ita legitur, In die quo fecit Dominus Deus caelum et terram, et omne virgultum agri: in eodem igitur die, caelum, terra et plantae sunt creatae: atqui creatio plantarum exposita est a Mose, in tertia die; quare distinctio illa dierum revera ad unum et eundem diem pertinet. Ad hoc Dominus apud Iob cap. 40. Ecce, inquit, Behemoth, quem feci tecum: Per Behemoth fere Patres exponunt diabolum: sunt igitur diabolus et homo simul creati: sed ille creatus dicitur ante primum diem; hominem autem narrat Moses factum sexto die; ergo enumeratio illa sex dierum, veram distinctionem et successionem temporum minime denotat. Accedit his, cum Deus sit infinitae potentiae ad agendum, et omnia producta sint ex nihilo, quod nullam prorsus habet vim resistendi aut retardandi actionem opificis; videtur profecto consentaneum, Deum non creasse res ex nihilo paulatim et per moras temporum, sed, quod magis congruit eius omnipotentiae, fecisse eas simul omnes et unico temporis momento.
...more explicitly, or more illustriously, or more strongly for Augustine's opinion? Then in the second chapter of Genesis it is read thus: In the day that the Lord God made heaven and earth, and every shrub of the field: in the same day, therefore, heaven, earth, and the plants were created; but the creation of the plants was set forth by Moses on the third day; wherefore that distinction of days in fact pertains to one and the same day. To this [add] that the Lord, in Job chapter 40, says: Behold Behemoth, which I made with thee. By Behemoth the Fathers generally expound the devil; therefore the devil and man were created together; but the former is said to have been created before the first day, and Moses narrates that man was made on the sixth day; therefore that enumeration of six days by no means denotes a true distinction and succession of times. Add to these that, since God is of infinite power for acting, and all things were produced out of nothing, which has no power at all of resisting or retarding the action of the maker, it seems indeed agreeable that God did not create things out of nothing gradually and with delays of time, but, what more befits his omnipotence, made them all at once and in a single moment of time.6



Verumtamen contrariam Augustino sententiam, equidem non modo probabiliorem iudico, sed etiam certae ac indubitatae veritatis censeo. Haec enim fuit sententia fere omnium Patrum et Doctorum Ecclesiae, quotquot fuerunt ante Augustinum, quinetiam complures Theologorum, ceteroqui doctrinae Augustinianae studiosissimi et acerrimi defensores, veluti Beda in Hexameron, Hugo de S. Victore in 1. lib. de Sacramentis, Rupertus in libro 1. de Operibus Trinitatis cap. 37. et lib. 2. cap. 18. Magister sententiarum in lib. 2. dist. 12. et ibidem Bonaventura, aliique permulti in hoc desciverunt ab Augustino: et ante omnes S. Gregorius lib. 32. Moralium, cap. 10. his verbis,
Nevertheless the opinion contrary to Augustine I for my part judge not only more probable, but I reckon it of sure and undoubted truth. For this was the opinion of nearly all the Fathers and Doctors of the Church, as many as there were before Augustine, and also of very many theologians—otherwise most zealous and keen defenders of the Augustinian teaching—such as Bede in the Hexameron, Hugh of St Victor in the first book On the Sacraments, Rupert in the first book On the Works of the Trinity, chapter 37, and book 2, chapter 18, the Master of the Sentences in book 2, distinction 12, and there too Bonaventure, and very many others who in this departed from Augustine; and before all, St. Gregory in the thirty-second book of the Morals, chapter 10, in these words:7



Rursum quaerendum est, quomodo Deus cuncta simul condidit, dum Moyses sex dierum mutatione variante, distincte creata describat, quod tamen citius agnoscimus, si ipsas causas originum subtiliter indagamus. Rerum quippe substantia simul creata est, sed simul species formata non est: et quod simul extitit per substantiam materiae, non simul apparuit per speciem formae. Cum enim simul factum caelum terraque describitur, simul spiritalia atque corporalia, simul quicquid de caelo oritur, simul factum quicquid de terra producitur, indicatur. Sol quippe, luna, et sydera quarto die in caelo facta perhibentur: sed quod quarto die processit in specie, primo die in caeli substantia extitit per conditionem. Primo die creata terra dicitur, et tertio arbusta condita, et cuncta terrae virentia describuntur, et hoc quod die tertio se in specie protulit, nimirum primo die, in ipsa de qua ortum est terrae substantia conditum fuit. Hinc est, quod Moyses et distincte per dies singulos condita omnia retulit, et tamen simul omnia creata subiunxit, dicens, Ista sunt generationes caeli et terrae, quando creata sunt in die quo fecit Dominus caelum et terram et omne virgultum agri, antequam oriretur in terra, omnemque herbam regionis. Qui enim diversis diebus creatum caelum et terram virgultum herbamque narraverat, nunc uno die facta manifestat; ut liquido ostende-...
“Again it must be asked how God founded all things together, while Moses, with the change of six days varying, describes them as created distinctly; which, however, we more quickly understand if we subtly investigate the very causes of their origins. For the substance of things was created together, but the species was not formed together; and what existed together by the substance of matter did not appear together by the species of form. For when heaven and earth are described as made together, it is indicated that the spiritual and the corporeal [were made] together, that whatever arises from heaven [was made] together, that whatever is produced from earth was made together. The sun, moon, and stars are reported to have been made in heaven on the fourth day; but what came forth in species on the fourth day existed on the first day in the substance of heaven by its founding. The earth is said to be created on the first day, and on the third the shrubs founded, and all the green things of the earth are described; and this which on the third day brought itself forth in species, was without doubt founded on the first day, in that very substance of the earth out of which it arose. Hence it is that Moses both related all things as founded distinctly through the several days, and yet subjoined that all were created together, saying: These are the generations of heaven and earth, when they were created, in the day that the Lord made heaven and earth, and every shrub of the field before it sprang up in the earth, and every herb of the field. For he who had narrated heaven and earth, shrub and herb, as created on different days, now manifests them as made in one day; that he might clearly show...”8



...ostende[ret], quod creatura omnis simul per substantiam exstitit, quamvis non simul per speciem processit. Haec Magnus Gregorius. At licet B. Thomas in 2. parte q.74 art.2, exposita utraque opinione, noluerit suffragio et iudicio suo utra sit probabilior decernere, attamen si quis bene perpendat disputationis eius progressum, ad hanc nostram potius quam ad illam Augustini sententiam propendere eum animadvertet. Idem S. Thomas, quarta quaestione De potentia Dei articulo 2, dicit opinionem Augustini esse subtiliorem et commodiorem ad liberandam Scripturam ab irrisione infidelium, licet contraria sit planior et litterae Mosis convenientior. Certe Dionysius Areopagita in libro De divinis nominibus, parte prima capitis 4, de luce solis verba faciens, sic ait:
...so as to show plainly that every creature came into being simultaneously in respect of substance, although it did not proceed forth simultaneously in respect of species. Thus the great Gregory. But although St. Thomas, in the Second Part, question 74, article 2, having laid out both opinions, was unwilling to decide by his own vote and judgment which is the more probable, nevertheless, if one weighs carefully the course of his discussion, he will observe that Thomas inclines rather to this view of ours than to that opinion of Augustine. The same St. Thomas, in the fourth question of De potentia Dei, article 2, says that Augustine's opinion is the subtler and the more convenient for delivering Scripture from the mockery of unbelievers, although the contrary opinion is plainer and more in keeping with the letter of Moses. Indeed Dionysius the Areopagite, in his book On the Divine Names, in the first part of chapter 4, speaking of the light of the sun, says thus:9



This light too is the measure and number of the hours, the days, and of all the passing course of time. For it is that very light (although it was then unformed, as the divine Moses also declares) by which He distinguished and defined the first triad of our days.10
Haec quoque mensura et numerus est horarum, dierum totiusque labentis temporis lux. Ipsa est enim ea lux (etsi tunc erat informis, quod et divinus Moses ait) qua primam distinxit et diffinivit dierum nostrorum trinitatem.



Vult igitur Dionysius tres primos dies a luce solis tunc informi esse diffinitos et peractos; quare sententiae eius repugnat quisquis sex illorum dierum temporalem distinctionem et successionem e medio tollit.
Dionysius means, then, that the first three days were defined and completed by the light of the sun, then still unformed; and therefore whoever does away with the temporal distinction and succession of those six days contradicts his judgment.



VERUM quanta sit huius sententiae probabilitas, multis atque validis rationibus demonstrabo. Primo, haec doctrina Mosis de creatione mundi est quaedam historica narratio tradita rudi populo Iudaeorum, simplici ratione docens quae a Deo facta sunt in opificio mundi; quare quae in ea traduntur, sic accipienda sunt ut verba ipsa sonant; et illa existimanda est melior interpretatio, quae verbis Mosis secundum propriam et usitatam significationem eorum sumptis magis congruere et consonare reperietur. Moses autem explicatissime ac distinctissime percenset sex dies in fabricando mundo transactos; quin particulatim edocet quid quoque illorum dierum factum fuerit. Nec, si cogitate Moses et ex professo ostendere voluisset mundum non simul sed per sex dies esse creatum, id quam nunc docet apertius et enucleatius docere potuisset. Quod si voluit significare mundum esse factum simul, non potuit uti oratione et verbis proposito suo magis alienis, dissentaneis atque contrariis. Nec illud probandum est quod respondent quidam, Mosen ita esse locutum ut scriptionem suam attemperaret et accommodaret ad captum rudium Iudaeorum, quorum intelligentia et memoria confusa et perturbata fuisset, si eis Moses simul esse omnia a Deo facta proposuisset, nec potuisse Mosen simul dicere quae potuit Deus simul facere: hoc, inquam, minime probandum est. Potuit enim Moses distincte ac separatim tradere genera omnium rerum quas Deus condidit, sine ulla distinctione aut commemoratione dierum; potuit docere, licet partes huius mundi multae ac diversae essent, simul tamen omnes ex nihilo a Deo esse conditas; potuit, immo vero debuit, occasionem omnem erroris praecidere Iudaeis, qui verba Mosis ita ut per se sonant intelligentes haud dubie credituri erant non simul, sed per diversa dierum intervalla, mundum esse a Deo fabricatum.
BUT how great the probability of this view is I shall demonstrate by many and weighty arguments. First, this teaching of Moses about the creation of the world is a kind of historical narrative delivered to the unschooled people of the Jews, teaching in a plain manner what was made by God in the fashioning of the world; and therefore what is set down in it must be taken just as the words themselves sound, and that is to be reckoned the better interpretation which shall be found to agree and harmonize best with the words of Moses taken according to their proper and customary signification. Now Moses recounts most explicitly and most distinctly the six days spent in building the world; indeed he teaches in detail what was done on each of those days. Nor, had Moses deliberately and of set purpose wished to show that the world was created not all at once but over six days, could he have taught it more openly and more lucidly than he now does. Whereas, if he had wished to signify that the world was made all at once, he could not have employed language and words more alien, more discordant, and more contrary to his purpose. Nor is that to be accepted which certain men reply, that Moses spoke as he did in order to adapt and accommodate his writing to the grasp of the unschooled Jews, whose understanding and memory would have been confused and disturbed had Moses set before them that all things were made by God at once, and that Moses could not say all at once what God was able to do all at once: this, I say, is by no means to be accepted. For Moses could have set forth distinctly and separately the kinds of all the things God founded, without any distinction or mention of days; he could have taught that, although the parts of this world were many and diverse, yet they were all founded out of nothing by God at once; he could, indeed he ought to have, cut off from the Jews every occasion of error, who, understanding the words of Moses just as they sound of themselves, would without doubt have believed that the world was fashioned by God not all at once but over diverse intervals of days.



DEINDE, potentissimum adversus istos argumentum est, quod Moses in Exodo capite 20 et 31, cum daret Iudaeis praeceptum observandi diem Sabbathi, causam cur eum Iudaei tam sancte ac religiose colere deberent hanc unam reddat: quod sicut Deus mundum et omnia quae sunt in mundo sex diebus creavit, septimo autem die vacavit et requievit ab omni opere quod patrarat, ita quoque Iudaeos debere per sex dies hebdomadae in operando et laborando versari, die autem septimo ad exemplum et imitationem Dei ab omni opere servili laboreque feriari. Haec autem ratio Mosis, quis non videt quam sit infirma, futilis et frivola, si Deus non per sex dies, sed simul et uno temporis momento res omnes fecisset? Postea, nec fidem nec rationem habet ullam voluisse Mosen opificium mundi quod exponebat Hebraeis tam obscure et aenigmatice describere, per cognitiones videlicet Angelorum matutinas et vespertinas, vix Theologis ipsis hodieque liquido perspectas et cognitas. Sane, si figurate ac mystice hos sex dies interpretamur, cur non itidem cetera huius narrationis Mosaicae allegorice cum Origene intelligamus? cum reliqua melius deflecti et applicari possint ad sensum mysticum; quo fiet ut nihil in hac doctrina Mosis ratum et certum habere queamus.
NEXT, a most powerful argument against those men is this, that Moses, in Exodus chapters 20 and 31, when he gave the Jews the precept of observing the Sabbath day, assigns this one cause why the Jews ought to keep it so holily and religiously: that, just as God created the world and all that is in the world in six days, but on the seventh day ceased and rested from every work He had accomplished, so too the Jews ought to spend the six days of the week in working and laboring, but on the seventh day, after the example and imitation of God, to rest from every servile work and toil. Now this reasoning of Moses—who does not see how weak, futile, and frivolous it would be, if God had made all things not over six days, but at once and in a single moment of time? Furthermore, it has neither warrant nor any reason that Moses should have wished to describe the fashioning of the world, which he was expounding to the Hebrews, so obscurely and enigmatically, namely by means of the morning and evening cognitions of the Angels, things scarcely clearly understood and known even by theologians to this day. Surely, if we interpret these six days figuratively and mystically, why should we not likewise understand the rest of this Mosaic narrative allegorically, with Origen? since the remainder can be turned and applied better to a mystical sense; whence it would follow that we could hold nothing fixed and certain in this teaching of Moses.11



AD HOC, opinio Augustini cum probata omnium Theologorum consensu doctrina minime congruit. Qui enim dicit omnia quae per sex dies facta narrantur simul esse facta, necessario etiam dicere debet simul creatum esse caelum, hoc est naturam Angelicam, ut exponit Augustinus; simul esse creatam lucem, hoc est Angelos bonos per conversionem suae voluntatis ad Deum fuisse in gratia confirmatos atque consummatos; denique simul divisas esse tenebras a luce, hoc est malos Angelos a bonorum consortio esse segregatos. Si autem haec omnia simul facta sunt, necessario concluditur inter creationem Angelorum eorumque vel merita et glorificationem vel peccatum et damnationem nullam prorsus interfuisse moram, sed eodem momento omnes esse creatos, et alios quidem meruisse gloriam eamque accepisse, alios vero peccasse et in aeterna inferni supplicia esse detrusos. Hoc autem doctrinae omnium Theologorum, nec non et ipsius Augustini, Scripturae item atque rationi adversatur. Adde quod Augustinus sumit Angelos, simul ut creati sunt, habuisse cognitionem omnium rerum in Verbo perfectissimam, quam ipse vocat matutinam; atqui cognitio rerum in Verbo est beatifica, quam Angeli in primo instanti suae creationis non habuerunt.
TO THIS, Augustine's opinion does not at all square with a doctrine approved by the consensus of all theologians. For whoever says that all the things which are narrated as made over the six days were made at once, must of necessity also say that heaven, that is the Angelic nature, was created at once, as Augustine expounds it; that light was created at once, that is, that the good Angels, through the turning of their will toward God, were at once confirmed and consummated in grace; and finally that the darkness was divided from the light at once, that is, that the evil Angels were at once cut off from the fellowship of the good. But if all these things were made at once, it necessarily follows that between the creation of the Angels and their merit and glorification, or their sin and damnation, there intervened no delay whatever, but that all were created in the same moment, and that some indeed merited glory and received it, while others sinned and were thrust down into the eternal torments of hell. This, however, is contrary to the doctrine of all theologians, and indeed of Augustine himself, and likewise to Scripture and to reason. Add that Augustine assumes the Angels, the moment they were created, to have had a most perfect cognition of all things in the Word, which he calls morning cognition; but cognition of things in the Word is beatific, which the Angels did not possess in the first instant of their creation.



Verum quid isti dicere habent de homine, quem Moses sub finem primi capitis perspicuis verbis narrat marem et feminam die sexto a Deo esse creatum? At quomodo potuit eodem puncto temporis formari homo extra paradisum, et postea introduci in paradisum, ibique gravi somno corripi, tum ex costa eius dormientis produci Eva? Quin adiciunt nonnulli eodem die sexto imposuisse Adamum nomina cunctis animantibus, et tentatum esse a serpente, lapsumque in peccatum, et ex paradiso eiectum.
But what have these men to say about man, whom Moses, near the end of the first chapter, in plain words relates to have been created by God, male and female, on the sixth day? Yet how could man have been formed, in the same point of time, outside paradise, and afterward led into paradise, and there seized by a deep sleep, and then Eve produced from the rib of him as he slept? Indeed some add that on the same sixth day Adam imposed names on all living creatures, and was tempted by the serpent, and fell into sin, and was cast out of paradise.



SED ENIM, adversus opinionem Augustini, extremo utar hoc argumento. Enumeratio et distinctio sex dierum a Mose tradita vel denotat ordinem temporis, quo res aliae prius, aliae posterius sunt conditae; aut ordinem dignitatis, quo aliae praestantiores sunt aliis; vel ordinem naturae, quo secundum naturam aliae sunt priores aliis, quoniam aliae sunt causae aliarum, aliaeque dependent ab aliis; vel denique denotat ordinem rerum, prout ipsae res cognoscuntur ab Angelo, ita ut numerus illorum dierum indicet multitudinem aut successionem cognitionum Angeli circa eiusmodi res. Atqui nihil eorum probabiliter dici potest praeter primum: ergo fatendum est universum mundi opificium non simul, sed per intervalla temporis esse conditum. Etenim, si distinctio illorum dierum denotaret ordinem dignitatis rerum conditarum, proculdubio ante alia omnia homo, mundi huius princeps, creari debuisset; quem tamen in sexto die ultimum Dei operum esse factum narrat Moses. Sin autem enumeratio dierum demonstraret ordinem naturae quem res creatae habent inter se, profecto solis et astrorum creatio prius fuerat commemoranda quam stirpium, quibus illa sunt ordine naturae priora, namque incorruptibilem habent naturam et plantarum sunt causae. Quod si per numerum illorum dierum insinuatur ordo earum rerum prout cognoscuntur ab Angelis, non esset utique talis distinctio dierum vel rationi congruens, vel etiam cum modo cognitionis angelicae concordans.
BUT INDEED, against Augustine's opinion, let me use this final argument. The enumeration and distinction of the six days handed down by Moses either denotes an order of time, by which some things were founded earlier, others later; or an order of dignity, by which some are more excellent than others; or an order of nature, by which according to nature some are prior to others, since some are causes of others and others depend upon others; or finally it denotes an order of things as they are known by an Angel, such that the number of those days indicates a multitude or succession of an Angel's cognitions concerning things of this kind. But none of these can be plausibly asserted except the first: therefore it must be confessed that the whole fashioning of the world was founded not all at once, but over intervals of time. For if the distinction of those days denoted an order of dignity among the things founded, then without doubt before all others man, the prince of this world, ought to have been created; yet Moses relates that he was made on the sixth day, the last of God's works. But if the enumeration of the days demonstrated the order of nature which created things have among themselves, then surely the creation of the sun and the stars ought to have been recorded before that of plants, to which they are prior in the order of nature, since they have an incorruptible nature and are causes of plants. And if by the number of those days the order of things as they are known by the Angels is implied, then certainly such a distinction of days would be neither agreeable to reason nor in accord with the mode of angelic cognition.



Cognitio siquidem angelica duplex est, ut diximus, matutina et vespertina: matutina, ut quae non est aliud re ipsa quam visio Dei beatifica, nullam habet in se cogitationum multitudinem aut successionem, sed est unica mentis actio perpetua et omnino invariabilis; vespertina autem cognitio, qua res cognoscuntur in seipsis, non multiplicatur secundum multitudinem et varietatem rerum, possunt enim Angeli, praesertim qui superiores ac nobiliores sunt, unica mentis agitatione et quasi prospectu multa rerum genera simul comprehendere. Adiice quod, si res naturales ordinem aliquem haberent in cognitione angelica, non alium habere possent quam vel temporis, vel dignitatis, vel naturae seu causalitatis; cum quo tamen, ut ante dixi, ordo dierum quem designat Moses nullo modo consentit.
For angelic cognition is twofold, as we have said, morning and evening: morning cognition, since it is in reality nothing other than the beatific vision of God, has in itself no multitude or succession of thoughts, but is a single, perpetual, and wholly unchangeable act of the mind; evening cognition, however, by which things are known in themselves, is not multiplied according to the multitude and variety of things, for the Angels, especially those that are higher and nobler, can by a single movement of the mind and as it were at a single glance comprehend many kinds of things at once. Add that, if natural things had any order in angelic cognition, they could have none other than that of time, of dignity, or of nature (that is, of causality); with which, however, as I said before, the order of days that Moses sets out in no way agrees.



Iam vero si mundus in die solis, qui nunc dominicus est, fuit conditus, quod Augustinus ipse cum plurimis Patribus affirmat, et si omnia simul et uno temporis puncto sunt facta, quomodo verum erit Deum requievisse ab omni opere quod patrarat die septimo qui est sabbathi? cum inter diem dominicum, quo mundus est conditus, et diem sabbathi quinque dies intercedant. Adde quod Ecclesia videtur, posthabita opinione Augustini, hanc nostram secuta; siquidem in hymnis quos canit in vespertinis precibus singulorum dierum hebdomadis, laudat Deum de singulis operibus quae particulatim ipse per singulos dies perfecit.
Now indeed, if the world was founded on the day of the sun, which is now the Lord's Day, as Augustine himself affirms together with very many of the Fathers, and if all things were made at once and in a single point of time, how will it be true that God rested from every work He had accomplished on the seventh day, which is the Sabbath? since between the Lord's Day, on which the world was founded, and the Sabbath day, five days intervene. Add that the Church seems, having set aside Augustine's opinion, to have followed this view of ours; since in the hymns which she sings at the evening prayers of each day of the week, she praises God for the individual works which He severally accomplished on each particular day.



RESTAT ut rationes pro confirmatione opinionis Augustini superius adductas brevissime dissolvamus. Primo locum illum ex capite 18 Ecclesiastici, Qui vivit in aeternum creavit omnia simul, quo maxime permotus est Augustinus, eum Bonaventura et S. Thomas sic interpretantur: Triplicem fuisse Dei operationem in opificio mundi. Prima fuit creatio, hoc est productio ex nihilo illius massae corporalis quam Moses caeli, terrae et aquae nomine describit; et quia ex his, vel creata memorantur in his tribus corporibus, facta sunt quaecumque postea per sex dies, ideo dicuntur creata omnia simul, hoc est secundum illam primaevam materiam et massam totius mundi. Altera operatio Dei fuit trium praedictorum corporum distinctio et digestio, per tres priores dies facta. Tertia fuit eorundem corporum ornatus et consummatio, in quo tres posteriores dies consumpti sunt. Atque haec ipsa est sententia B. Gregorii in libro 32 Moralium capite 9, et Bedae super Hexameron, ut supra diximus. Rupertus libro 2 De Trinitate et operibus eius capite 18, nova et admirabili sed parum probabili interpretatione, quam superius tetigi, locum hunc Ecclesiastici exponit.
IT REMAINS that we very briefly dissolve the arguments adduced above for confirming Augustine's opinion. First, that passage from chapter 18 of Ecclesiasticus, He who lives forever created all things together, by which Augustine was chiefly moved, Bonaventure and St. Thomas interpret thus: that there was a threefold operation of God in the fashioning of the world. The first was creation, that is, the production out of nothing of that bodily mass which Moses describes under the name of heaven, earth, and water; and because out of these (or because they are recorded as created in these three bodies) were made whatever things came afterward over the six days, therefore all things are said to be created together, that is, with respect to that primeval matter and the mass of the whole world. The second operation of God was the distinction and arrangement of the three aforesaid bodies, accomplished over the first three days. The third was the adornment and consummation of those same bodies, in which the three latter days were spent. And this very view is that of the blessed Gregory in book 32 of the Morals, chapter 9, and of Bede on the Hexameron, as we have said above. Rupert, in book 2 of On the Trinity and His Works, chapter 18, expounds this passage of Ecclesiasticus by a new and remarkable but scarcely probable interpretation, which I touched on above.12



Alii dicunt propterea dici omnia creata simul, quia creatio omnium brevissimo temporis intervallo, id est sex tantum dierum, divisa est, et toto illo tractu temporis quodammodo continuata, ut quae illo sexiduo facta sunt quasi facta simul memorantur; nam et Dominus, Marci capite 10, dixit fecisse Deum ab initio creaturae hominem marem et feminam; et Ioannes capite 8 inquit diabolum fuisse homicidam ab initio, cum haec tamen non ante sextum diem evenerint.
Others say that all things are said to be created together for this reason, that the creation of all things was spread over a very short interval of time, that is, of only six days, and was in a manner continuous throughout that whole stretch of time, so that the things made in that span of six days are recorded as though made together; for the Lord too, in Mark chapter 10, said that God made man, male and female, from the beginning of creation; and John in chapter 8 says that the devil was a murderer from the beginning, although these things nevertheless did not happen before the sixth day.13



Alii locum illum Ecclesiastici sic interpretantur: Omnia creata sunt simul, ea nempe quae sunt proprie loquendo creata, id est ex nihilo facta; haec autem simul omnia uno instanti sunt condita, caelos dico, Angelos et quatuor Elementa. Sed verum et germanum illorum verborum Ecclesiastici intellectum reddit verbum Graecum ibi positum κοινῇ, quod noster Interpres vertit Latine Simul: significat enim idem quod pariter seu communiter vel universaliter, ut proprius eius loci sensus sit Deum omnia pariter vel sine ullius rei exceptione creasse. Similiter ut dicit Ioannes de Verbo divino, Omnia per ipsum facta sunt, et sine ipso factum est nihil.
Others interpret that passage of Ecclesiasticus thus: All things were created together—namely those which are, properly speaking, created, that is, made out of nothing; and these all were founded together in a single instant, I mean the heavens, the Angels, and the four Elements. But the true and genuine sense of those words of Ecclesiasticus is rendered by the Greek word there set down, κοινῇ, which our Translator renders into Latin as Simul (‘together’): for it signifies the same as ‘alike’ or ‘in common’ or ‘universally,’ so that the proper sense of the passage is that God created all things alike, or without exception of any single thing. Similarly, as John says of the divine Word, All things were made through Him, and without Him was made nothing that was made.14



Quare Latina illa vox, Simul, non denotat eo loco simultatem temporis, ut putavit Augustinus, sed simultatem collectionis seu universalitatis, qua significatione alias non raro ponitur in Scriptura, velut Levitici 25: Numerabis, inquit, septem hebdomadas annorum, id est septies septem, quae simul faciunt annos quadraginta novem; et in libro Numerorum capite 25 vox Simul, eadem significatione sumpta, ter quaterve legitur; nec non in Psalmo 13: Omnes declinaverunt, simul inutiles facti sunt, non est qui faciat bonum, non est usque ad unum; et Psalmo 48: Simul insipiens et stultus peribunt.
Wherefore that Latin word Simul does not in that passage denote simultaneity of time, as Augustine supposed, but simultaneity of collection or universality, in which signification it is elsewhere not uncommonly set in Scripture, as in Leviticus 25: You shall number, it says, seven weeks of years, that is, seven times seven, which together make forty-nine years; and in the book of Numbers, chapter 25, the word Simul, taken in the same signification, is read three or four times; and also in Psalm 13: They have all turned aside, they have together become unprofitable, there is none that does good, there is not so much as one; and in Psalm 48: Together the foolish and the senseless shall perish.15



Illud autem ex capite 2 Genesis, In die in quo fecit Deus caelum et terram et omne virgultum agri, facilem habet explicatum. Illud namque In die dictum est singulariter pro plurali in diebus: numerum enim pluralem pro singulari, et contra singularem pro plurali, saepe usurpat Scriptura. Vel illud, In die, dictum est pro eo quod est in tempore, sic enim frequentissime est apud Prophetas, qui nomen [diei]...
That passage, too, from chapter 2 of Genesis, In the day in which God made heaven and earth and every shrub of the field, has an easy explanation. For that phrase In the day is said in the singular for the plural in the days: for Scripture often uses the plural number for the singular, and conversely the singular for the plural. Or else that phrase, In the day, is said for that which is ‘in time’; for so it very frequently is among the Prophets, who [the name of day]...16



...[diei] vel horae, usurpant pro tempore. Bonaventura censet illud In die supponere confuse pro diversis diebus, ita ut sigillatim applicari debeat cuique diei.
...[of day] or of hour, employ it for ‘time.’ Bonaventure holds that the phrase In the day stands confusedly for the several days, so that it ought to be applied to each day individually.17



NIHILOMINUS facile est ad explicandum illud Iob, Ecce Behemoth quem feci tecum: nam esto per Behemoth significetur diabolus, ut multis visum est, non tamen continuo efficitur ut illud Tecum idem valeat quod eodem tempore quo te; quin longe aliud significat, videlicet vel pariter creavi illum ac te, ambo estis opera mea; vel feci similem tui, hoc est mentis compotem, liberi arbitrii, ad mei similitudinem et imaginem, capacem boni et mali aeternaeque felicitatis; denique, sicut te non creavi malum sed bonum et rectum, sic et illum. Quanquam Hebraei, et Christianorum professi linguae Hebraeae notitiam et studium, atque in his Eugubinus et Franciscus Titelmanus, per Behemoth significari putant, secundum sensum litteralem, animal omnium terrestrium mole corporis maximum et robore valentissimum, ipsum, inquam, Elephantem, quem propterea Scriptura vocat Behemoth, id est bestias, quod propter ingentem corporis proceritatem atque firmitatem instar sit multarum bestiarum; quo fit ut eo loco pro voce Hebraea Behemoth posuerit Chaldaeus Paraphrastes Beira, id est Bestias seu pecudes, LXX vero Interpretes verterint θηρία, id est feras. Dicitur autem Quem feci tecum, quoniam eodem die, sexto videlicet et ultimo, tam homo quam cunctae terrestres animantes creatae sunt a Deo; vel ut esset apud te, tuis usibus, obsequiis et oblectamentis inserviens; vel omnium animantium feci eum tui simillimum: plus enim rationis, consilii, sollertiae et docilitatis apparet in Elephante quam in ceteris.
NONETHELESS, it is easy to explain that passage of Job, Behold Behemoth whom I made with thee: for granting that by Behemoth the devil is signified, as many have thought, it does not at once follow that the word With thee means ‘at the same time as thee’; rather it means something quite different, namely either ‘I created him alike with thee, you are both my works’; or ‘I made him like to thee,’ that is, possessed of a mind, of free will, after my likeness and image, capable of good and evil and of eternal happiness; or finally, ‘just as I did not create thee evil but good and upright, so also him.’ Although the Hebrews, and those Christians who profess a knowledge of and devotion to the Hebrew tongue—among them Eugubinus and Franciscus Titelmans—think that by Behemoth, according to the literal sense, is signified the animal greatest of all land creatures in bodily bulk and mightiest in strength, namely, I say, the Elephant, which Scripture for that reason calls Behemoth, that is ‘beasts,’ because on account of its huge bodily height and firmness it is as it were like many beasts; whence it comes that in that place, for the Hebrew word Behemoth, the Chaldee Paraphrast set ‘Beira,’ that is Beasts or cattle, while the Septuagint translators rendered it θηρία, that is wild beasts. And it is said Whom I made with thee, because on the same day, namely the sixth and last, both man and all land animals were created by God; or, ‘that he might be with thee, serving thy uses, services, and delights’; or, ‘of all animals I made him most like to thee’: for more of reason, counsel, cleverness, and docility appears in the Elephant than in the rest.18



Quod vero sequitur, Ipse est principium viarum Dei, propter quod et Caietanus et quidam alii existimarunt non posse intelligi per Behemoth aliud aliquid quam diabolum, perbelle congruit elephanti. Etenim videtur ipse inter animalia praecipuum ac principale Dei opus, ut quo non sit aliud vel mole maius, vel robore valentius, vel docilitate praestantius. Appellat autem Scriptura vias Dei opera eius et creaturas corporales, cuiusmodi sunt animalia terrestria, ut pote per quae quasi per vias quasdam videtur Deus quodammodo extra se ire, suam bonitatem communicando cum aliis, suamque potentiam et sapientiam in his quae facit extra substantiam suam apertissime declarando. Sed locum hunc Iob nos in quarto libro Commentariorum nostrorum in Danielem, quos superioribus annis edidimus, tractantes illum versiculum Cantici trium puerorum, Benedicite omnes bestiae et pecora Domino, copiose et diligenter explanavimus.
But that which follows, He is the beginning of the ways of God—on account of which both Cajetan and certain others judged that by Behemoth nothing else could be understood than the devil—fits the elephant most aptly. For it seems to be among the animals the chief and principal work of God, inasmuch as there is none other greater in bulk, or mightier in strength, or more excellent in docility. Now Scripture calls God's works and bodily creatures His ‘ways’—such as the land animals are—inasmuch as through them, as it were through certain roads, God seems in a manner to go forth out of Himself, communicating His goodness to others and most openly declaring His power and wisdom in the things which He makes outside His own substance. But this passage of Job we have copiously and diligently expounded in the fourth book of our Commentaries on Daniel, which we published in earlier years, when treating that verse of the Canticle of the Three Children, Bless the Lord, all you beasts and cattle.19



VERUM expediamus postremum argumentum. Aiunt non fuisse conveniens Dei omnipotentiae mundum tam lente, per sex nimirum dies, fabricari. Sed respondemus moram illam in creando mundo positam non arguere impotentiam Dei tanquam indigentis tempore ad agendum, sed propterea esse factam ut liquido cerneretur ordo...
BUT let us dispatch the last argument. They say it was not befitting God's omnipotence that the world should be built so slowly, namely over six days. But we reply that the delay set in creating the world does not argue any impotence in God, as though He needed time in order to act, but was made for this reason: that there might be clearly discerned the order...20



...ordo et connexio quae est inter res a Deo productas, et dependentia omnium a Deo, et cognosceretur triplex status mundi: primus creationis, secundus distinctionis, tertius exornationis et expletionis; in quorum primo elucet Dei omnipotentia, in altero sapientia, in tertio bonitas. Porro diversis mundi statibus diversi dies respondent: semper enim per subsequens opus vel novus mundo status, vel novae perfectionis in eodem statu facta est accessio. Adde quod cuiusque diei opus puncto temporis perfectum est: qua ex re omnipotentia Dei clarissime pernotuit. Mora igitur in creando nec accidit ex materiae resistentia, nec ex agentis imbecillitate, sed ex summa ratione et consilio et sapientia opificis, omnia libere provide ac sapienter agentis. Hinc enim luce clarius fit Deum summa suae voluntatis libertate mundum fecisse: nam et quando voluit eum fecit, cum ante potuisset facere; et fecit quomodo et quo voluit ordine, quin praeter ordinem quem ipsa rerum natura poscere videbatur. Siquidem caelos fecit sine ulla luce, et lucem caeli prius fecit imperfectam et posterius eam perfecit, creatis quarto die in caelo astris; plantas item creavit ante sidera; ut perspicuum sit Deum sine causis secundis res sublunares efficere et conservare posse, et illas multo magis a Deo quam a caelis et astris pendere. Maneat igitur mundum non simul totum, sed particulatim per sex dies esse factum.
...and connection which exists among the things produced by God, and the dependence of all things upon God, and that the threefold state of the world might be known: the first of creation, the second of distinction, the third of adornment and completion; in the first of which God's omnipotence shines forth, in the second His wisdom, in the third His goodness. Moreover, to the diverse states of the world the diverse days correspond: for always through a subsequent work there was added either a new state to the world, or a new perfection within the same state. Add that the work of each day was completed in a point of time: from which fact God's omnipotence became most clearly known. The delay, therefore, in creating arose neither from the resistance of matter, nor from any weakness in the agent, but from the supreme reason, counsel, and wisdom of the Maker, who does all things freely, providently, and wisely. For from this it becomes clearer than light that God made the world by the supreme liberty of His will: for both He made it when He willed, though He could have made it before; and He made it in what manner and in what order He willed, indeed beyond the order which the very nature of things seemed to demand. Since He made the heavens without any light, and first made the light of heaven imperfect and afterward perfected it, the stars being created in heaven on the fourth day; he likewise created plants before the heavenly bodies; so that it is evident that God can make and preserve sublunary things without secondary causes, and that they depend much more on God than on the heavens and stars. Let it stand fixed, therefore, that the world was made not all at once and whole, but piecemeal over six days.



CUR autem nec pluribus nec paucioribus quam sex diebus factus fuerit, quis mortalium, nisi cui forte sit a Deo patefactum, explicare queat? Equidem reor, sicut a sapientissimo opifice, qui nihil non summo consilio et ratione agit, temere factum id esse fas non est credere, sic cur factum sit veram ac propriam rationem iniri a nobis non posse. Non me fugit Augustinum et Bedam et ante hos Philonem prodidisse numerum senarium esse perfectum, quippe qui primus suis partibus conficitur et completur, sexta videlicet parte quae est unum, et tertia parte quae sunt duo, et dimidia parte quae sunt tria: unum enim et duo atque tria sex efficiunt. Sex igitur diebus perfecit Deus mundum, ut, qui omnia facit in mensura et numero et pondere (ut Scriptura docet), ipso numero quo mundum fabricabat eum declararet opus esse perfectum atque consummatum. Pluribus verbis hoc persequitur Philo in libro De opificio mundi. Augustinus certe in primis septem capitibus libri quarti De Genesi ad litteram copiosissime de senarii numeri perfectione disputat, et in libro 11 De civitate Dei capite 30. Eusebius vero libro 11 De praeparatione evangelica capite 12 Clementem producit ex libro 6 Stromatum testem, qui testificatur duplicem a Graecis et Barbaris tradi mundum, alterum intelligibilem alterum sensibilem, illum archetypum hunc divini exemplaris imaginem, illum attribui unitati hunc hexadi, quem Pythagorei, quod sit fecundissimus numerus, Connubium appellarunt. Porro sicut senarius uno, duobus et tribus, quae sunt eius partes, conficitur, ita mundus tria continet rerum genera, videlicet...
But why it was made in neither more nor fewer than six days, what mortal, save one to whom perhaps it has been revealed by God, could explain? For my part I judge that, just as it is not lawful to believe that anything was done rashly by a most wise Maker, who does nothing without supreme counsel and reason, so the true and proper reason why it was done cannot be reached by us. I am not unaware that Augustine and Bede, and before them Philo, taught that the number six is perfect, inasmuch as it is the first that is made up and completed of its own parts—namely of a sixth part, which is one, and a third part, which is two, and a half part, which is three: for one and two and three together make six. God therefore completed the world in six days, so that He who makes all things in measure and number and weight (as Scripture teaches) might by the very number with which He built the world declare it to be a finished and consummate work. Philo pursues this at greater length in his book On the Making of the World. Augustine, to be sure, in the first seven chapters of the fourth book On Genesis according to the Letter, disputes most copiously about the perfection of the number six, and so too in book 11 of The City of God, chapter 30. Eusebius, moreover, in book 11 of The Preparation for the Gospel, chapter 12, brings forward Clement, from book 6 of the Stromata, as a witness, who testifies that a twofold world is handed down by the Greeks and the Barbarians, one intelligible, the other sensible—the former the archetype, the latter the image of the divine exemplar; the former assigned to unity, the latter to the hexad, which the Pythagoreans, because it is a most fruitful number, called ‘Marriage.’ Furthermore, just as the senary is made up of one, two, and three, which are its parts, so the world contains three kinds of things, namely...21



...videlicet naturam incorpoream quae est in Angelis, et corpoream, et utriusque participem quae est in homine: prima denotatur per unitatem, secunda per binarium, tertia per ternarium. Verum haec, ut sunt ingeniose inventa et argute tradita, curiosi tamen et docti lectoris animum fortasse non explebunt.
...namely the incorporeal nature, which is in the Angels; the corporeal; and that which partakes of both, which is in man: the first is denoted by unity, the second by the binary, the third by the ternary. But these things, ingeniously devised and subtly handed down as they are, will perhaps not satisfy the mind of a careful and learned reader.



NON est silentio praetereundum, sed prodendum est hoc loco, quia est a multis proditum, fuisse olim non paucos nec ignobiles auctores qui, sicut mundus sex diebus est factus, ita eum duntaxat sex annorum millibus duraturum existimaverint. Vetus est traditio, ut praenotavit Genebrardus in sua Chronologia, a quodam Helia, non illo Thesbite propheta, sed a quodam alio nobili Iudaeorum Rabbino profecta, quemadmodum traditur in Talmudicis voluminibus ordine 4 tractatu 4, cui titulus est Sanedrim, hoc est Iudicium, ubi sic est scriptum: Sex millibus annorum erit mundus, et iterum destruetur; duo millia fuerunt inanitatis et vanitatis, duo millia legis Mosaicae, et duo millia erunt dierum Messiae. Quam opinationem quibusdam coniecturis fulcire voluit Rabbi Isaac, super primum caput Geneseos: aut primum versum libri Geneseos, qui continet summam totius mundi, sexies habere litteram Aleph, quae Hebraeis denotat millenarium numerum; tum, inquit, Deum sex diebus fecisse mundum et septimo die requievisse, apud Deum autem mille anni computantur dies unus, sic enim dixit David Psalmo 89, Mille anni ante oculos tuos tanquam dies hesterna quae praeteriit (simile est apud Petrum in capite 3 posterioris epistolae: Unus dies, inquit, apud Dominum sicut mille anni, et mille anni sicut dies unus). Addit etiam primos sex homines in generatione Adam, unde genus omne hominum propagatum est, scilicet Adam, Seth, Enos, Cainan, Malaleel, Iared, fuisse mortuos, septimum autem Henoch vivum esse translatum; quasi per hoc insinuetur post sex millenarios annorum, quibus labor et mors in mundo regnaverint, in septimo millenario initium futurum quietae et immortalis vitae. Verum istis Hebraeis sua illa sex mille annorum distributio et computatio non bene constat. Namque ante legem transierunt ab origine mundi bis mille quadringenti octoginta tres anni; tempus autem legis Mosaicae usque ad mortem Christi, per quam lex Mosaica est abolita, non pluribus constat annis quam mille quingentis septuaginta.
It must not be passed over in silence, but rather disclosed in this place—since it has been reported by many—that there were once authors, neither few nor obscure, who, just as the world was made in six days, so judged it would last only six thousand years. It is an old tradition, as Génébrard noted in his Chronology, which proceeded from a certain Elias—not that Tishbite prophet, but from another, a noble Rabbi of the Jews—as it is handed down in the Talmudic volumes, in order 4, tractate 4, whose title is Sanhedrin, that is ‘Judgment,’ where it is written thus: For six thousand years the world will be, and again it will be destroyed; two thousand were of emptiness and vanity, two thousand of the Mosaic Law, and two thousand will be the days of the Messiah. This opinion Rabbi Isaac wished to prop up with certain conjectures, on the first chapter of Genesis: namely, that the first verse of the book of Genesis, which contains the sum of the whole world, has the letter Aleph six times, which among the Hebrews denotes the number of a thousand; then, he says, God made the world in six days and rested on the seventh day, and with God a thousand years are reckoned as one day, for so David said in Psalm 89, A thousand years before thy eyes are as yesterday, which is past (the like is in Peter, in chapter 3 of his second epistle: One day, he says, with the Lord is as a thousand years, and a thousand years as one day). He adds also that the first six men in the line of Adam, from whom the whole race of mankind was propagated—namely Adam, Seth, Enos, Cainan, Mahalalel, Jared—died, but that the seventh, Enoch, was translated alive; as though by this it were hinted that, after six thousand years, in which labor and death have reigned in the world, in the seventh millennium there would be the beginning of a quiet and immortal life. But for these Hebrews their distribution and computation of those six thousand years does not square well. For before the Law there passed, from the origin of the world, two thousand four hundred eighty-three years; and the time of the Mosaic Law down to the death of Christ, by which the Mosaic Law was abolished, consists of no more than one thousand five hundred seventy years.22



VERUM non miror placuisse hoc commentum Hebraeis, quos non nisi fabularum et mendaciorum portenta delectant; illud equidem demiror, placuisse etiam viris in Christiana disciplina propter vetustatis auctoritatem et doctrinae ac sanctimoniae laudem nobilissimis. Hoc enim censuit et tradidit Iustinus Martyr, respondens ad quaestionem orthodoxorum septuagesimam secundam, et Irenaeus libro quinto Adversus haereses capite ultimo, Lactantius quoque libro 7 Divinarum institutionum capite 14, Hilarius item canone 17 in Matthaeum, necnon et Hieronymus in Epistolari expositione Psalmi octogesi[mi noni]...
But I do not wonder that this fiction pleased the Hebrews, whom nothing delights save the monstrous prodigies of fables and lies; this, however, I do greatly wonder at, that it pleased even men most noble in Christian learning for the authority of their antiquity and the renown of their doctrine and holiness. For Justin Martyr held and handed down this view, in answering the seventy-second of the questions of the orthodox, and Irenaeus in the fifth book Against Heresies, in the last chapter, and Lactantius too in book 7 of the Divine Institutions, chapter 14, Hilary likewise in canon 17 on Matthew, and also Jerome in the Epistolary exposition of the eighty-[ninth] Psalm...23



...[octogesimi noni] ad Cyprianum, et in commentariis suis super Michaeam 4 cap. explicans, eandemque traditionem commemorat Augustinus libro 20 De civitate Dei capite 7. Germanus vero Episcopus Constantinopolitanus, in libro De theoria rerum ecclesiasticarum, testimonio Hippolyti et Cyrilli, ex libris quos isti scripserunt de Antichristo, confirmat mundum sex millibus annorum superque quingentis duraturum; et hoc significari ait cum Pontifex populum benedicens digitos attollit, ad demonstrationem numeri sex millium quingentorum annorum compositos et aptatos. Sed sua istos coniectura et computatione annorum falsos esse eventus declaravit: affirmant enim Christum venisse in mundum initio sexti millenarii, eoque completo fore mundi huius consummationem et finem; atqui post adventum Christi ad praesentem annum 1588 annos mille ac prope sexcentos praeteriisse cernimus.
...[the eighty-ninth] to Cyprian, and in his commentaries on chapter 4 of Micah, where he expounds it and recalls the same tradition, as also does Augustine in book 20 of The City of God, chapter 7. Germanus, moreover, Bishop of Constantinople, in his book On the Contemplation of Ecclesiastical Things, confirms, on the testimony of Hippolytus and Cyril—from the books which these wrote concerning the Antichrist—that the world will last six thousand years and five hundred more; and he says this is signified when the Pontiff, blessing the people, lifts up his fingers, set and fitted to the demonstration of the number of six thousand five hundred years. But the outcome has declared these men to be in error by their own conjecture and reckoning of years: for they affirm that Christ came into the world at the beginning of the sixth millennium, and that, this being completed, would come the consummation and end of this world; yet we perceive that after the coming of Christ, down to the present year 1588, one thousand and nearly six hundred years have passed.24



S. Ambrosius libro 7 suorum Commentariorum in Lucam propterea sibi probari negat eiusmodi traditionem, quod suo tempore iam exacta essent ab exordio mundi plusquam sex annorum millia, falsa, ut opinor, Chronologia persuasus. Beda in libro De ratione temporum capite 65 eandem traditionem libere contemnit, eandemque reiicit Augustinus in enarrando Psalmum 89, ceu minime congruentem Scripturae, quae negat tempus consummationis mundi posse sciri ab Angelis, nedum a mortalibus. Si autem certum esset mundum sex annorum millibus duntaxat duraturum, sciri etiam posset quantum temporis ad eius consummationem esset reliquum: computatis enim ab origine mundi ad praesentem annum annis iam transactis circiter quinquies mille sexcentis, profecto ad finem usque mundi non plures superessent anni quam quadringenti.
St. Ambrose, in book 7 of his Commentaries on Luke, refuses to approve a tradition of this kind, for the reason that in his own time more than six thousand years had already elapsed from the beginning of the world—persuaded, as I think, by a false chronology. Bede, in his book On the Reckoning of Time, chapter 65, freely scorns the same tradition, and Augustine rejects it in expounding Psalm 89, as by no means in keeping with Scripture, which denies that the time of the consummation of the world can be known by the Angels, much less by mortals. But if it were certain that the world would last only six thousand years, it could also be known how much time was left until its consummation: for, reckoning the years already elapsed from the origin of the world to the present year at about five thousand six hundred, surely there would remain until the end of the world no more than four hundred years.25



Quanquam autem traditum est a Patribus in sex aetates distinctum esse mundum, sextam atque ultimam aetatem a Christi adventu incepisse et ad consummationem usque mundi protrahendam, non ob id tamen cognitum esse potest quam longa futura sit haec sexta aetas, cum priores quinque omnes disparis fuerint durationis. Prima siquidem ab Adamo ad diluvium consumpsit annos mille sexcentos quinquaginta sex; secunda, a diluvio ad ortum Abrahae, ducentos nonaginta duos, vel comprehensa generatione Cainan trecentos viginti duos; tertia, ab Abraham usque ad David, nongentos quadraginta duos; quarta, a David usque ad captivitatem Babylonicam, quadringentos septuaginta tres; quinta, a captivitate usque ad Christi domini adventum, secundum Bedam in libro De sex aetatibus mundi quingentos octoginta novem, at secundum veriorem certioremque Chronologiam sexcentos triginta; sexta, ab ortu Domini nostri usque ad finem mundi, incertae et incompertae mortalibus durationis est.
But although it has been handed down by the Fathers that the world is distinguished into six ages, and that the sixth and last age began at the coming of Christ and is to be prolonged until the consummation of the world, yet not on that account can it be known how long this sixth age will be, since all the prior five were of unequal duration. For the first, from Adam to the Flood, consumed one thousand six hundred fifty-six years; the second, from the Flood to the birth of Abraham, two hundred ninety-two, or, including the generation of Cainan, three hundred twenty-two; the third, from Abraham to David, nine hundred forty-two; the fourth, from David to the Babylonian Captivity, four hundred seventy-three; the fifth, from the Captivity to the coming of Christ the Lord, according to Bede in his book On the Six Ages of the World five hundred eighty-nine, but according to a truer and surer chronology six hundred thirty; the sixth, from the birth of Our Lord to the end of the world, is of a duration uncertain and undiscovered by mortals.26



Nam coniectura illa quorundam, argumentantium extremam hanc aetatem, sicut aliis multis rebus sic etiam duratione, parem et aequalem fore primae aetati, futilis est et infirmo subnixa fundamento; quae profecto si vera esset, non...
For that conjecture of certain men, who argue that this last age—as in many other respects, so also in duration—will be matched and equal to the first age, is futile and rests upon a weak foundation; which indeed, if it were true, would not...27



...non longe abesset consummatio mundi: non enim plures quam octo et sexaginta anni superarent. At enimvero, cum tam gravi oratione Christus reprehenderit curiosam Apostolorum sciscitationem de futuris temporibus, dicens eis, Non est vestrum nosse tempora vel momenta quae Pater posuit in sua potestate, et alio loco inquit, De die autem illa et hora nemo scit, neque Angeli caelorum, nisi solus Pater: profecto valde temerarium et perquam absurdum est de futura mundi duratione quicquam explorati certique velle describere.
...the consummation of the world would not be far off: for no more than sixty-eight years would remain. But in truth, since Christ with so grave a speech rebuked the curious questioning of the Apostles about future times, saying to them, It is not yours to know the times or the moments which the Father has put in His own power, and in another place says, But of that day and hour no one knows, not even the Angels of heaven, but the Father alone—it is surely most rash and utterly absurd to wish to lay down anything explored and certain about the future duration of the world.28
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	Marginal gloss: "Refutatur quorundam inanis coniectura de duratione mundi" (‘The empty conjecture of certain men about the world's duration is refuted’). Sentence continues onto the next page (catchword ‘non’; foot of page: ‘Comm. in Gen. Tom. 1.’, signature B). ↩
	Completes the sentence broken at the foot of the previous page (only ~68 years would remain if the world lasted 6,000 years). Marginal citations: Acts 1:7; Matthew 24:36. ↩




DISPUTATION. Why Moses in this place did not expound the creation of the Angels

LatineEnglish


DISPUTATION. Why Moses in this place did not expound the creation of the Angels.1
DISPUTATIO. Cur Moses hoc loco creationem Angelorum non exposuerit.



Explicanda est ultimo loco, quae hunc librum claudat, minime praetermittenda quaestio: cur Moses, qui describens mundi opificium ceterarum rerum primordia et effectionem edocuit, solam Angelorum creationem tacitus praeteriit? Nam fas non est ambigere creatos esse a Deo Angelos; id enim clarissime docuit David in Psalmo 148, in quo, cum Dei opera, in quibus etiam Angelos numerat, ad praedicandas opificis sui laudes provocet, de illis ait, Ipse dixit et facta sunt, ipse mandavit et creata sunt; statuit ea in aeternum et in saeculum saeculi. Simile ponitur in Cantico trium puerorum Danielis cap. 3, et Ioannes in Apocalypsi cap. 4 et 10 Deum inquit creasse caelum et quaecumque sunt in caelo, terram et maria et quaecumque in eis sunt. Paulus item ad Colossenses 1 apertis verbis docet omnia esse condita in Christo, sive visibilia sive invisibilia, principatus, thronos, potestates et dominationes, omnia per ipsum et in ipso esse condita; idemque traditur in symbolo Fidei Catholicae, et confirmatum est in Concilio Lateranensi magno canone 1. Nec sane existimari potest Angelos fuisse quidem a Deo creatos, sed ab aeterno tamen: id enim omnium Patrum consensu et Ecclesiae auctoritate reprobatur. Ac licet nusquam Scriptura docere videatur Angelos ab aliquo temporis initio esse factos, id tamen ex quibusdam eius sententiis nec obscura nec infirma ratione colligitur. Etenim Proverbiorum 8 dicitur Sapientia fuisse ex omni aeternitate, et antequam Deus quicquam faceret: fuit ergo quando nihil a Deo factum erat. Et 1 capite Ecclesiastici Prior omnibus creata dicitur esse Sapientia. Huc facit et illud, Primogenita ante omnem creaturam. Huic quoque rei illud etiam fidem facit, quod solet Scriptura aeternitatem tanquam quicquam proprium Dei eique soli conveniens praedicare. Cum igitur Angeli et creati sint a Deo, et ab aliquo temporis principio, et sint principes huius mundi partes, non temere in dubium vocatur cur Moses, describendo mundi molitionem, eorum effectionem tacuerit.
There is to be explained, in the last place, a question by no means to be passed over, one which closes this book: why Moses, who in describing the fashioning of the world taught the beginnings and making of all other things, passed over in silence the creation of the Angels alone? For it is not lawful to doubt that the Angels were created by God; this David taught most clearly in Psalm 148, in which, when he calls upon the works of God—among which he numbers the Angels also—to proclaim the praises of their Maker, he says of them, He spoke and they were made, He commanded and they were created; He established them forever and unto the age of ages. The like is set down in the Canticle of the Three Children in Daniel chapter 3, and John in the Apocalypse, chapters 4 and 10, says that God created heaven and whatever is in heaven, the earth and the seas and whatever is in them. Paul likewise to the Colossians, chapter 1, teaches in plain words that all things were founded in Christ, whether visible or invisible, principalities, thrones, powers, and dominations—all things were founded through Him and in Him; and the same is handed down in the symbol of the Catholic Faith, and was confirmed in the great Lateran Council, canon 1. Nor indeed can it be supposed that the Angels were created by God, but yet from eternity: for that is rejected by the consensus of all the Fathers and the authority of the Church. And although Scripture nowhere seems expressly to teach that the Angels were made from some beginning of time, yet it is gathered from certain of its sayings by a reasoning neither obscure nor weak. For in Proverbs 8 Wisdom is said to have been from all eternity, and before God made anything: there was therefore a time when nothing had been made by God. And in the first chapter of Ecclesiasticus Wisdom is said to be created before all things. To this purpose also is that text, The firstborn before every creature. To this matter, too, that lends credence which Scripture is wont to do—to predicate eternity as something proper to God and befitting Him alone. Since, therefore, the Angels were both created by God and from some beginning of time, and are the chief parts of this world, it is not rashly called into doubt why Moses, in describing the building of the world, was silent about their making.2



QUIDAM respondent Mosen, quod videret Hebraeos esse perquam rudes nec spiritualium rerum doctrinae capaces, ad eorum captum et intelligentiam attemperata et accommodata scriptione sua, huius duntaxat mundi...
SOME reply that Moses, because he saw that the Hebrews were exceedingly unschooled and not capable of the teaching of spiritual things, with his writing tempered and accommodated to their grasp and understanding, wished to explain the origin and procreation only of this...3



...mundi corporati et aspectabilis originem et procreationem explicare voluisse. Haec responsio mihi plenissime satisfacit: Mosen namque rerum modo corporalium, et quae sub sensus cadunt, effectionem docere, mihi persuasum et certum est; idemque existimasse B. Hieronymum colligo ex iis quae scripsit ipse in 139 Epistola ad Cyprianum ad hunc modum: Mosis ore creationem mundi, et eorum duntaxat quae visibilia sunt, conditionem hominis et omnis retro historiae didicimus veritatem. Permultis tamen probata est ea ratio, quam Athanasius respondens ad 4 quaestionem Antiochi (si tamen Athanasium eius libri auctorem fuisse credimus) et Chrysostomus atque Theodoretus tradunt: Iudaeos ingenio fuisse ad idolatriam admodum lubrico et proclivi, quod patet argumento vituli aurei, quem recentes ab egressu ex Aegypto, post tot tantaque prodigia a Deo facta, tanquam Deum in deserto adoraverunt; quare Mosen veritum, ne, si caelestium mentium dignitatem et praestantiam Hebraeis aperiret, hinc illi occasionem caperent existimandi Angelos esse Deos et divinis honoribus colendos, consulto eorum creationem in enarrando mundi opificio commemorare supersedisse.
...corporeal and visible world. This response satisfies me most fully: for I am persuaded and certain that Moses teaches the making only of corporeal things, and of those that fall under the senses; and I gather that the blessed Jerome thought the same from what he himself wrote in his 139th Epistle to Cyprian, in this manner: From the mouth of Moses we have learned the truth of the creation of the world, and the condition only of those things which are visible, the making of man, and of all past history. By very many, however, that reasoning is approved which Athanasius, answering the fourth question of Antiochus (if indeed we believe Athanasius to be the author of that book), and Chrysostom and Theodoret hand down: that the Jews were of a disposition exceedingly slippery and prone to idolatry, as is plain from the example of the golden calf, which, fresh from their departure out of Egypt, after so many and so great wonders done by God, they worshipped in the desert as though it were God; wherefore Moses, fearing lest, if he disclosed to the Hebrews the dignity and excellence of the heavenly minds, they should thence take occasion to suppose the Angels to be gods and to be honored with divine worship, deliberately forbore to mention their creation in narrating the fashioning of the world.4



Verum hanc rationem, ut pervulgatam, ita minime firmam et probabilem esse probat Tostatus hoc argumento. Ante huius libri scriptionem et egressum ex Aegypto, Angelorum notitiam habebant Iudaei ex traditione maiorum, quibus saepenumero eos apparuisse acceperant, velut Agar, Loth, Abrahae et Iacob, quas apparitiones etiam hoc in libro narrat Moses; quin etiam statim ut Adam eiectus est de Paradiso, scribit Moses in eius loci custodiam positum esse Cherubim, ut ab ingressu homines arceret. Quinimo, ob eam ipsam causam quam isti afferunt cur Moses nullum hoc loco verbum de Angelis fecerit, convenire maxime videbatur ut eorum creationem exponeret, scilicet ut ita omnem Iudaeis idololatriae occasionem praecideret: nihil enim periculi fuisset ut quisquam Iudaeorum Angelos crederet esse Deos et ut Deos colere vellet, quos ex Mose cognovisset nec fuisse semper, et ab alio esse factos ex nihilo, et in numerum atque ordinem creaturarum coactos.
But Tostatus proves, by this argument, that this reasoning, common as it is, is by no means firm and probable. Before the writing of this book and the departure out of Egypt, the Jews had a knowledge of the Angels from the tradition of their forefathers, to whom they had received that the Angels had very often appeared—as to Hagar, Lot, Abraham, and Jacob, which apparitions Moses also narrates in this very book; indeed, immediately after Adam was cast out of Paradise, Moses writes that a Cherub was set to guard that place, to keep men from entering. Nay rather, for the very cause which these men allege as to why Moses said no word here about the Angels, it would seem most fitting that he should expound their creation, namely so as thus to cut off from the Jews every occasion of idolatry: for there would have been no danger that any of the Jews should believe the Angels to be gods, and should wish to worship as gods those whom he had learned from Moses had not always existed, but were made out of nothing by Another, and forced into the number and order of creatures.5



B. AUGUSTINUS, libro 12 Confessionum et libro 11 De civitate Dei et 1 libro De Genesi ad litteram, censet non fuisse a Mose praetermissos Angelos, sed eum per creationem caeli et lucis figurate insinuasse Angelorum creationem; idem sentit Beda in Hexameron: quod mihi tamen non sit verisimile. Est enim narratio haec Mosis historica, non aliam sententiam proprie reddens nisi qua exprimunt verba eius secundum propriam usitatamque eorum notionem et usum accepta. Severianus, ut citatur in Catena, Mosen ait eo consilio scripsisse Hebraeis hanc Cosmopoeiam, ut (quia illi Aegyptiorum, quibuscum diutina commemoratione ac consuetudine versati fuerant, impiis erroribus atque superstitionibus imbuti et infecti erant—Aegyptii autem moderabantur et astra omnia quae in caelo sunt, et multa de animalibus terrestribus, aquatilibus et volatilibus, necnon et homines quosdam di[vinis]...
The blessed AUGUSTINE, in book 12 of the Confessions and book 11 of The City of God and book 1 of On Genesis according to the Letter, holds that the Angels were not omitted by Moses, but that he figuratively hinted at the creation of the Angels by the creation of heaven and light; Bede thinks the same in his Hexameron: which, however, does not seem to me probable. For this narrative of Moses is historical, rendering properly no other meaning than that which his words express when taken according to their proper and customary notion and use. Severianus, as he is cited in the Catena, says that Moses wrote this Cosmopoeia for the Hebrews with this design: that (since they, from their long remembrance of and familiarity with the Egyptians, among whom they had dwelt, had been imbued and infected with impious errors and superstitions—and the Egyptians worshipped both all the stars that are in heaven, and many of the land, water, and flying animals, and even certain men with di[vine]...6



...[di]vinis honoribus colebant) eos ab istiusmodi superstitione et impietate averteret. Omisit igitur incorporearum rerum opificium, et ad ea quae sensibus patent scriptionem applicuit, ut haec omnia quae cum voluptate cernerent et admirentur non Deos esse, sed Dei opera et ab initio temporis et ex nihilo facta intelligerent. Basilius, Ambrosius, Damascenus propterea putant omissam esse a Mose creationem Angelorum, quod is voluerit tantummodo describere originem huius mundi corporei, earumque rerum omnium quae simul cum mundo sunt conditae; Angelos vero multis ante hunc mundum saeculis esse factos: hoc si verum esset, omnem propositae quaestionis difficultatem exauriret.
...divine honors) he might turn them away from superstition and impiety of this kind. He therefore omitted the making of incorporeal things, and applied his writing to those things which lie open to the senses, so that they might understand that all these things which they beheld and admired with delight were not gods, but the works of God, made both from the beginning of time and out of nothing. Basil, Ambrose, and Damascene think that the creation of the Angels was omitted by Moses for this reason: that he wished only to describe the origin of this corporeal world, and of all those things which were founded together with the world; but that the Angels were made many ages before this world: which, if it were true, would drain away the whole difficulty of the proposed question.7



VERUM ea de re magna lis est inter Patres. Etenim fere Graeci scriptores, et de Latinis quicumque fuere ante Augustinum, censuerunt multis ante hunc mundum saeculis Angelos esse a Deo conditos. Hoc tradit Origenes in opere suo περὶ ἀρχῶν et homilia 4 in Isaiam, Basilius homilia 1 et 2 in Hexameron, Gregorius Nazianzenus in oratione de Natali Domini; Severianus et Diodorus eiusdem sententiae fuisse perhibentur in Catena; idem reliquit scriptum 2 libro De fide capite 3 Damascenus. Ex Latinis autem hoc etiam probat Hilarius libro 12 De Trinitate et in libello contra Auxentium, et Ambrosius libro 1 in Hexameron capite 5 et in Praefatione in primum psalmum, Hieronymus item super 1 caput epistolae ad Titum, Isidorus etiam libro 1 De summo bono capite 12; quin Cassianus in collatione 7 capite 8 neminem fidelium, inquit, ea de re posse dubitare. Pro hac opinione duplex affertur ratio: tum quod Angelus, sicut dignitate praecellit mundum corporeum, ita conveniens erat ut eundem etiam antiquitate antecederet; tum etiam quod in 1 capite Ecclesiastici sic est scriptum, Prior omnibus creata est Sapientia, existimant autem per sapientiam significari naturam Angelicam, quam Deus statim ab initio scientiae et sapientiae plenissimam condidit.
But on this matter there is a great dispute among the Fathers. For nearly all the Greek writers, and of the Latins whoever lived before Augustine, judged that the Angels were founded by God many ages before this world. This Origen hands down in his work On First Principles (περὶ ἀρχῶν) and in homily 4 on Isaiah, Basil in homilies 1 and 2 on the Hexameron, Gregory Nazianzen in his oration on the Nativity of the Lord; Severianus and Diodorus are reported in the Catena to have been of the same opinion; the same John Damascene left in writing in book 2 of On the Faith, chapter 3. And of the Latins, Hilary too maintains this in book 12 of On the Trinity and in the booklet against Auxentius, and Ambrose in book 1 on the Hexameron, chapter 5, and in the Preface to the first psalm, Jerome likewise on the first chapter of the epistle to Titus, Isidore also in book 1 of On the Highest Good, chapter 12; indeed Cassian, in conference 7, chapter 8, says that no one of the faithful can doubt of this matter. For this opinion a twofold reason is brought forward: first, that the Angel, just as it excels the corporeal world in dignity, so it was fitting that it should also precede it in antiquity; and second, that in the first chapter of Ecclesiasticus it is written thus, Wisdom was created before all things, and they suppose that by ‘wisdom’ is signified the angelic nature, which God founded, from the very beginning, most full of knowledge and wisdom.8



Verum neutra ratio cogit. Non prior: nam homo post stirpes et cunctas animantes creatus est, quibus tamen dignitate multum antecellit. Nec sane posterior: quod eo loco per sapientiam non Angelus, sed Verbum divinum quod est sapientia Patris intelligi debet, ut ex aliis eiusdem loci circumstantiis liquido constat. Dicitur enim ibi Sapientiam esse investigabilem, et effudisse illam Deum in omnia opera sua, eamque semper fuisse cum Deo et ante omne aevum: quae in Angelorum naturam minime conveniunt. Dicitur autem Dei Sapientia, qui est Filius, creata, pro eo quod est producta seu genita. Solet enim Scriptura (teste Hilario) Filium Dei dicere genitum, nonnunquam etiam creatum, propterea quod productio Filii Dei habet in se quicquid est perfectionis in generatione et in creatione. Ex generatione quidem habet quod Filius non est productus ex nihilo, sed ex substantia Patris eique consubstantialis; ex creatione vero habet quod sit productus sine ulla Patris mutatione, variatione aut...
But neither reason compels. Not the first: for man was created after the plants and all the living things, which yet he far surpasses in dignity. Nor indeed the second: because in that place by ‘wisdom’ is to be understood not an Angel, but the divine Word, which is the wisdom of the Father, as is clearly evident from the other circumstances of the same passage. For it is there said that Wisdom is unsearchable, and that God poured her out upon all His works, and that she was always with God and before every age: which by no means befit the nature of the Angels. And the Wisdom of God, who is the Son, is said to be ‘created,’ in that it is produced or begotten. For Scripture is wont (as Hilary witnesses) to call the Son of God ‘begotten,’ and sometimes also ‘created,’ for the reason that the production of the Son of God has in itself whatever of perfection is in generation and in creation. From generation indeed it has that the Son is not produced out of nothing, but out of the substance of the Father and consubstantial with Him; from creation, however, it has that He is produced without any change, variation, or...9



...[innovatio]ne aut invocatione. Vel certe non aliud significatur illis verbis, Prior omnium creata est Sapientia, quam Sapientiam non coepisse simul esse cum creaturis, sed ante rerum omnium creationem fuisse ipsam apud Deum.
...renewal or [invocation]. Or else nothing else is signified by those words, Wisdom was created before all things, than that Wisdom did not begin to be together with creatures, but that before the creation of all things she herself was with God.10



GENNADIUS profecto et Acacius, ut traditur in Catena, derident et damnant supradictam opinionem tanquam fabulam e Platonis Timaeo sumptam, quo in dialogo fingit Plato Angelos, quos ipse vocat Deos iuniores, fuisse antiquiores mundi opificio; quin animos hominum vetustiores corporibus facit. Sibi vero aiunt isti verisimilius videri conditos esse Angelos post mundum corporeum, similiter ut prius formatum est corpus hominis, posterius autem ipsius animus est creatus: nam et Paulus docet prius esse quod est animale quam quod est spirituale. Nec defuere qui existimarunt Angelum esse creatum simul cum homine, quod apud Iob capite 40 Deus dixit Iob, Ecce Behemoth quem feci tecum, hoc est eodem tempore quo creavi te; per Behemoth autem multi de sanctis Patribus interpretantur diabolum. Sed huic opinioni maxime obstat quod ante creationem hominis facti sunt Caeli, qui motu suo sex dies illos primos definierunt, peregerunt atque distinxerunt; motus autem Caeli ab Angelo efficitur. Apud Iob etiam capite 38 dixit Deus ipsi Iob, Ubi eras, cum me laudarent simul astra matutina, et iubilarent omnes filii Dei? vel, ut habent Septuaginta Interpretes, Cum me magna voce laudarent omnes Angeli mei. Quo perspicue intelligitur ante quartum diem, quo creata sunt astra, fuisse iam Angelos: id quod bene colligit ex eo loco Iob Augustinus libro 11 De civitate Dei capite 9.
Gennadius indeed, and Acacius, as is handed down in the Catena, deride and condemn the aforesaid opinion as a fable taken from Plato's Timaeus, in which dialogue Plato feigns that the Angels—whom he himself calls ‘the younger gods’—were older than the fashioning of the world; nay, he makes the souls of men older than their bodies. But these men say that to them it seems more probable that the Angels were founded after the corporeal world, just as the body of man was formed first, and afterward his soul was created: for Paul too teaches that that which is animal is prior to that which is spiritual. Nor were there lacking those who supposed that an Angel was created together with man, because in Job, chapter 40, God said to Job, Behold Behemoth, whom I made with thee—that is, at the same time as I created thee; and by ‘Behemoth’ many of the holy Fathers understand the devil. But to this opinion it stands greatly opposed that, before the creation of man, the Heavens were made, which by their motion defined, accomplished, and distinguished those first six days; and the motion of the Heaven is effected by an Angel. In Job also, chapter 38, God said to Job himself, Where wast thou, when the morning stars praised me together, and all the sons of God shouted for joy? or, as the Septuagint translators have it, When all my Angels praised me with a loud voice. From which it is clearly understood that before the fourth day, on which the stars were created, there were already Angels: which Augustine rightly gathers from that passage of Job in book 11 of The City of God, chapter 9.11



ALTERA est sententia Augustini et fere omnium Theologorum qui post Augustinum Latine scripserunt, Angelos simul cum hoc mundo corporato esse creatos. Nam licet Augustinus 1 libro De incarnatione Verbi capite 6 incertum esse tradat quando Angeli fuerint creati, tamen nec Augustinus eius libri auctor creditur, et ipse libro 11 De civitate Dei, libro 12 Confessionum, libro 1 et 4 De Genesi ad litteram aliisque compluribus locis apertissime et affirmative docet Angelos simul cum hoc mundo esse factos; idemque sentit B. Gregorius, Beda, Rupertus, Hugo, Magister libro 1 Sententiarum, omnisque schola Theologorum. Probatur haec sententia duabus rationibus. Altera est, Mosen dixisse Deum creasse caelum et terram in principio, hoc est ante alia omnia: non igitur creati sunt Angeli ante caelum. Parum firma ratio est: responderi enim potest illud, In principio, significare principatum ordinis, non universe tamen et simpliciter, sed tantummodo comparatione rerum corporalium, quas conditas esse deinde narrat Moses. Altera ratio nititur illa sententia Scripturae quae in capite 18 Ecclesiastici, Qui vivit in aeternum creavit omnia simul. Verum nos supra luculenter ostendimus Simul eo loco non significare simultatem temporis, sed simultatem collectionis et universalitatis: significare enim Deum pariter, communiter, nulloque excepto creasse omnia. Theodoretus quaestione 3 super Genesim confir[mat]...
The other is the opinion of Augustine, and of nearly all the theologians who wrote in Latin after Augustine, that the Angels were created together with this corporeal world. For although Augustine, in book 1 of On the Incarnation of the Word, chapter 6, hands down that it is uncertain when the Angels were created, nevertheless Augustine is not believed to be the author of that book, and he himself, in book 11 of The City of God, book 12 of the Confessions, books 1 and 4 of On Genesis according to the Letter, and in very many other places, teaches most openly and affirmatively that the Angels were made together with this world; and the same is the view of the blessed Gregory, Bede, Rupert, Hugh, the Master in book 1 of the Sentences, and the whole school of theologians. This opinion is proved by two reasons. The one is that Moses said God created heaven and earth ‘in the beginning,’ that is, before all other things: therefore the Angels were not created before heaven. This reason is not very firm: for it can be answered that the phrase ‘in the beginning’ signifies a primacy of order, not however universally and absolutely, but only in comparison with the corporeal things which Moses then narrates to have been founded. The other reason rests upon that saying of Scripture which is in the eighteenth chapter of Ecclesiasticus, He who lives forever created all things together. But we have shown clearly above that ‘together’ in that place does not signify simultaneity of time, but simultaneity of collection and universality: for it signifies that God created all things alike, in common, and with nothing excepted. Theodoret, in question 3 on Genesis, confir[ms]...12



...[confir]mat eandem opinionem duobus argumentis. Tum quod, cum Angeli sint finitae ac determinatae naturae, non nisi loco aliquo definiti ac determinati constare possunt, quare ante mundum corporeum esse non potuerunt: cui rationi fortasse assentirer, si, quod plerisque Patrum est visum, Angelos esse corporeos crederem. Tum etiam quod Paulus docet in epistola ad Hebraeos cap. 1 omnes Angelos esse administratorios spiritus in utilitatem hominum: ante mundum autem Angeli nullo ministerio in usum hominis fungi potuerunt: quod argumentum quam sit infirmum, per se quivis etiam non admonitus a nobis facile intelliget.
...confirms the same opinion by two arguments. First, that since the Angels are of a finite and determinate nature, they cannot subsist except as defined and determined in some place, and therefore could not exist before the corporeal world: to which reasoning I would perhaps assent, if I believed—what has seemed so to most of the Fathers—that the Angels are corporeal. Second, that Paul teaches in the epistle to the Hebrews, chapter 1, that all the Angels are ministering spirits for the benefit of men; but before the world the Angels could discharge no ministry for the use of man: how weak this argument is, anyone will easily understand of himself, even without being told by us.13



S. Thomas 1 parte quaest. 61 art. 3 ad hunc modum argumentatur Angelos non esse factos ante mundum. Primo sumit Angelum esse partem universi, tum partem extra suum totum non esse perfectam: ad hoc, non fuisse conveniens ut naturam Angelicam Deus conderet imperfectam: ex his colligit ante mundum non esse creatos Angelos. Quae argumentatio fortasse apud doctos viros non multum haberet ponderis. Mitto cetera excutere, illud tantum dico: fore ut valeret conclusio B. Thomae, siquidem Angelus pars esset mundi vel integralis vel essentialis (sic enim hoc tempore in scholis loquuntur Philosophi): huiusmodi enim partes, quia non sunt per se completae naturae, sed in id institutae sunt ut aliam rem cuius partes sunt componant et consument, propterea extra totum imperfectas esse necesse est. Angelus vero non sic est pars mundi, sed ratione dumtaxat ordinis seu coordinationis omnium rerum: nec est pars mundi tanquam pendens a mundo, sed quae ipsum movet et regit, similiter ut consules, tribuni, praetores et censores partes erant reipublicae Romanae: huiusmodi autem pars extra totum naturam suam retinet, sicut extra navem gubernator, extra exercitum centuriones ac duces. Quid quod non ob aliam causam existimatur pars mundi esse Angelus quam quia cum eo cohaeret quodammodo et coniunctionem habet? At quam? non aliam certe quam quia movet, administrat et quodammodo gubernat mundum: huius autem muneris functio non est Angelo naturalis, sed voluntarie suscepta et ad tempus imposita ei a Deo, nempe cessura post diem iudicii.
St. Thomas, in the First Part, question 61, article 3, argues in this manner that the Angels were not made before the world. First he assumes that the Angel is a part of the universe, and then that a part outside its whole is not perfect; from which, that it was not fitting that God should found the angelic nature imperfect; and from these he gathers that the Angels were not created before the world. This argumentation would perhaps not carry much weight among learned men. I forbear to examine the rest; this only I say: the conclusion of St. Thomas would hold good, provided the Angel were a part of the world either integral or essential (for so the Philosophers nowadays speak in the schools); for parts of this kind, because they are not natures complete in themselves, but are appointed to compose and constitute another thing of which they are parts, must of necessity be imperfect outside their whole. But the Angel is not a part of the world in this way, but only by reason of the order or coordination of all things; nor is it a part of the world as depending on the world, but as one that moves and rules it—just as the consuls, tribunes, praetors, and censors were parts of the Roman commonwealth: a part of this kind retains its own nature outside its whole, like the helmsman outside the ship, the centurions and commanders outside the army. Indeed, for what other reason is the Angel reckoned a part of the world than because it coheres with it in a manner and has a conjunction with it? But what conjunction? none other, surely, than that it moves, administers, and in a manner governs the world; and the discharge of this office is not natural to the Angel, but voluntarily undertaken and imposed on it by God for a time, destined indeed to cease after the day of judgment.14



QUAENAM igitur est nostra sententia? Equidem iudico sententiam Augustini, ut ea maxime probetur, non esse tamen habendam quasi indubitatum et certum Fidei Catholicae dogma: Angelos enim esse creatos simul cum mundo nec usquam tradit Scriptura, nec evidenter ex ea colligitur, nec multum intererat Fidei Catholicae ut id ab Ecclesia decerneretur. Nec vero tot Patres antiquitate, doctrina sanctitateque praestantes, contraria fidei Catholicae docuisse et scripsisse fas est credere. Augustinus quidem certe, huius princeps et auctor sententiae, lib. 11 De civitate Dei cap. 32 ita suam probat opinionem ut contrariam non damnet, sed permittat cuique utram voluerit libere sequi, dummodo spirituales substantias nec a Deo creatas neget, nec Deo faciat coaeternas. Huius vestigia persequens Theodoretus in tertia...
What, then, is our own opinion? For my part I judge that the opinion of Augustine, although it is most approved, is nevertheless not to be held as an undoubted and certain dogma of the Catholic Faith: for that the Angels were created together with the world is nowhere delivered by Scripture, nor is it evidently gathered from it, nor did it much concern the Catholic Faith that this should be decreed by the Church. Nor indeed is it lawful to believe that so many Fathers, eminent in antiquity, learning, and holiness, taught and wrote things contrary to the Catholic Faith. Augustine indeed, certainly the chief and author of this opinion, in book 11 of The City of God, chapter 32, so approves his own view that he does not condemn the contrary, but permits each man freely to follow whichever he wishes, provided only that he neither deny spiritual substances to be created by God, nor make them coeternal with God. Following his footsteps, Theodoret, in the third...15



...tertia quaest. super Genesim, cum opinionem quae est Augustini aliquot argumentis comprobasset, subdit: Illud porro scire necesse est, omnia quaecumque exstant, excepta sancta Trinitate, naturam habere creationi obnoxiam. Hoc autem concesso, si quis Angelorum turbas ante caelum et terram conditas esse dixerit, non offendet verbum pietatis. Veruntamen, ut Angelos simul esse cum mundo factos libentissime credam et prope certum habeam, moveor plurimum auctoritate Innocentii tertii et Patrum Concilii magni Lateranensis, qui hanc sententiam aliis praeferendam conceptis verbis iudicarunt. Moveor item hac ratione: si Angeli multo ante mundum fuerunt, vel toto illo spatio fuerunt omnes in gratia, quare omnes essent confirmati nec ullus cecidisset; vel statim ut sunt creati, in secunda vel tertia morula (quemadmodum loquuntur Theologi scholastici) aliqui eorum peccaverunt. Hoc si concedatur (nec video tamen cur id concedi non debeat), quaerendum est: illi peccatores Angeli, tot saeculis ante mundum conditum, simulne fuerint cum Angelis bonis ab eorum societate et consortio non segregati? Sed hoc credere et pietas respuit et ipsa ratio. An vero statim atque peccaverunt, a bonorum societate exclusi, alio sunt allegati? Sed quonam? ante mundum enim nulla locorum disclusio et discretio esse potuit. Quin Dominus noster in Evangelio Matthaei cap. 25 dixit Ignem inferni diabolo et angelis eius fuisse comparatum; Ioannes quoque in Apocalypsi cap. 12 non obscure indicat Angelos malos et in caelo peccasse et de caelo fuisse deturbatos, cum ait, Factum est proelium magnum in caelo: Michael et Angeli eius proeliabantur cum Dracone, et Draco pugnabat et Angeli eius; et non valuerunt, neque locus inventus est eorum amplius in caelo. Sic enim hunc locum multi de sanctis Patribus et antiquis scriptoribus interpretantur. Auctoritas vero, quam paulo supra memoravi, Innocentii tertii affirmantis spirituales et incorporeas substantias simul esse ab initio temporis creatas a Deo, quomodo non hoc faciat omnino certum et indubitatum et quasi dogma fidei, plane intelliget lector si legat quae scribit B. Thomas in expositione illius decretalis Innocentii, quod est inter opuscula eius vigesimumtertium opusculum, ubi intentionem et sententiam Innocentii exponit. Legendus quoque est Caietanus in 1 parte S. Thomae super art. 3 quaest. 61, quo loco hac de re diligenter et accurate disputat.
...third question on Genesis, when he had approved by several arguments the opinion which is Augustine's, adds: This further it is necessary to know, that all things whatsoever exist, except the holy Trinity, have a nature liable to creation. And this granted, if anyone should say that the hosts of the Angels were founded before heaven and earth, he will not offend against the word of piety. Nevertheless, that I may most willingly believe, and hold for almost certain, that the Angels were made together with the world, I am moved most of all by the authority of Innocent III and of the Fathers of the great Lateran Council, who in express words judged this opinion to be preferred to the others. I am moved likewise by this reasoning: if the Angels existed long before the world, either through all that span they were all in grace—wherefore all would be confirmed and none would have fallen—or else, immediately upon being created, in the second or third instant (as the scholastic theologians speak) some of them sinned. If this be granted—and I see no reason why it should not be granted—the question arises: those sinning Angels, for so many ages before the world was founded, were they not segregated from the good Angels, from their society and fellowship? But both piety and reason itself refuse to believe this. Or were they, immediately upon sinning, excluded from the society of the good and dispatched elsewhere? But whither? for before the world there could be no separation or distinction of places. Indeed our Lord, in the Gospel of Matthew, chapter 25, said that the fire of hell was prepared for the devil and his angels; and John too, in the Apocalypse, chapter 12, indicates not obscurely that the evil Angels both sinned in heaven and were cast down from heaven, when he says, There was made a great battle in heaven: Michael and his Angels fought with the Dragon, and the Dragon fought, and his Angels; and they did not prevail, neither was their place found any more in heaven. For thus do many of the holy Fathers and ancient writers interpret this passage. But the authority of Innocent III, which I mentioned a little above, affirming that spiritual and incorporeal substances were created by God together at the beginning of time—how this does not make the matter altogether certain and undoubted and, as it were, a dogma of faith, the reader will plainly understand if he reads what St. Thomas writes in his exposition of that decretal of Innocent, which is the twenty-third among his opuscula, where he expounds Innocent's intention and meaning. Cajetan, too, is to be read in the First Part of St. Thomas, on article 3 of question 61, in which place he disputes diligently and accurately on this matter.16



Sed finem ponamus huic libro: et Doctrinam de Astris secundum sacram Scripturam, et de divinatione astrologica, quam supra, cum exponeremus quarti diei opus, in proxime sequentem librum reservavimus, deinceps pertractemus.
But let us put an end to this book; and let us next treat the Doctrine of the Stars according to sacred Scripture, and of astrological divination, which above, when we were expounding the work of the fourth day, we reserved for the next following book.
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FINIS PRIMI LIBRI.
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BENITO PERERA'S COMMENTARIES ON GENESIS, BOOK TWO. Which is concerning the Heavens and the heavenly bodies according to sacred Scripture, and concerning astrological Divination. PREFACE.1
BENEDICTI PERERII COMMENTARIORUM IN GENESIM LIBER SECUNDUS. Qui est de Caelis et astris secundum sacram Scripturam, et de Divinatione astrologica. PRAEFATIO.



QUAERIT B. Augustinus cap. 9 lib. 2 De Genesi ad litteram cur Auctores sacrarum litterarum non aperte et enucleate docuerunt quaenam esset caeli natura, qualis figura, quanta magnitudo et numerus orbium caelestium, qui motus, quae caelestis motus efficiens causa, quam ingens et varia syderum potentia, efficacitas, aliaque huius generis multa, quae tam Philosophi quam Mathematici sollerter investigando arguteque tractando immortalem ingenii laudem et nominis memoriam promeruerunt. Ad hanc quaestionem brevissime respondet Augustinus: Spiritum sanctum, cuius illi afflatu et impulsu ad scribendum incitabantur, et a quo in scribendo regebantur atque moderabantur, noluisse huiusmodi res inseri et immisceri Sacris litteris, quod haberent curiosam magis quam utilem cognitionem, et futurum esset ut homines (quae est humani ingenii ad deteriora proclivitas) in earum rerum tractatione, posthabitis utilioribus, toti versarentur atque occuparentur. Nisi enim hoc secutus esset Moses, quam multa ille hoc loco de rebus caelestibus universaque natura mirabiliter disputare ac philosophari potuisset! cum ex ea concione B. Stephani quam in cap. 7 Historiae Apostolicae refert Lucas satis constet eum in omni sapientia Aegyptiorum fuisse eruditum et excellenter versatum. Nonne Salomon, ut in 3 lib. Regum cap. 4 et in lib. Sapientiae cap. 7 scriptum est, omnium rerum naturalium tam caelestium quam quae sub caelo sunt cognitionem habuit, quam ullus sapientum huius saeculi, et ampliorem et multo certiorem? Hanc tamen eius tantam doctrinam et sapientiam litteris commendari et ad nostram notitiam pervenire noluit Deus, ne scilicet homines, quorum satis per se pronum est ad res vanas ac futiles ingenium, supervacanea, nec quicquam ad praesentem vitam bene informandam aeternamque...
The blessed AUGUSTINE asks, in chapter 9 of book 2 On Genesis according to the Letter, why the authors of the sacred writings did not openly and explicitly teach what was the nature of the heaven, of what figure, how great its magnitude, and the number of the celestial orbs, what their motion, what the efficient cause of celestial motion, how vast and various the power and efficacy of the heavenly bodies, and many other things of this kind, by which both Philosophers and Mathematicians, in cleverly investigating and subtly treating them, have merited undying praise for their genius and lasting remembrance of their name. To this question Augustine answers very briefly: that the Holy Spirit, by whose inspiration and impulse they were stirred to write, and by whom they were ruled and guided in writing, did not wish things of this kind to be inserted and mingled with the Sacred writings, because they would furnish a knowledge more curious than useful, and it would come to pass that men (such is the human mind's bent toward worse things), in the treatment of such matters, with more useful things set aside, would be wholly engaged and occupied. For had not Moses followed this course, how many things in this place about the celestial bodies and about universal nature he could have marvelously disputed and philosophized! since from that speech of the blessed Stephen which Luke reports in chapter 7 of the Apostolic History, it is sufficiently evident that he was learned and excellently versed in all the wisdom of the Egyptians. Did not Solomon—as it is written in the third book of Kings, chapter 4, and in the book of Wisdom, chapter 7—have a knowledge of all natural things, both celestial and those that are beneath heaven, both ampler and far surer than any of the wise men of this age? Yet God did not wish this so great learning and wisdom of his to be committed to writing and to come to our knowledge, lest, namely, men—whose disposition is of itself prone enough to vain and futile things—should superfluously, and to no profit for the right ordering of the present life and the...2



...que adipiscendam collatura, plus aequo consectarentur; utiliora vero, et emendationi vitiorum bonorumque morum institutioni atque immortalis gloriae consecutioni maxime profutura, minori studio curaque complecterentur. Multa tamen, eaque praeclara, passim in Sacris libris ex scientia rerum caelestium, plurimis ante Philosophos et Mathematicos saeculis, quasi quaedam praeiacta semina reperiuntur. Nec est profecto quicquam in syderali disciplina aut necessariis rationibus conclusum, aut manifestis exploratum et compertum experimentis, quod divinae Scripturae contrarium vel dissonum sit; quin pleraque doctrinae astrologicae decreta cum ea mire congruunt atque consentiunt. Quapropter institui scribere librum hunc de Caelis et astris, et in eo quae difficiliores et nobiliores sunt de caelo et syderibus quaestiones eas non indiligenter secundum sacram Scripturam et doctrinam ac sententiam Patrum, adiunctis praeterea Theologicis ac Philosophicis rationibus, explicare.
...attainment of the eternal life, pursue beyond measure things that contribute nothing to it; while the more useful things, and those most profitable for the correction of vices, the establishment of good morals, and the attainment of immortal glory, they would embrace with less zeal and care. Yet many things, and those excellent, are found scattered here and there in the Sacred books from the knowledge of celestial things, cast forth, as it were, as certain seeds many ages before the Philosophers and Mathematicians. Nor indeed is there anything in the science of the stars, either concluded by necessary reasonings or explored and ascertained by manifest experiments, that is contrary or discordant to the divine Scripture; rather, very many of the decrees of astrological doctrine agree and accord with it wonderfully. Wherefore I have resolved to write this book On the Heavens and the heavenly bodies, and in it to explain, not negligently, the harder and nobler questions concerning heaven and the heavenly bodies, according to sacred Scripture and the doctrine and judgment of the Fathers, with theological and philosophical reasonings adjoined besides.3



Hae autem sunt quaestiones quas hoc volumine tractandas suscepimus. Prima, An caeli et astra sint incorruptibilis naturae. Secunda, Qualis futura sit post diem iudicii caelorum commutatio et renovatio. Tertia, De figura caeli. Quarta, De numero orbium caelestium. Quinta, An caeli seipsi sua vi naturali moveant, an moveantur ab Angelis. Sexta, An post diem iudicii omnino cessaturus sit caeli motus. Septima, An caeli et astra sint vere animata. Octava, An sydera sint actu calida. Nona, An stellae sint infixae in orbibus, eorumque tantum motu volvantur, an caelo immoto per se ipsae propriis agantur motibus, similiter ut pisces in aqua et aves per aerem motus suos peragunt. Decima, An multitudo syderum inerrantium quae sunt in octavo orbe sit mortalibus innumerabilis. Atque haec in priori parte huius libri tractabuntur. Posterior autem pars bene longam de Divinatione quae ducitur ex astris adversus Astrologos disputationem continebit.
These, then, are the questions which we have undertaken to treat in this volume. First, whether the heavens and the stars are of an incorruptible nature. Second, what shall be, after the day of judgment, the change and renovation of the heavens. Third, on the figure of heaven. Fourth, on the number of the celestial orbs. Fifth, whether the heavens move themselves by their own natural force, or are moved by Angels. Sixth, whether after the day of judgment the motion of heaven shall wholly cease. Seventh, whether the heavens and the stars are truly animate. Eighth, whether the heavenly bodies are actually hot. Ninth, whether the stars are fixed in their orbs and revolved only by the motion of these, or whether—the heaven being unmoved—they are driven by their own proper motions, just as fish in the water and birds through the air accomplish their motions. Tenth, whether the multitude of the fixed stars which are in the eighth orb is innumerable to mortals. And these will be treated in the first part of this book. But the latter part will contain a good long disputation, against the Astrologers, on the Divination which is drawn from the stars.4
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QUESTION I. Whether, according to sacred Scripture, the nature of the stars and of the heaven is constituted incorruptible.1
QUAESTIO I. An secundum sacram Scripturam stellae et caeli natura constent incorruptibili.



LEGENTI Sacras litteras verasque credenti, et sanctorum Patrum scripta pervolutanti, non potest esse dubium quin Caeli aliquo modo interituri sint et in meliorem statum commutandi. Hoc enim concordi sententia tradunt omnes Patres: Iustinus respondens ad quaestiones orthodoxorum 93, 94 et 95, Basilius homilia 1 et 3 in Genesim, Ambrosius lib. 1 in Hexameron c. 6, Gregorius Nyssenus in libro de Creatione hominis capite 24, Philastrius in Catalogo hae[reseon]...
To one who reads the Sacred writings and believes them true, and who pores over the writings of the holy Fathers, there can be no doubt that the Heavens are in some way to perish and to be changed into a better state. For this all the Fathers deliver with one accord: Justin, answering the questions of the orthodox 93, 94, and 95; Basil in homilies 1 and 3 on Genesis; Ambrose in book 1 on the Hexameron, chapter 6; Gregory of Nyssa in his book on the Creation of Man, chapter 24; Philastrius in his Catalogue of here[sies]...2



...[hae]reseon, Chrysostomus homil. 10 ad populum Antiochenum, et homil. 14 super 8 caput epistolae ad Romanos, et in eiusdem loci Commentario Theodoretus. Sed quid attinet recensere singulos, cum fere omnium haec sit sententia? Nec mirum sane id fuisse omnibus persuasum; quippe hoc multis in locis sacrarum litterarum scriptum et inculcatum legebant. Iob cap. 14 ait, Homo cum dormierit non resurget, donec atteratur caelum; non evigilabit, nec consurget de somno suo: sed homo aliquando resurget, ergo caelum etiam aliquando est atterendum. Isaias capite 24, Tabescet omnis militia caelorum, et complicabuntur sicut liber caeli, et omnis militia eorum defluet; et c. 51, Caeli sicut fumus liquescent, et terra sicut vestimentum atteretur; et c. 65, Ego creo caelos novos et terram novam. David etiam Psalmo 101, Opera, inquit, manuum tuarum sunt caeli; ipsi peribunt, et omnes sicut vestimentum veterascent, et sicut opertorium mutabis eos et mutabuntur. Et in libro Ecclesiastici cap. 17 sic est, Quid lucidius sole? et hic deficiet. Dominus quoque noster in Evangelio Matth. c. 24 ait, Caelum et terra transibunt; et rursus Luc. 21, Stellae cadent de caelo, et virtutes caelorum movebuntur. Paulus etiam in cap. 8 epistolae ad Romanos, Vanitati, ait, creatura subiecta est non volens, sed liberabitur a servitute corruptionis in libertatem gloriae filiorum Dei; et 1 ad Corinthios cap. 7, Praeterit, inquit, figura huius mundi. Et Ioannes cap. 2 prioris epistolae, Mundus transit et concupiscentia eius. Sed apertius et explanatius hoc docet B. Petrus; is enim in posterioris Epistolae suae capit. 3 scriptum reliquit Caelos igni esse reservatos in diem iudicii, et eo die magno impetu transituros; tunc etiam fore ut caeli ardentes solvantur et elementa ignis ardore tabescant; novos etiam caelos et novam terram secundum promissa Dei a nobis exspectari. His adiice quod ait Ioannes in Apocalypsi cap. 6, 21 et 22, Vidi caelum novum et terram novam; primum enim caelum et prima terra abiit.
...of heresies; Chrysostom in homily 10 to the people of Antioch, and homily 14 on the eighth chapter of the epistle to the Romans, and Theodoret in his Commentary on the same passage. But what need is there to review them one by one, since this is the opinion of well-nigh all? Nor indeed is it any wonder that all were persuaded of it, since they read it written and inculcated in many places of the sacred writings. Job, in chapter 14, says, Man, when he has fallen asleep, shall not rise again, until the heaven is worn away; he shall not wake, nor rise from his sleep: but man shall at some time rise again; therefore the heaven too is at some time to be worn away. Isaiah, in chapter 24, The whole host of the heavens shall waste away, and they shall be rolled up like a book of the heaven, and all their host shall fall down; and in chapter 51, The heavens shall vanish like smoke, and the earth shall be worn away like a garment; and in chapter 65, I create new heavens and a new earth. David too, in Psalm 101, The heavens, he says, are the works of thy hands; they shall perish, and all shall grow old like a garment, and as a covering thou shalt change them, and they shall be changed. And in the book of Ecclesiasticus, chapter 17, it stands thus, What is brighter than the sun? yet this shall fail. Our Lord too, in the Gospel of Matthew, chapter 24, says, Heaven and earth shall pass away; and again in Luke 21, The stars shall fall from heaven, and the powers of the heavens shall be moved. Paul also, in chapter 8 of the epistle to the Romans, The creature, he says, was made subject to vanity, not willingly, but it shall be delivered from the bondage of corruption into the liberty of the glory of the children of God; and in 1 Corinthians, chapter 7, The fashion of this world passes away. And John, in chapter 2 of his first epistle, The world passes away, and the lust thereof. But more openly and explicitly does the blessed Peter teach this; for in chapter 3 of his second Epistle he left it written that the heavens are reserved unto fire against the day of judgment, and on that day shall pass away with great violence; that then also it shall come to pass that the burning heavens shall be dissolved and the elements shall melt with the heat of fire; and that new heavens and a new earth are awaited by us according to the promises of God. To these add what John says in the Apocalypse, chapters 6, 21, and 22, I saw a new heaven and a new earth; for the first heaven and the first earth passed away.3



Quin hoc licet etiam argumentari ex eo quod tradit Moses in 4 capite Deuteronomii, Solem, lunam et astra esse a Deo creata in ministerium cunctis gentibus quae sub caelo sunt: sed post diem iudicii nec motus, nec lucis, nec defluxus aut effectus alicuius caelestis ministerio erit opus homini; ergo necesse est tunc caelos, ne frustra sint, aut perire omnino, aut in alium quam nunc est statum commutari. Nec sacrarum modo, sed etiam prophanarum litterarum haec est doctrina: nam praeter unum Aristotelem, qui caelum fecit incorruptibile, et Platonem, qui caelum suapte natura vult quidem esse mortale ac dissolubile, Dei tamen voluntate conservatum iri ne dissolvatur unquam, Heracliti, Empedoclis, Anaxagorae, Democriti, Stoicorum omnium atque Epicureorum, quibus adde etiam Sibyllarum carmina seu vaticinia, concors est sententia mundum hunc et corruptibilem esse, et aliquando tandem interiturum.
Indeed one may also argue this from what Moses delivers in the fourth chapter of Deuteronomy, that the sun, moon, and stars were created by God for the service of all the nations that are under heaven: but after the day of judgment man will have no need of the ministry of motion, of light, of any influence or effect of any celestial body; therefore it is necessary that the heavens then—lest they be in vain—either perish altogether or be changed into another state than they now are. Nor is this the doctrine of the sacred writings only, but of the profane as well: for, except Aristotle alone, who made the heaven incorruptible, and Plato, who indeed holds the heaven to be by its own nature mortal and dissoluble, yet to be preserved by God's will so that it never be dissolved, the judgment of Heraclitus, Empedocles, Anaxagoras, Democritus, of all the Stoics and the Epicureans—to whom add also the songs or oracles of the Sibyls—is in accord that this world is both corruptible and at some time at last to perish.4



Ex his adhuc dicta sunt, et aliis similibus quae in eandem sententiam (nisi longiores in re aperta nec turbam testium desiderante esse noluissemus) adduci potuissent, satis apparet sacrae Scripturae...
From these things now said, and from others like them which could have been brought forward to the same effect (had we not been unwilling to be too long in a matter plain and requiring no crowd of witnesses), it is sufficiently apparent that, following the doctrine of sacred Scripture...5



...[Scri]pturae doctrinam sequenti minime dubitandum esse quin caelum aliquando sit aliquo modo interiturum, certe in aliam quam nunc habet formam statumque redigendum. Sed illud est in controversia, qualis futura sit suprema caelorum et mundi commutatio: an secundum substantiam, ut plane intereant; an secundum qualitates et facultates suas, et secundum actiones et effectus; an tantummodo per solam cessationem et vacationem a motu, vel aliqua alia ratione. B. Augustinus, cuius iam pridem in disceptatione huius quaestionis fere Theologis omnibus probata est sententia, in libro 20 De civitate Dei cap. 24, supradictum B. Petri locum expendens, affirmat superiores caelos in quibus sunt astra supremo mundi incendio nec esse purificandos nec ab igne aliquatenus attingendos, sed aereos duntaxat caelos et elementa conflagratione illius ignis esse renovanda. Etenim eodem in loco Petrus significat eosdem caelos igne arsuros qui olim diluvio perierunt; quis autem nescit aquas Noëtici diluvii excessisse quidem montes omnes quindecim cubitis, veruntamen a caelis sydereis longissime abfuisse? Hanc Augustini doctrinam, ut dixi, plerique omnes sequuntur Theologi, praesertim autem Scholastici, ut videre est eorum disputationes hac de re in quarto Sententiarum super distinctione 48: qui, cum Scriptura (inquit) fore ut caeli senescant, atterantur, liquescant, transeant et pereant, censent haec et alia eius generis (si quae sunt alia) non de caelis sydereis, sed de aereis esse intelligenda atque interpretanda; nec obstare huic interpretationi quod Scriptura numero plurali dicat caelos perituros: ea namque servat in hoc vim et usum linguae Hebraeae, in qua vox Caelum caret numero singulari.
...of Scripture, there can be no doubt at all that the heaven is at some time in some manner to perish—certainly to be reduced to another form and state than it now has. But this is in dispute: of what kind shall be the supreme change of the heavens and of the world—whether according to substance, so that they utterly perish; or according to their qualities and faculties, and according to their actions and effects; or only by a mere cessation and rest from motion, or in some other way. The blessed Augustine, whose opinion has long since been approved by almost all the theologians in the discussion of this question, in book 20 of The City of God, chapter 24, weighing the aforesaid passage of the blessed Peter, affirms that the higher heavens, in which are the stars, are neither to be purified by the final conflagration of the world nor in any degree to be touched by fire, but that only the aerial heavens and the elements are to be renewed by the burning of that fire. For in the same passage Peter signifies that the same heavens shall burn with fire which once perished by the flood; and who does not know that the waters of Noah's flood, though they exceeded all the mountains by fifteen cubits, were yet very far removed from the starry heavens? This doctrine of Augustine, as I said, almost all the theologians follow, but especially the Scholastics, as may be seen in their disputations on this matter in the fourth book of the Sentences, on distinction 48: who, since (it is said) Scripture foretells that the heavens shall grow old, be worn, melt, pass away, and perish, judge that these and other things of the kind (if there be any others) are to be understood and interpreted not of the starry heavens, but of the aerial; and that no obstacle to this interpretation is raised by Scripture's saying in the plural that the heavens will perish, for in this it preserves the force and usage of the Hebrew tongue, in which the word ‘Heaven’ lacks the singular number.6



Illud tamen magis videtur officere huic expositioni, quod David Psalmo 101, cum inquit, Initio tu Domine terram fundasti, et opera manuum tuarum sunt caeli, haud dubie loquitur de caelis supremis; at enim mox subiicit, Ipsi peribunt, et omnes sicut vestimentum veterascent et mutabuntur: ergo non aereos modo caelos, sed etiam sydereos Scriptura docet esse interituros. Quare, ut et hoc et alia quae in hac quaestione difficultatem afferre possunt uno responso enodentur et expediantur omnia, admonent duplicem cogitari oportere mutationem et interitum: alterum quo res mortales corrumpuntur et abolentur, amissa natura quam habebant, qualem interitum negant Theologi caelis eventurum; alterum non verum, sed qui umbram tantum et similitudinem habet interitus, qui non est aliud quam vacatio quaedam a priori ministerio, usu et opere, et variatio status et conditionis. Peribunt igitur caeli, non ut animalia, ita ut dissolvantur et esse desinant, sed quia in alium statum transformabuntur, omnibus quae nunc exercent ministeriis, functionibus et effectibus vacuum. Etenim hominibus, quorum causa sunt conditi, e terra in caelestem aeternamque felicitatem translatis, non erit opus caeli motu, lumine, calore ceterisque syderum commoditatibus, quibus praesens haec mortalium vita fovetur atque sustentatur.
Yet this seems rather to stand against this exposition: that David, in Psalm 101, when he says, In the beginning, Lord, thou didst found the earth, and the heavens are the works of thy hands, is without doubt speaking of the supreme heavens; and yet he straightway adds, They shall perish, and all shall grow old like a garment and be changed: therefore Scripture teaches that not the aerial heavens only, but also the starry, shall perish. Wherefore, that both this and the other things which can bring difficulty into this question may all be untangled and dispatched by a single answer, they advise that a twofold change and perishing must be conceived: the one, by which mortal things are corrupted and abolished, losing the nature they had—which kind of perishing the theologians deny will befall the heavens; the other, not a true perishing, but one that has only the shadow and likeness of perishing, which is nothing else than a certain cessation from their former ministry, use, and operation, and a change of state and condition. The heavens, therefore, shall perish, not as animals do, so as to be dissolved and to cease to be, but because they shall be transformed into another state, void of all the ministries, functions, and effects which they now exercise. For when men, for whose sake they were founded, are translated from earth into the heavenly and eternal felicity, there will be no need of the motion of the heaven, of light, of heat, and of the other conveniences of the heavenly bodies, by which this present life of mortals is cherished and sustained.7



Beatus Hieronymus, tum super 51 tum super 65 caput Esaiae, extremam illam caelorum mutationem et interitum appellat renovationem eorum et promotionem in meliorem statum; et in Commentario super 65 cap. Esaiae, ex illis verbis David, Ipsi peribunt et sicut vestimentum veterascent, et tanquam opertorium mutabis eos et mutabuntur, argumentatur interitum caelorum non fore abolitionem eorum et dissolutionem, sed reformationem et renovationem. Neque enim illud quod dixit Esaiae capite 30, Luna fulgebit ut Sol, et Sol septuplum lumen accipiet, interitum significat pristinorum, sed commutationem in melius. Hoc Hieronymus exemplo nobis noto et familiari manifestum facit, ita subiiciens: Infans cum in puerum creverit, et puer in iuvenem, et iuvenis in virum, et vir in senem, nequaquam per singulas aetates perit: idem enim est qui prius fuit, sed paulatim immutatur, et aetati pristinae periisse dicitur. Quod intelligens et Paulus Apostolus loquebatur, Praeterit enim figura huius mundi. Consideremus quid dixerit: Figura praeterit, non substantia. Hoc idem significat non obscure et Beatus Petrus secunda epistola capite tertio: nam cum is dixisset et caelos et elementa incendio deflagratura et dissolvenda esse, ut intelligeretur qualem ipse dissolutionem et interitum intelligeret, mox subiecit, Novos autem caelos et novam terram videbimus: non dixit, alios caelos et aliam terram videbimus, sed veteres et antiquos in melius commutatos. Hactenus ex Hieronymo.
The blessed Jerome, both on the 51st and on the 65th chapter of Isaiah, calls that final change and perishing of the heavens their renovation and promotion to a better state; and in his Commentary on the 65th chapter of Isaiah, from those words of David, They shall perish and shall grow old like a garment, and as a covering thou shalt change them and they shall be changed, he argues that the perishing of the heavens will not be their abolition and dissolution, but their reformation and renovation. For neither does that which he said in Isaiah chapter 30, The moon shall shine as the sun, and the sun shall receive sevenfold light, signify the perishing of the former things, but a change for the better. This Jerome makes plain by an example known and familiar to us, adding thus: When the infant has grown into a boy, and the boy into a youth, and the youth into a man, and the man into an old man, he by no means perishes through the several ages: for he is the same who was before, but is gradually changed, and is said to have perished to his former age. Understanding this, the Apostle Paul too spoke, For the fashion of this world passes away. Let us consider what he said: The fashion passes away, not the substance. This same thing the blessed Peter also signifies, not obscurely, in his second epistle, chapter 3: for when he had said that both the heavens and the elements should be burned up and dissolved by fire, in order that it might be understood what kind of dissolution and perishing he himself meant, he straightway added, But we shall see new heavens and a new earth: he did not say, we shall see other heavens and another earth, but the old and ancient ones changed for the better. Thus far from Jerome.8



Pro hac sententia pulcherrimum locum Beati Gregorii ex libro decimoseptimo Moralium capite quinto hic ascribam.
In favor of this opinion I shall here transcribe a most beautiful passage of the blessed Gregory, from the seventeenth book of the Morals, chapter five.9



Quaeri potest, inquit, cum per Salomonem dicitur, Generatio praeterit et generatio advenit, terra vero in aeternum stat, cur Beatus Iob omnia humiliari asserat et auferri? Quod tamen facile discutimus, si terra et caelum vel qualiter transeat vel qualiter maneat distingamus. Utraque namque haec per eam quam nunc habent imaginem transeunt, sed tamen per essentiam sine fine subsistunt. Hinc namque per Paulum dicitur, Praeterit enim figura huius mundi; hinc per semetipsam Veritas dicit, Caelum et terra transibunt, verba autem mea non transibunt; hinc ad Ioannem angelica voce perhibetur, Erit caelum novum et terra nova: quae quidem non alia condenda sunt, sed haec ipsa renovantur. Caelum igitur et terra transit et erit, quia et ab ea quam nunc habet specie per ignem tergitur, et tamen in sua semper natura servatur. Unde per Psalmistam dicitur, Mutabis eos et mutabuntur. Quam quidem ultimam commutationem suam ipsis nobis nunc vicissitudinibus nunciat, quibus nostris usibus indesinenter alternant. Nam terra a sua specie hyemali ariditate deficit, vernali humore viridescit. Caelum quotidie a caligine noctis obducitur, et diurna claritate renovatur. Hinc ergo fidelis quisque colligat, et interire haec et tamen per innovationem refici, quae constat nunc assidue velut ex defectu reparari. Haec Gregorius.
It may be asked, he says—since it is said through Solomon, One generation passes away and another generation comes, but the earth stands forever—why the blessed Job asserts that all things are humbled and taken away. Yet we easily resolve this, if we distinguish in what manner earth and heaven pass away, and in what manner they remain. For both of these pass away through the appearance which they now have, but yet through their essence subsist without end. For hence it is said through Paul, For the fashion of this world passes away; hence Truth says through herself, Heaven and earth shall pass away, but my words shall not pass away; hence to John it is declared by the angelic voice, There shall be a new heaven and a new earth—which indeed are not to be founded as others, but these very ones are renewed. Heaven, therefore, and earth both pass away and shall be, because both they are wiped by fire from the appearance which they now have, and yet are forever preserved in their own nature. Whence it is said through the Psalmist, Thou shalt change them, and they shall be changed. And this their final change is announced to us even now by the very vicissitudes by which, for our uses, they unceasingly alternate. For the earth fails of its appearance in winter dryness, and grows green again in the moisture of spring. The heaven is daily overcast by the gloom of night, and renewed by the brightness of day. Hence, then, let every believer gather that these things both perish and yet are restored through renewal, which we see to be continually repaired, as it were, from their failing. Thus far Gregory.10



SED quia verba illa Petri non semel in hac disputatione commemorata, aut deinceps commemoranda, obscuritatem et difficultatem habent, maximeque attingunt praesentem controversiam, subtilius et accuratius explananda sunt. Sic autem, inquit Petrus, Caeli magno impetu transient, hoc est, in morem procellae transibunt: non quidem amissione substantiae suae, sed cessatione ministeriorum suorum suique status renovatione. Elementa vero calore solventur, hoc est, ardore ignis aestuantia, a cunctis sordibus praesentis corruptionis velut aurum igne purificabuntur. Augustinus libro vigesimo De civitate Dei capite vigesimoquarto, quod Petrus dicit de elementis, refert non ad omnia quatuor, sed ad ea tantum quae in imo sunt apud nos, terram nimirum et aerem: pro quo facit quod praemisit Petrus de diluvio, quod inferioribus duntaxat elementis nocuisse constat.
BUT since those words of Peter, mentioned more than once in this disputation, and to be mentioned hereafter, have obscurity and difficulty, and most of all touch the present controversy, they must be explained more subtly and accurately. Thus says Peter: The heavens shall pass away with great violence—that is, they shall pass after the manner of a storm: not indeed by the loss of their substance, but by the cessation of their ministries and the renovation of their state. But the elements shall be dissolved with heat—that is, glowing with the burning of fire, they shall be purified from all the filth of the present corruption, as gold is by fire. Augustine, in book 20 of The City of God, chapter 24, refers what Peter says of the ‘elements’ not to all four, but only to those which are lowest with us, namely earth and air: for which it makes that Peter premised the matter of the flood, which is agreed to have harmed only the lower elements.11



Beda vero, quia Petrus indefinite dixit elementa, putat omnia quatuor esse intelligenda; scribit enim ad hunc modum: Quatuor sunt elementa quae ignis ille maximus absumet, duo quidem in totum, ut penitus non sint, videlicet ignem et aquam; duo autem in meliorem restituet faciem, terram nimirum et aerem: quod satis innuit Petrus cum subiunxit, Novos caelos et novam terram exspectamus, per caelos aerem significans. De igne vero et aqua nihil tale legitur; quinimo in Apocalypsi capite 21 traditur, Et mare iam non est. Haec fere ille. Videtur igitur Beda sensisse, de quatuor elementis duo post diem iudicii secundum substantiam peritura.
Bede, however, because Peter said ‘elements’ indefinitely, thinks all four are to be understood; for he writes in this manner: There are four elements which that greatest fire shall consume—two indeed wholly, so that they are not at all, namely fire and water; but two it shall restore to a better face, namely earth and air: which Peter sufficiently hinted when he added, We await new heavens and a new earth, signifying by ‘heavens’ the air. But of fire and water nothing of the sort is read; nay rather, in the Apocalypse, chapter 21, it is delivered, And the sea is now no more. So, in effect, he. It seems, therefore, that Bede was of the mind that, of the four elements, two are to perish in substance after the day of judgment.12



Verum illud ex Apocalypsi productum, Et mare iam non est, non movit Augustinum ut putaret post diem iudicii non futurum mare; quippe tractans eum locum in libro vigesimo De civitate Dei capite decimosexto, Amat, inquit, Prophetica locutio propriis verbis translata miscere, ac sic quodammodo velare quod dicitur: potuit de illo mari dicere, Et mare iam non est, de quo supra dixerat, Et exhibuit mare mortuos qui in eo erant; iam enim tunc non erit hoc saeculum vita mortalium turbulentum et procellosum, quod maris nomine figuravit.
But that text adduced from the Apocalypse, And the sea is now no more, did not move Augustine to suppose that after the day of judgment there will be no sea; for, treating that passage in book 20 of The City of God, chapter 16, Prophetic speech, he says, loves to mingle figurative with literal words, and thus in a manner to veil what is said: he could say of that sea, And the sea is now no more, of which he had said above, And the sea gave up the dead that were in it; for then this present age—the turbulent and stormy life of mortals, which he figured by the name of ‘sea’—will be no more.13



Scholastici Theologi in quarto, super distinctione quadragesimaseptima, negant ullum elementum post diem iudicii secundum substantiam interiturum; quare Bonaventura interpretatus est Bedam non aliud significare voluisse quam in igne et aqua insigniorem fore mutationem quam in aliis elementis. Sanctus Thomas in quarto, distinctione quadragesimaseptima, quaestione secunda, ait dictum Bedae ita esse accipiendum: non quod duo illa elementa corrumpenda sint secundum substantiam, sed quod plus ceteris removenda sint a naturali proprietate, ministerio et statu quem nunc habent; cum enim excellant duabus qualitatibus maxime activis, quae sunt potissima principia alterationis et corruptionis, hoc est calore et frigore, post diem autem iudicii nulla sit futura istiusmodi qualitatum actio et usus, ob hanc causam videntur haec duo elementa adeo mutanda, ut fere secundum substantiam mutata videantur. Sed Beda in libro De sex aetatibus mundi capite sexagesimonono satis explicate et diserte sententiam suam exponit, quae prorsus nihil a supradicta opinione Augustini differt. Ceterum Philo in libro cui titulum fecit Quod mundus sit incorruptibilis, obnixe contendit multis argumentis persuadere mundum esse incorruptibilem, nec a statu quem adhuc habuit vel in deteriorem vel in meliorem aliquando esse...
The Scholastic Theologians, in the fourth book, on distinction 47, deny that any element will perish in substance after the day of judgment; wherefore Bonaventure interpreted that Bede meant nothing else than that there would be a more notable change in fire and water than in the other elements. St. Thomas, in the fourth book, distinction 47, question 2, says that Bede's saying is to be taken thus: not that those two elements are to be corrupted in substance, but that they are to be removed more than the others from the natural property, ministry, and state which they now have; for since they excel in the two most active qualities, which are the chief principles of alteration and corruption—that is, heat and cold—and after the day of judgment there will be no action or use of qualities of this kind, for this reason these two elements seem to be so far changed that they appear almost changed in substance. But Bede, in his book On the Six Ages of the World, chapter 69, sets forth his opinion clearly and plainly enough, which differs in nothing at all from the aforesaid opinion of Augustine. For the rest, Philo, in the book to which he gave the title That the World is Incorruptible, strenuously strives by many arguments to persuade that the world is incorruptible, and that it is never to be changed from the state which it has had until now, whether for the worse or for the better...14



...commutandum. Quanquam, an eius libri Philo sit auctor, multa me quidem certe faciunt ambigere: nam nec eius libri meminere Hieronymus et Eusebius in ea quam satis longam et diligentem omnium operum Philonis enumerationem descripserunt; et nisi me fallit animus, nec stylus, nec ratio disserendi, nec methodus et elocutio, nec genus ipsum doctrinae quae traditur, Philonem olet, aut etiam scriptorem quempiam Iudaeum: nusquam enim ponit ullum Scripturae testimonium ullumve exemplum; nusquam ulla argumentatio ex Sacrarum litterarum doctrina, vel secundum historiam vel secundum allegoriam, in quo Philo copiosus et excellens esse solet, contexitur: resipit autem disputatio illa magis philosophum quempiam Ethnicum, praesertim vero Peripateticae disciplinae alumnum atque propugnatorem.
...to be changed. And yet, whether Philo is the author of that book, many things certainly make me hesitate: for neither Jerome nor Eusebius mention this book in the rather long and careful enumeration which they drew up of all of Philo's works; and unless my judgment deceives me, neither the style, nor the manner of arguing, nor the method and diction, nor the very kind of doctrine which is delivered, smacks of Philo, or even of any Jewish writer at all: for nowhere does he set down any testimony of Scripture or any example; nowhere is any argument woven from the doctrine of the sacred writings, whether according to the history or according to the allegory, in which Philo is wont to be copious and excellent: rather, that disputation savors more of some pagan philosopher, and especially of a pupil and champion of the Peripatetic school.15



SED quia haec controversia ex his quae dicta sunt adhuc nequaquam satis explicata est, enitendum nobis est ut omnes nodos quoad eius fieri potest exolvamus, et, variis arduisque difficultatibus quibus implicata est explanatis, quam sententiam arbitramur rectae rationi, potissimum autem divinae Scripturae, maxime respondentem congruentemque aperiamus. Nec vero attinet hoc loco admonere lectorem in hac disceptatione non agi de absoluta potentia Dei, sed de eo quod facturum esse Deum vel ex sacris litteris vel ex Patrum sententiis vel ex probabilibus argumentis potest nobis constare. Etenim omnibus qui Christiane sapiunt et sacris litteris fidem habent, extra controversiam et dubitationem omnem esse debet Deum, qua libertate voluntatis et immensitate potestatis suae mundum ex nihilo condidit, posse eundem, si quidem is vellet, ad nihilum redigere. Apertam de hoc Scripturae sententiam habemus in 2 libro Machabeorum cap. 8, ubi sic est, Ipse potest universum mundum uno nutu delere. Simile quippiam colligi potest ex verbis Isaiae quae sunt in cap. 40, et ex verbis quae sunt in libro Sapientiae cap. 11. Non sum nescius hoc non iri probatum philosophis, praesertim autem Peripateticis, qui vel negant Deum molitorem et effectorem fuisse huius mundi (quod in rebus aeternis causa vere ac proprie efficiens ipsorum iudicio et sententia locum non habeat), vel existimant Deum non plena libertate voluntatis, sed ea naturae necessitate adductum fecisse mundum, ut opus quod ipse fecit retexere ac dissolvere non possit. Verum quaestionem hanc non cum philosophis in praesentia agitamus, sed apud Christianos et ex sacrae Scripturae et Christianae doctrinae decretis tractare instituimus.
BUT since this controversy is by no means yet sufficiently explained from the things that have been said, we must strive to loosen all the knots, so far as may be done, and—the various and hard difficulties in which it is entangled having been cleared up—to set forth what opinion we judge most answers and accords with right reason, and above all with divine Scripture. Nor is it to the purpose to warn the reader in this place that in this discussion we are treating not of God's absolute power, but of what we can establish, whether from the sacred writings or from the opinions of the Fathers or from probable arguments, that God will do. For to all who are wise in a Christian manner and have faith in the sacred writings, it ought to be beyond all controversy and doubt that God, by that liberty of will and immensity of power with which He founded the world out of nothing, can—if indeed He should will it—reduce it again to nothing. We have a plain statement of Scripture about this in the second book of Maccabees, chapter 8, where it stands thus, He can destroy the whole world with a single nod. Something similar can be gathered from the words of Isaiah in chapter 40, and from the words in the book of Wisdom, chapter 11. I am not unaware that this will not be approved by the philosophers, especially the Peripatetics, who either deny that God was the builder and maker of this world (because, in their judgment, in eternal things there is no place for a truly and properly efficient cause of them), or suppose that God made the world not by full liberty of will, but constrained by that necessity of nature, so that He cannot unmake and dissolve the work which He Himself made. But this question we are not for the present debating with the philosophers, but have undertaken to treat among Christians and from the decrees of sacred Scripture and Christian doctrine.16



PRINCIPIO igitur, ut hinc exordiar meae opinionis explanationem, mundum nunquam ita destructum iri arbitror ut nullus aliquando vel futurus sit: quippe hoc satis ostendit Scriptura quae futuram mundi mutationem vel purgationem vel renovationem vel servitutis et corruptionis liberationem nominat; quod disertis sane verbis docet Paulus in c. 8 Epistolae ad Romanos, cum scribit omnem creatu[ram]...
TO BEGIN, then, that I may here start the explanation of my opinion: I judge that the world will never be so destroyed that at any time it shall not even exist; for this Scripture sufficiently shows, which names the future change, or purgation, or renovation, or deliverance from bondage and corruption, of the world; which Paul teaches in plain words indeed in chapter 8 of the Epistle to the Romans, when he writes that every creat[ure]...17



...[creatu]ram, hoc est etiam rationis et sensus expertem, quodammodo anxie exspectare glorificationem electorum, ut ipsa simul cum illis a servitutis corruptione liberata, novitatem quandam et gloriam incorruptionis acquirat. Eodem pertinet quod ait Salomon in 3 capite libri Ecclesiastae, Didici quod omnia opera quae fecit Deus perseverent in perpetuum. Et vero Dei bonitatis ac sapientiae alienum videtur ut hoc tam praeclarum et omnibus numeris absolutum mundi opificium, et Dei potentiae ac providentiae non modo splendidissimum monumentum sed gravissimum etiam testimonium, penitus destruatur et ad nihilum redigatur. Profecto ita est: cum mundus hic corporeus praecipue factus sit propter hominem, convenit existimare similem fore mundi ut hominis corruptionem pariter atque renovationem; homo autem post diem iudicii ex corruptibili factus incorruptibilis, idem secundum substantiam omni aevo permanebit.
...creature—that is, even the one void of reason and sense—in a manner anxiously awaits the glorification of the elect, so that it, set free together with them from the corruption of bondage, may acquire a certain newness and glory of incorruption. To the same purpose is what Solomon says in the third chapter of the book of Ecclesiastes, I have learned that all the works which God has made continue forever. And indeed it seems foreign to the goodness and wisdom of God that this so splendid fashioning of the world, complete in every part, and not only a most glorious monument but also a most weighty testimony of God's power and providence, should be utterly destroyed and reduced to nothing. So in truth it is: since this corporeal world was made chiefly for the sake of man, it is fitting to suppose that the corruption and renovation of the world will be similar to that of man; and man, after the day of judgment, made from corruptible incorruptible, shall remain the same according to substance for every age.18



Quare quod fertur in libro 2 et 3 Recognitionum Clementis, dixisse olim B. Petrum supremum caelum et beatarum mentium domicilium, quod Empyreum posteriores Theologi appellarunt, nullo unquam tempore mutatum iri, nedum interiturum, sed omnino immutabile in omnem aeternitatem duraturum; caelum vero sydereum mortalium oculis conspicuum in consummatione saeculi esse dissolvendum ac prorsus abolendum, ut, eius corporis ablato quasi velamine, caelum illud gloriosum et nunc humani sensus captu sublimius tum appareat creatis quos Deus eius conspectu fuerit dignatus: hoc, inquam, quod in illis libris traditur, aut non magni faciendum est, propter dubiam aut nullam potius apud viros doctos eius operis fidem et auctoritatem; aut est probabili aliqua interpretatione molliendum, et ad hanc opinionem quam docuimus et probavimus quoquo modo deflectendum.
Wherefore that which is reported in books 2 and 3 of the Recognitions of Clement—that the blessed Peter once said that the highest heaven and dwelling of the blessed minds, which later theologians have called the Empyrean, will at no time ever be changed, much less perish, but will endure wholly unchangeable for all eternity; but that the starry heaven, visible to the eyes of mortals, is at the consummation of the age to be dissolved and utterly abolished, so that, the veil, as it were, of that body being taken away, that glorious heaven, now too sublime for the grasp of human sense, may then appear to the created beings whom God shall have deemed worthy of the sight of it—this, I say, which is delivered in those books, is either to be made little of, on account of the doubtful, or rather null, credit and authority of that work among learned men; or is to be softened by some probable interpretation, and bent in whatever way to this opinion which we have taught and proved.19



ILLUD etiam mihi quidem sic simillimum vero ac prope certum: mundum corporeum non esse corrumpendum secundum substantiam, aliumque diversum ab eo qui nunc est a Deo fabricandum. Paulus enim 1 Corinth. cap. 7 non obscure indicavit hoc, cum dixit, Praeterit figura huius mundi: non enim, inquit, praeterituram substantiam, sed figuram. Atque ad huius rei confirmationem valent quae paulo superius ex Augustino, Hieronymo Gregorioque adduximus. In primo cap. Ecclesiastae sic est, Terra in aeternum stat; ibidem etiam c. 3 scriptum est, Omnia opera quae fecit Deus perseverant in perpetuum. Psalmo 148, Statuit ea in aeternum. Hoc ipsum sensit, disertisque verbis explicuit et probavit Proclus et Methodius, ut videre licet apud Epiphanium Haeres. 64, quae brevitatis causa praetermittimus. In eadem sententia fuisse complures de veteribus Graecis scriptoribus magna fit coniectura ex Oecumenio, idem tradente super 3 cap. 2 Epist. Petri, cuius verba paulo infra posuimus: quippe commentarii Oecumenii sunt collectanea Graecorum scriptorum. Nec aegre quisquam, opinor, hoc credere in animum suum inducet, qui secum reputabit...
THIS also is to me most like the truth and well-nigh certain: that the corporeal world is not to be corrupted according to substance, and another, different from the one that now is, to be fashioned by God. For Paul, in 1 Corinthians chapter 7, indicated this not obscurely, when he said, The fashion of this world passes away: for he did not say that the substance, but the fashion, would pass away. And toward the confirmation of this matter avail the things we adduced a little above from Augustine, Jerome, and Gregory. In the first chapter of Ecclesiastes it stands thus, The earth stands forever; and in the same book, chapter 3, it is written, All the works which God has made continue forever. In Psalm 148, He has established them forever. This very thing Proclus and Methodius held, and explained and proved in plain words, as may be seen in Epiphanius, Heresy 64, which for brevity's sake we pass over. That very many of the old Greek writers were of the same opinion is greatly conjectured from Oecumenius, who delivers the same on chapter 3 of the second Epistle of Peter, whose words we have set down a little below: for the commentaries of Oecumenius are collections of the Greek writers. Nor, I think, will anyone bring himself with difficulty to believe this, who shall reflect with himself...20



...[re]putabit vix posse fingi quemadmodum alius mundus ab hoc nostro secundum substantiam omnino diversus effici queat. Namque mundus ille post diem iudicii futurus elementa et caelos, solem item et lunam ceteraque astra habeat necesse est: nisi enim habeat, non vere nominari posset mundus aut universum, tot tamque perfectis rerum generibus integritatem, decorem ornatumque mundi conficientibus carens. Vel igitur habebit eiusmodi res secundum substantiam similes huic nostro mundo; atqui nulla ratio erat cur vellet Deus mundum hunc destruere et alterum huius simillimum de integro condere. Sin autem elementa et astra illius mundi diversa ponantur secundum substantiam, non possum equidem animo capere qua id ratione possit fieri. Nec enim terra illius mundi non erit densa, sicca, gravis, frigida, ad medium mundi locum propendens, et in eo suapte natura conquiescens: nam quae hisce proprietatibus non est insignita, non est vere terra; quae autem eas habet, plane talis est secundum substantiam qualis est haec nostra. Quod autem hic de terra sum argumentatus, idem ad ceteras principales mundi partes transferri et aptari potest. Quod si mundus secundum substantiam esset interiturus, et non ipse, sed alius quidam mundus ex alia substantia conditus a Deo incorruptionis et gloriae quam post diem iudicii filii Dei consequentur futurus est particeps, non utique dixisset Paulus de hoc nostrati mundo loquens omnem creaturam ingemiscere et parturire exspectando renovationem et glorificationem filiorum Dei, ut ipsa quoque particeps eiusdem novitatis et gloriae quodammodo fiat: non enim mundus qui nunc est, sed alius secundum substantiam, illius novitatis et gloriae particeps esset; nec hic mundus, quod exspectat tam anxie et ingemiscit, unquam consequeretur.
...will reflect that it can scarcely be imagined how another world, wholly different in substance from this our own, could be made. For that world which is to be after the day of judgment must of necessity have elements and heavens, the sun likewise and the moon and the other stars: for unless it have them, it could not truly be called a world or a universe, lacking so many and so perfect kinds of things, which make up the completeness, beauty, and adornment of the world. Either, then, it will have such things, similar in substance to this our world; but there was no reason why God should wish to destroy this world and to found anew another most like it. But if the elements and stars of that world be supposed different in substance, I for my part cannot grasp in my mind by what reasoning this could come about. For the earth of that world will not fail to be dense, dry, heavy, cold, tending toward the middle place of the world and there resting by its own nature: for that which is not marked by these properties is not truly earth; and that which has them is plainly such in substance as this our own. And what I have here argued of earth can be transferred and applied to the other principal parts of the world. But if the world were to perish in substance, and not itself, but some other world founded by God out of another substance were to be partaker of the incorruption and glory which the sons of God shall obtain after the day of judgment, then Paul, speaking of this world of ours, would surely not have said that every creature groans and is in travail, awaiting the renovation and glorification of the sons of God, so that it too may in a manner become partaker of the same newness and glory: for then not the world which now is, but another in substance, would be partaker of that newness and glory; and this world would never obtain what it so anxiously awaits and groans for.21



IAM vero, si caelum secundum substantiam nunquam est interiturum, videtur hinc optima ratione concludi posse caelum per se ac intrinsece esse incorruptibile. Quemadmodum enim, si caelum post diem iudicii fuisset corrumpendum, alienum et incongruum erat fecisse ipsum secundum naturam incorruptibile (quorsum enim faceret Deus incorruptibile caelum, quod vellet aliquando corrumpi?), ita etiam caelum, cum nullo unquam tempore sit corrumpendum secundum substantiam, ratio ipsa poscit ut factum a Deo fuerit incorruptibile; frustra enim fecisset corruptibile quod nunquam corrumpi vellet. Omnia item signa et argumenta, vel ex sensuum iudicio vel ex naturali humanae rationis lumine petita, quibus aliquid esse incorruptibile probari potest (quorum potiora in 1 libro de Caelo collegit Aristoteles), ad unum omnia conveniunt in caelum. Nec vim huius argumentationis elevat exemplum hominis, qui natura sua cum sit corruptibilis a Deo factus, post resurrectionem assequetur immortalitatem: homo namque ita factus est secundum naturam corruptibilis, ut tamen, si vellet, Dei iussis et voluntati obtemperando, omnem...
NOW indeed, if the heaven shall never perish according to substance, it seems that hence, by an excellent reasoning, it can be concluded that the heaven is of itself and intrinsically incorruptible. For just as, if the heaven had been due to be corrupted after the day of judgment, it would have been foreign and incongruous to have made it incorruptible according to nature (for to what end would God make an incorruptible heaven which He willed at some time to be corrupted?), so also, since the heaven is at no time ever to be corrupted according to substance, reason itself demands that it was made incorruptible by God; for He would have made it corruptible in vain, which He never willed to be corrupted. Likewise all the signs and arguments—whether drawn from the judgment of the senses or from the natural light of human reason—by which a thing can be proved to be incorruptible (the chief of which Aristotle collected in the first book On the Heaven), all to a man converge upon the heaven. Nor does the example of man weaken the force of this argumentation—man, who, though made by God corruptible by his own nature, will after the resurrection attain immortality: for man was so made corruptible according to nature, that nevertheless, if he would, by obeying God's commands and will, every...22



...omnem corruptionem atque mortem effugeret: neque incorruptio quae manet eum post resurrectionem est aliquid naturale et hominis naturae debitum, sed est supernaturale quoddam Dei donum, et ab homine bene vivendo beneque agendo promeritum: haec autem quae de homine diximus, caelo non competunt. Adde quod homo, sicut est corruptibilis, ita tandem aliquando corrumpitur, et postea incorruptionem quasi praemium a se promeritum accipit. Et vero homo non potuit fieri natura sua incorruptibilis sicut caelum: nec est par ratio caeli et hominis, qui sic est in ordine rerum naturalium ut sit a Deo tamen ordinatus ad participationem rerum supernaturalium. Deinde, nisi caelum sit incorruptibile corpus, nullum habebit mundus corpus incorruptibile; quare hic gradus et hoc genus entis nobilissimum mundo deerit, quo sane carens, nec mundus, nec perfectus, nec universum vere dici poterit.
...he might escape all corruption and death: nor is the incorruption which awaits him after the resurrection anything natural and owed to man's nature, but it is a certain supernatural gift of God, and merited by man's living well and acting well; but these things which we have said of man do not belong to the heaven. Add that man, just as he is corruptible, so at last at some time is corrupted, and afterward receives incorruption as a prize, as it were, merited by himself. And indeed man could not be made incorruptible by his own nature as the heaven is: nor is the case of the heaven and of man the same—man, who is set in the order of natural things in such a way that he is nevertheless ordained by God to a participation in supernatural things. Lastly, unless the heaven be an incorruptible body, the world will have no incorruptible body; wherefore this most noble grade and kind of being will be lacking to the world, lacking which, surely, it could neither truly be called a world, nor perfect, nor a universe.23
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QUESTION II. In what manner the world, which according to substance shall never be corrupted, is to be changed and renewed after the day of judgment

LatineEnglish


QUESTION II. In what manner the world, which according to substance shall never be corrupted, is to be changed and renewed after the day of judgment.1
QUAESTIO II. Quomodo mundus qui secundum substantiam nunquam corrumpetur, post diem iudicii sit immutandus atque renovandus.



VERUMTAMEN, licet nec caelum nec elementa secundum substantiam interitura sint post diem iudicii, aliter tamen se habebunt quam nunc sunt. Retinebunt quidem elementa raritatem et densitatem, gravitatem et levitatem (nam propter has qualitates certum habent ordinem certaque loca in universo); servabunt etiam qualitates activas, velut calorem et frigus, humoremque atque siccitatem (sine his enim nec nisi miraculose, nec nisi imperfecte et quodammodo aequivoce constare possunt): non tamen hae qualitates tunc exercebunt vires et facultates suas, quia tunc nulla futura est generatio et corruptio; haec enim renovationi et perfectioni illius status repugnant. Cessabit autem illarum qualitatum actio, Deo suspendente earum usum et cohibente concursum suum cum illis qualitatibus ad agendum: hoc autem non videbitur incredibile consideranti prorsus idem eventurum qualitatibus activis quae erunt in corporibus hominum post resurrectionem iam glorificatis, et incorruptione atque impassibilitate donatis. Simile quiddam etiam de caelis et astris sentire convenit: servabunt enim lucem et splendorem ad illuminandum, sed non ad calefaciendum vel quippiam producendum, sed ut a motu, sic ab hac quoque actione vacabunt. Quod ut crederemus aliquando futurum, praemisit Deus aliqua harum rerum exempla, veluti cum tempore Iosue solis et lunae motus cohibitus est, et ignis in fornace Babylonica vim urendi aut etiam calefaciendi non exeruit. Moses item bis quadraginta dies atque noctes sine ullo cibo potuque, inoffenso corpore, perduravit. Non agere autem inter se qualitates ele[mentorum]...
NEVERTHELESS, although neither the heaven nor the elements shall perish in substance after the day of judgment, they will yet be otherwise than they now are. The elements will indeed retain rarity and density, gravity and levity (for on account of these qualities they have a fixed order and fixed places in the universe); they will keep also the active qualities, such as heat and cold, moisture and dryness (for without these they cannot subsist except miraculously, and except imperfectly and in a manner equivocally): yet these qualities will not then exercise their forces and faculties, because then there will be no generation and corruption; for these are repugnant to the renovation and perfection of that state. The action of those qualities will cease, God suspending their use and withholding His concurrence with those qualities for acting: and this will not seem incredible to one who considers that the very same will befall the active qualities which will be in the bodies of men after the resurrection, now glorified, and endowed with incorruption and impassibility. Something similar it is fitting to hold also of the heavens and the stars: for they will keep their light and splendor for illuminating, but not for heating or producing anything; rather, as from motion, so from this action also they will rest. And that we might believe this would one day come to pass, God set forth beforehand some examples of these things, as when in the time of Joshua the motion of the sun and moon was checked, and the fire in the Babylonian furnace put forth no power of burning, or even of heating. Moses likewise endured twice forty days and nights without any food or drink, his body unharmed. And that the qualities of the elements do not act upon one another...2



...[ele]mentorum, nec lucem syderum calefacere, quamvis nunc ingens esset miraculum, tunc tamen, posita semel totius mundi renovatione, non erunt miracula, sed quodammodo naturaliter et necessario erunt illi statui consequentia, maximeque congruentia, et ad ordinariam Dei providentiam circa illum statum pertinebunt. Cessaturum autem esse motum caeli post diem iudicii, nec eam tamen vacationem a motu fore caelo violentam, infra docebimus, ubi disputabitur an caeli moveantur ab Angelis.
...of the elements, nor the light of the heavenly bodies to give heat—although now it would be a vast miracle—nevertheless then, the renovation of the whole world being once supposed, these will not be miracles, but will in a manner be naturally and necessarily consequent upon that state, most congruous with it, and will belong to the ordinary providence of God concerning that state. That the motion of the heaven will cease after the day of judgment, and yet that this rest from motion will not be violent to the heaven, we shall teach below, where it will be disputed whether the heavens are moved by Angels.3



PORRO, etsi nec caeli nec elementa post diem iudicii secundum substantiam interibunt, attamen omnia ex elementis mixta et composita corpora, tam inanima quam animata, praeter unum hominem, post diem iudicii omnino interibunt, sic ut nulla post id temporis sint futura. Etenim hoc manifeste docet B. Petrus cap. 3 posterioris epistolae suae, Terra, inquit, et quae ipsa sunt opera exurentur. Quod profecto ita fieri debere suadet ratio. Plantae enim et animalia propter hominem facta sunt, eius obsequio usui commoditatique addicta: Omnia, inquit David, subiecisti sub pedibus eius; et in lib. Geneseos cap. 9 Deus dixit Noë, Quasi olera virentia tradidi vobis omnia. Post diem autem iudicii, homine ad statum immortalitatis translato, nec istiusmodi rerum usu indigente, si ea manerent, frustra essent ac supervacua. Adiice quod post diem iudicii omnino cessabit motus caeli, ut infra dicemus, quo sublato generatio et corruptio istarum rerum constare non potest. Conservare autem omnium specierum individua, inrupta et impassibilia, similiter ut hominem, non videtur esse conveniens Dei sapientiae.
FURTHERMORE, although neither the heavens nor the elements will perish in substance after the day of judgment, yet all bodies mixed and composed of the elements, both inanimate and animate, save man alone, will after the day of judgment utterly perish, so that none will exist after that time. For this the blessed Peter teaches plainly in chapter 3 of his second epistle, The earth, he says, and the works that are in it shall be burned up. And that it ought indeed to be so, reason persuades. For plants and animals were made for the sake of man, assigned to his service, use, and convenience: All things, says David, thou hast put under his feet; and in the book of Genesis, chapter 9, God said to Noah, As the green herbs I have delivered all things to you. But after the day of judgment, when man is translated to the state of immortality and no longer needs the use of such things, if they remained they would be in vain and superfluous. Add that after the day of judgment the motion of the heaven will wholly cease, as we shall say below, and this being taken away, the generation and corruption of these things cannot stand. And to preserve the individuals of all species, unbroken and impassible, as man is preserved, does not seem to befit the wisdom of God.4



Cumque tunc futurus sit mundus incorruptibilis, ea tantum videntur esse remansura quae rationem aliquam habent incorruptibilitatis: haec autem triplex est. Quaedam enim et tota et secundum omnes partes sunt incorruptibilia, ut caeli; alia, si non tota, certe principem sui partem incorruptibilem habent, ut homo; sunt etiam quae, licet particulatim paulatimque intereant, attamen simul totae interire nequeunt, sed summa eorum semper manet integra: huiusmodi sunt elementa. Cetera vero ex elementis coagmentata corpora nullam habent in se rationem incorruptibilitatis, nisi secundum speciem, quae nihil ad rem praesentem facit: ut omittam Elementa non habere intra se causam aliquam efficientem sui interitus, et partes esse principales mundi, quibus eius integritas continetur.
And since the world will then be incorruptible, those things only seem destined to remain which have some ground of incorruptibility; and this is threefold. For some things are incorruptible both as a whole and in all their parts, as the heavens; others, if not as a whole, at least have their chief part incorruptible, as man; there are also those which, though they perish part by part and little by little, yet cannot all perish at once, but the sum of them ever remains entire: of this kind are the elements. But the rest of the bodies compacted of the elements have in themselves no ground of incorruptibility, except according to their species, which is nothing to the present purpose—to say nothing of the fact that the Elements have within themselves no efficient cause of their own perishing, and are the principal parts of the world, in which its integrity is contained.5



VERUM obiiciet nobis aliquis tot species lapidum, metallorum et animantium ad mundi decorem, ornatum atque perfectionem adeo pertinere, ut sine illis mundus non possit esse perfectus. Sed hoc solvitur: nam eiusmodi rerum species, licet pertineant ad perfectionem mundi prout is versatur in praesenti statu generationis et corruptionis, non tamen ea ratione ut mundus post diem iudicii ad alterum statum incorruptionis, a qua longe absunt istiusmodi res, traducetur. Ac licet stirpes et animantes per se dignitate naturae praestent elementis, tamen, si aestimetur ratio incorruptibilitatis, aliquo modo invenitur in elemen[tis]...
BUT someone will object to us that so many species of stones, metals, and living things pertain to the beauty, adornment, and perfection of the world, that without them the world could not be perfect. But this is solved: for the species of such things, though they pertain to the perfection of the world inasmuch as it is engaged in the present state of generation and corruption, do not pertain to it in such a way that the world will after the day of judgment be brought over into another, incorruptible state—from which such things are far removed. And although plants and living things are in themselves superior to the elements in dignity of nature, yet, if the ground of incorruptibility be weighed, it is in some manner found in the elemen[ts]...6



...[elemen]tis, et prout sine illis corporei huius mundi integritas constare nequit, non est negandum hoc nomine etiam animalia inferiora esse elementis. Sed qua ratione mundus post diem iudicii tot tamque eximiis rerum generibus carens, nomen et rationem universi iure obtinebit? An universum simpliciter et absolute appellari vere non poterit, nisi ea tantum ratione quod omnia contineat quaecumque secundum naturam suam sunt aliquo modo incorruptionis capacia (status enim ille mundi incorruptibilis non alias res complecti debet); an omnia istiusmodi rerum genera etiam in illo mundi statu quodammodo invenientur? videlicet in homine, in quo secundum generales gradus omnia genera mistorum eminenter continentur.
...the elements, and inasmuch as without them the integrity of this corporeal world cannot stand, it is not to be denied that in this respect the lower animals are inferior to the elements. But by what reasoning will the world, after the day of judgment, lacking so many and so excellent kinds of things, rightly obtain the name and character of a universe? Or will it not truly be able to be called a universe simply and absolutely, except on this ground alone, that it contains all things which by their own nature are in some manner capable of incorruption (for that incorruptible state of the world ought not to embrace other things)? Or will all such kinds of things in some manner be found even in that state of the world? namely, in man, in whom, according to their general grades, all the kinds of mixed things are eminently contained.7



Atque hoc habui dicere de proposita quaestione: non quin plura, siquidem et ingenio et materiae indulsissem, dicere potuerim, sed quod ad indicandam sententiam nostram et praecipuas difficultates enodandas, quae nunc dicta sunt, cuivis non indocto nec imperito sacrarum litterarum satis esse possent.
And this is what I had to say on the question proposed: not but that I could have said more, had I indulged both my wit and the material, but because, for indicating our opinion and untangling the chief difficulties, what has now been said could suffice for anyone not unlearned nor unskilled in the sacred writings.8



NEC SANE eorum quae de futuro post diem iudicii statu modo docuimus, hoc est de incorruptione caelorum et stirpium atque animalium interitu, valde aliena videntur quae in Collectaneis suis super 3 caput posterioris epistolae B. Petri annotavit Oecumenius, haud dubie ex antiquioribus Graecis scriptoribus, ut solet pleraque, mutuatus. Ad hunc enim modum scribit:
AND indeed, not far removed from those things which we have just taught about the future state after the day of judgment—that is, about the incorruption of the heavens and the perishing of plants and animals—are the things which Oecumenius noted in his Collections on chapter 3 of the second epistle of the blessed Peter, borrowed without doubt, as he is wont to borrow most things, from the older Greek writers. For he writes in this manner:9



Cum duo sint elementa quae hanc universi machinam maxime continent et cohaerentem conservant, aqua et ignis, ex quibus reliqua duo etiam existunt (nam aër ex aquarum exhalatione, terra ex earundem concretione constat: quae utraque, id est exhalationem et concretionem ex aqua, exprimit vis ignis naturaliter ei a Deo insita): cum igitur duo haec praecipua sint elementa, et per aquam prius tempore Noë impiorum scelera fuerint deleta, necesse est ut rursus impiorum punitio per ignem fiat. Ac de hoc quidem mundi interitu non Christiani solum, verum etiam Graecorum sapientes, ut Heraclitus Ephesius et Empedocles Aetnaeus, tradiderunt. Sed dicet quispiam, quae ratio est cur conditus fuerit mundus, si interire rursus debet? Cui ita respondendum est: Mundum tunc non in perniciem prorsus interiturum, sed in renovationem abiturum. Unde etiam David inquit, Renovabis faciem terrae. Quod si nos materias constare per ignes consueverimus, non penitus eas destruamus ne sint, sed ut purgatiores eas ac sinceriores reddamus: credendum non est Deum, cum per ignem consummationem mundi promiserit, vel id non facturum, vel si faciat, in perniciem et interitum mundi id esse facturum. Nam si perdentur et consumentur aliqua, quaenam illa erunt? Supervacua nimirum haec et praesenti vitae convenientia, cuiusmodi sunt iumenta, herbae et plantae, quae aliae materiam ad tabernacula et domos extruendas, aliae fructus ad alendos homines producunt. Alimentum autem et nutritio corruptionis argumentum est: defectus autem et repletio cibique indigentia quid aliud arguit et praenunciat quam corruptionem? Haec igitur, quae vana sunt et supervacua, nec ad vitam illam quae post diem iudicii sine corruptione agetur pertinentia, corrumpentur omnia. Novi vero caeli et nova...
Since there are two elements which most of all hold together this fabric of the universe and keep it cohering—water and fire—out of which the other two also come to be (for air consists of the exhalation of the waters, earth of their concretion; and both of these, that is the exhalation and the concretion out of water, the force of fire, naturally implanted in it by God, brings about): since, then, these two are the principal elements, and by water in the time of Noah the crimes of the impious were formerly blotted out, it is necessary that again the punishment of the impious be made by fire. And of this perishing of the world not the Christians only, but also the wise men of the Greeks, as Heraclitus of Ephesus and Empedocles of Etna, have taught. But someone will say: what reason is there why the world was founded, if it must perish again? To whom it is to be answered thus: that the world will then not utterly pass away to destruction, but will pass over into renovation. Whence also David says, Thou shalt renew the face of the earth. And if we are accustomed to refine metals by fire, we do not utterly destroy them so that they are not, but render them purer and more pure: so it is not to be believed that God, since He has promised the consummation of the world by fire, will either not do it, or, if He do it, will do it to the destruction and ruin of the world. For if some things shall be lost and consumed, what shall those be? These superfluous things, no doubt, suited to the present life—such as beasts of burden, grasses, and plants, some of which produce material for building tents and houses, others fruits for feeding men. But nourishment and feeding is a proof of corruption; and want and replenishing, and need of food—what else do they argue and foretell than corruption? These things, therefore, which are vain and superfluous, and do not pertain to that life which after the day of judgment shall be lived without corruption, shall all be corrupted. But new heavens and a new...10



...terra substituentur, quae tamen secundum materiam diversa minime erunt: quippe cum neque qui novam domum extruit eam ex nulla subiecta materia faciat, sic Deus, cum semel materiam a principio produxerit et formarit, omne id quod ad usum vitae huius necessarium, sed ad alteram tamen incorruptibilem vitam inutile ac supervacaneum est, tollet ac perdet; quidquid vero ad eam conducet, id incorruptibili et admirabili pulchritudine formatum, ad secundum et incorruptibilem mundum ornandum relinquet.
...earth shall be put in their place, which yet will by no means be diverse in respect of matter: for, just as one who builds a new house does not make it out of no underlying matter, so God, since He once produced and formed matter at the beginning, will take away and destroy all that is necessary for the use of this life, but useless and superfluous for that other incorruptible life; whereas whatever shall be conducive to it, formed with an incorruptible and admirable beauty, He will leave for the adorning of the second and incorruptible world.11



Hactenus commemorata sunt quae in Commentariis suis non incongrua nostrae opinioni prodidit Oecumenius. Simillima horum tradit Iustinus martyr, respondens ad quaestionem orthodoxorum 95. Sed persequamur deinceps alias quaestiones initio huius libri propositas, quarum quae est de Figura caeli eam primo loco excutiamus.
Thus far have been recounted the things which Oecumenius set forth in his Commentaries, not incongruous with our opinion. Justin Martyr delivers things very like these, answering the 95th question of the orthodox. But let us next pursue the other questions proposed at the beginning of this book, of which the one concerning the Figure of the heaven let us examine in the first place.12



Translator’s notes
	The second question of Book II (the printed numeral 'II' was rendered '17' by the OCR). ↩
	Marginal glosses: "Iosue 10" and "Danielis 3." After the judgment the elements keep their qualities but their action ceases, God suspending their use—as with the glorified risen bodies. Examples: the sun and moon checked at Joshua's word (Joshua 10:12–13); the Babylonian furnace not burning (Daniel 3); Moses's two forty-day fasts unharmed (Exodus 24:18; 34:28). Continues onto the next page (catchword ‘mento’). ↩
	Continues Quaestio II (sentence broken at the previous page's catchword ‘mento’). The cessation of the heaven's motion is treated below, in the question whether the heavens are moved by Angels. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Praeter caelos et quatuor elementa, cetera omnia secundum substantiam peribunt, ac nullum corpus mistum post diem iudicii superfuturum sit." 2 Peter 3:10; Psalm 8:8; Genesis 9:3 (‘as the green herbs I have given you all things’). Plants and animals, made for man, become superfluous after the Judgment. ↩
	The threefold ground of incorruptibility: wholly incorruptible (the heavens); incorruptible in their chief part (man); unable to perish all at once (the elements). Composite bodies have no such ground except in their species. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Quomodo mundus post diem iudicii, omnibus mistorum generibus et speciebus carens, dici poterit plenus ac perfectus, aut etiam universum." Objection: the many species of stones, metals, and animals belong to the world's perfection. Sentence continues onto the next page (catchword ‘tis’). ↩
	Whether the renewed world can be called a ‘universe’: either because it contains all that is by nature capable of incorruption, or because all the kinds of mixed things are eminently contained in man. ↩
	Pererius closes Quaestio II. ↩
	Oecumenius's catena on 2 Peter 3, drawn (as usual) from older Greek writers, agrees with Pererius's view. ↩
	Oecumenius, Commentaria on 2 Peter 3 (a catena of Greek writers); block quote spanning printed pp. 211–212. Embedded: Psalm 103[104]:30 (‘Thou shalt renew the face of the earth’, marginal citation ‘Psalm. 103’); the two principal elements (water and fire); Heraclitus of Ephesus and Empedocles of Etna. ↩
	Conclusion of the Oecumenius block quote (begun on the previous page). ↩
	Justin Martyr (Quaestiones ad orthodoxos 95) teaches the like. Transition to the next question. ↩




QUESTION III. On the figure of the heavens, whether it is round

LatineEnglish


QUESTION III. On the figure of the heavens, whether it is round.1
QUAESTIO III. De figura caelorum, an ea sit rotunda.



ARISTOTELES et Mathematici docent caelum esse rotundum, et vera docent; cum enim caelum sit corporum omnium primum, simplicissimum, capacissimum, perfectissimum atque mobilissimum, globosam figuram maxime deposcit, ut quae omnium figurarum sit prima, simplicissima, capacissima, perfectissima, et ad velocitatem perpetuitatemque motus aptissima. Quod si hac figura praeditum non esset caelum, non posset tam diversi motus et tam diversas in partes in caelis agi, quin seipsos caeli frangerent atque perrumperent, neque vitari posset quin ob caelorum conversiones alicubi vacuum existeret. Quare non sunt nobis sequendi scriptores quidam Ecclesiastici, qui caelum esse rotundum non modo negarunt, sed etiam sacris litteris adversari existimarunt. In qua sententia fuisse videtur Iustinus respondens ad quaest. 130 orthodoxorum, et Basilius homil. 1 super Genesim, Ambrosius lib. 1 in Hexameron, necnon Chrysostomus hom. 14 et 27 in epist. Pauli ad Hebraeos super eiusdem epistolae cap. 8, Theophylactus atque Theodoretus (quanquam hic in quaest. 20 super Genesim veram de rotunditate caeli sententiam videtur sequi). Verum praeter ceteros praefracte pugnat pro hac opinione Lactantius lib. 3 Divinarum institutionum cap. 23, et Procopius Gazaeus in Comment. super Genesim, cum exponit illa verba Mosis, In principio creavit Deus caelum et terram: qui non est veritus dicere opinionem de rotunditate caeli cum orthodoxa veritate nullo modo congruere, sed Mosi, Prophetis, Paulo, quin etiam Christo Domino contradicere.
ARISTOTLE and the Mathematicians teach that the heaven is round, and they teach truly; for since the heaven is the first of all bodies, the simplest, the most capacious, the most perfect, and the most mobile, it most of all demands a globe-shaped figure, as being the first of all figures, the simplest, the most capacious, the most perfect, and the fittest for swiftness and perpetuity of motion. And if the heaven were not endowed with this figure, motions so diverse and toward such diverse parts could not be carried on in the heavens without the heavens breaking and rupturing themselves, nor could it be avoided that, by reason of the revolutions of the heavens, a void should somewhere exist. Wherefore we are not to follow certain Ecclesiastical writers, who not only denied that the heaven is round, but even reckoned it to be contrary to the sacred writings. In which opinion Justin seems to have been, answering the 130th question of the orthodox, and Basil in homily 1 on Genesis, Ambrose in book 1 of the Hexameron, and also Chrysostom in homilies 14 and 27 on Paul's epistle to the Hebrews, on chapter 8 of that epistle, Theophylact and Theodoret (although the latter, in question 20 on Genesis, seems to follow the true opinion about the rotundity of the heaven). But beyond the rest, Lactantius stubbornly fights for this opinion, in book 3 of the Divine Institutions, chapter 23, and Procopius of Gaza in his Commentary on Genesis, when he expounds those words of Moses, In the beginning God created heaven and earth: who did not fear to say that the opinion about the rotundity of the heaven in no way agrees with the orthodox truth, but contradicts Moses, the Prophets, Paul, and even Christ the Lord.2



AT enimvero, tantum abest ut haec sententia contraria sit divinae Scri[pturae]...
BUT in truth, so far is this opinion from being contrary to divine Scrip[ture]...3



...[Scriptu]rae, ut cum ea mirifice concordet atque consentiat. Possem ad huic rei fidem faciendam multa de sacris litteris expromere, sed ne, ubi minime opus est, longior sim, paucis ero contentus. Caelum esse rotundum nec uno loco nec obscure indicat scriptura: hoc enim scriptum testatumque reliquit Salomon initio libri Ecclesiastae, docens Solem in caelo moveri in orbem: Oritur, inquit, Sol et occidit, et ad locum suum revertitur, ibique renascens gyrat per Meridiem et flectitur ad Aquilonem, lustrans universa in circuitu pergit Spiritus, et in circulos suos revertitur: quibus verbis clarissime ostenditur, praesertim autem prout illum locum interpretatur B. Hieronymus, solem qui in caelo cursum suum agit in orbem circumferri: quod fieri non posset nisi globosum ac rotundum esset caelum. Verum etiam manifestius traditur hoc in libro Ecclesiastici capit. 24, quo loco divina Sapientia inducitur ita loquens: Gyrum caeli circuivi sola. Graece significantius est verbum, ἐκύκλωσα, hoc est circumduxi, rotundavi seu conglobavi. Hoc ipsum putant nonnulli significasse Iob, cum in capite 9 dixit, Sub quo curvantur qui portant orbem. His verbis insinuans sanctos Angelos, a quibus et caelestes orbes moventur et totus mundus sub Deo gubernatur. Eodem spectat illud Salomonis in 8 ca. Proverbiorum, Quando praeparabat caelos aderam, quando certa lege et gyro vallabat abyssos. Nomine enim abyssi significat hoc loco vastitatem illam inter caelum et terram plenam aquea materia, sine luce ulla et distinctione, de qua dixit hoc loco Moses, Et tenebrae erant super faciem abyssi. Hanc autem abyssum gyro, hoc est circulo corporum caelestium, et certa lege quae mutari non potest, circumvallavit et circumscripsit. Atque hoc apertius ostendit lectio Hebraica, quae ad verbum sonat: Cum statueret seu describeret circulum super faciem abyssi.
...Scripture, that on the contrary it agrees and accords with it marvelously. I could, to give credence to this matter, bring forth many things from the sacred writings, but lest I be too long where there is least need, I shall be content with a few. That the heaven is round, Scripture indicates neither in one place only nor obscurely: for this Solomon left written and attested at the beginning of the book of Ecclesiastes, teaching that the Sun moves in the heaven in a circle: The Sun, he says, rises and sets, and returns to its place, and there, rising again, it wheels through the South and bends toward the North; surveying all things in its circuit the wind goes, and returns upon its circles: by which words it is most clearly shown—especially as the blessed Jerome interprets that passage—that the sun, which runs its course in the heaven, is carried round in an orb; which could not happen unless the heaven were globular and round. But still more plainly is this delivered in the book of Ecclesiasticus, chapter 24, where the divine Wisdom is brought in speaking thus: I alone have compassed the circuit of heaven. In Greek the word is more expressive, ἐκύκλωσα, that is, ‘I led around, I made round, or I rounded into a ball.’ This same thing some think Job signified, when in chapter 9 he said, Under whom they bow that bear up the world: by which words insinuating the holy Angels, by whom the celestial orbs are moved and the whole world is governed under God. To the same purpose looks that saying of Solomon in chapter 8 of Proverbs, When he prepared the heavens I was present, when by a fixed law and a circle he hedged in the depths. For by the name ‘deep’ he here signifies that vast space between heaven and earth, full of watery matter, without any light and distinction, of which Moses said in this place, And darkness was upon the face of the deep. And this deep he hedged about and circumscribed with a circle—that is, with the circle of the celestial bodies—and with a fixed law that cannot be changed. And this the Hebrew reading shows more plainly, which word for word sounds: When he set, or described, a circle upon the face of the deep.4



SED Basilio, Ambrosio, Achatio et quibusdam aliis veterum scriptorum opinionem quae est de rotunditate caeli visus est funditus evertere locus ille Esaiae in cap. 40, in quo est Deum expandisse caelos sicut tabernaculum seu cameram, vel, ut ex translatione Septuaginta Interpretum citat Basilius, constituisse caelum tanquam fornicem; et ille alius locus Davidis in Psalmo 103, Extendens caelum sicut pellem. Veruntamen Augustinus in cap. 9 lib. 2 De Genesi ad litteram pulchre docet quemadmodum supradictae sententiae possint commodissime intelligi et exponi, ita ut rotunditati caeli nihil prorsus officiant. Non enim, inquit Augustinus, caelum esse rotundum pugnat cum eo quod est habere ipsum similitudinem tabernaculi vel camerae: caelum enim, secundum eam partem qua supra nos est, de qua proprie loquitur scriptura, habet similitudinem camerae, supervacue continens et tegens hoc nostrum hemisphaerium; quare, si caelum non est sphericum, ex ea parte camera est qua terram tegit; sin autem totum est sphericum, utraque ex parte camera est: nam, sicut haec pars caeli quae nos tegit est quasi camera respectu nostri hemisphaerii, ita caeli altera medietas quae tegit Antipodas, respectu adversi nobis hemisphaerii, camera est. Nec obstat quod ait David caeli extensum esse sicut pellem: namque pellis...
BUT to Basil, Ambrose, Acacius, and certain others of the old writers, that passage of Isaiah in chapter 40 seemed utterly to overturn the opinion about the rotundity of the heaven—where it is said that God stretched out the heavens like a tent or chamber, or, as Basil cites it from the translation of the Seventy Interpreters, set up the heaven like a vault; and that other passage of David in Psalm 103, Stretching out the heaven like a skin. Nevertheless Augustine, in chapter 9 of book 2 of On Genesis according to the Letter, beautifully teaches how the aforesaid texts can most conveniently be understood and expounded, so that they in no way at all stand against the rotundity of the heaven. For, says Augustine, that the heaven is round does not conflict with its having a likeness to a tent or chamber: for the heaven, in respect of that part which is above us—of which Scripture properly speaks—has the likeness of a chamber, covering over this our hemisphere; wherefore, if the heaven is not spherical, it is on that side a chamber by which it covers the earth; but if it is wholly spherical, it is a chamber on both sides: for, just as this part of the heaven which covers us is, as it were, a chamber in respect of our hemisphere, so the other half of the heaven which covers the Antipodes is, in respect of the hemisphere opposite to us, a chamber. Nor does it stand in the way that David says the heaven was stretched out like a skin: for a skin...5



...pellis potest distendi et in planum et in orbem, uti cernimus in utre, pila, vesica: sic Augustinus. Sciendum tamen est, in illo Davidis loco pro pelle Hebraice vocem esse quae significat cortinam: olim enim tam apud Iudaeos quam alias gentes tabernacula et tentoria conficiebantur ex pellibus similitudine cortinarum: unde manavit illud, Imperatores esse sub pellibus. Exemplum huius habes, lector, in cantico Habacuc cap. 3, eo in loco: Pro iniquitate vidi tentoria Aethiopiae, turbabuntur pelles terrae Madian. Ergo verus et germanus illorum verborum Davidis hic est intellectus: Quemadmodum homo pellem seu cortinam tentorii vel tabernaculi sui complicatam atque convolutam nullo negotio, prout libet, deducit et expandit, ita Deum nullo labore extendisse caelum in maximam amplitudinem, ut esset tanquam tentorium et tabernaculum circumtegens terram, quam cunctis animantibus, praecipue autem hominibus, ad habitandum dederat.
...a skin can be stretched both flat and into a round, as we see in a wineskin, a ball, a bladder: so Augustine. It is to be known, however, that in that passage of David the Hebrew word for ‘skin’ is one that means ‘curtain’: for of old, both among the Jews and among other nations, tents and pavilions were made of skins after the fashion of curtains; whence flowed that saying, that emperors are ‘under skins’ (i.e., in tents). You have an example of this, reader, in the canticle of Habakkuk, chapter 3, in that place: For iniquity I saw the tents of Ethiopia; the curtains of the land of Midian shall be troubled. Therefore the true and genuine sense of those words of David is this: Just as a man, without any trouble, draws out and spreads as he pleases the skin or curtain of his tent or pavilion, folded and rolled up, so God without labor stretched out the heaven into the greatest amplitude, that it might be like a tent and pavilion covering round the earth, which He had given to all living things, but chiefly to men, to dwell in.6



Translator’s notes
	The third question of Book II. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Ex auctoribus Ecclesiasticis, quinam rotundum esse caelum negaverint." Aristotle, De Caelo. The sphere is the first, simplest, most capacious, and most perfect figure. Ecclesiastical writers who denied a round heaven: Justin (Quaest. ad orth. 130), Basil (Hom. 1), Ambrose (Hexaem. 1), Chrysostom (Hom. 14 & 27 on Hebrews 8), Theophylact, Theodoret (though Qu. 20 in Gen. seems to follow the true view); especially Lactantius (Div. inst. 3.23) and Procopius of Gaza. ↩
	Sentence continues onto the next page (catchword ‘nae Scri’). ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Locus lib. Proverbiorum." Ecclesiastes 1:5–6 (with Jerome's reading); Ecclesiasticus 24:5/8 (‘Gyrum caeli circuivi sola’; the Greek ἐκύκλωσα = ‘I encircled’); Job 9:13; Proverbs 8:27 (‘when... by a fixed law and circle he hedged in the depths’); Genesis 1:2 (‘darkness was upon the face of the deep’). The Hebrew reads ‘when he set / described a circle upon the face of the deep.’ ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Explicatur locus Isaiae cap. 40, Davidis Psal. 103." Isaiah 40:22 (the heavens stretched like a tent/vault); the Septuagint reading ‘fornicem’ (a vault), cited by Basil; Psalm 103[104]:2 (‘stretching out the heaven like a skin’); Augustine, De Genesi ad litteram 2.9 (rotundity is not incompatible with the tent/vault simile). Sentence continues onto the next page (catchword ‘pellis’; signature D 3). ↩
	Continues the close of Quaestio III. Augustine: a skin can be stretched flat or round (as in a wineskin, ball, bladder). The Hebrew word in Psalm 103[104]:2 means ‘curtain’; tents were made of skins like curtains. Habakkuk 3:7 (‘I saw the tents of Ethiopia... the curtains of the land of Midian’). ↩




QUESTION IV. On the number of the heavens

LatineEnglish


QUESTION IV. On the number of the heavens.1
QUAESTIO IV. De numero caelorum.



NON est in hac quam instituimus tractatione praetermittenda disputatio de numero caelorum. Ad Ptolemaei usque tempora, Mathematici iuxta et Philosophi octo esse caelos, septem planetarum et octavum inerrantium syderum, censuerunt. Ptolemaeus et posteriores Mathematici, comperto motu octavi orbis ab occasu ad ortum, nonum caelum addiderunt. Ante annos vero fere trecentos, praeter motum raptus et motum ab occasu ad ortum octavi caeli, certa observatione deprehensus est a Mathematicis alius quidam eiusdem orbis motus, quem illi trepidationis appellaverunt: quamobrem decimum caelum ponere coacti sunt. Ex sententia igitur Mathematicorum, quae nunc fere recepta est in scholis et plerisque omnibus probata, decem sunt caeli mobiles: quibus addendum est undecimum, quod Theologi empyreum nominarunt. Quaeritur igitur an usquam divina Scriptura quicquam certi de numero caelorum aperte tradat, et an communis opinio de numero undecim caelorum sacris litteris adversetur.
In this treatment which we have undertaken, the disputation about the number of the heavens is not to be passed over. Down to the times of Ptolemy, the Mathematicians as well as the Philosophers judged that there are eight heavens, those of the seven planets and an eighth of the fixed stars. Ptolemy and the later Mathematicians, having discovered the motion of the eighth orb from west to east, added a ninth heaven. But about three hundred years ago, besides the motion of the daily rotation and the motion of the eighth heaven from west to east, there was detected by the Mathematicians, by sure observation, a certain other motion of the same orb, which they called the motion of trepidation: for which reason they were compelled to posit a tenth heaven. According to the opinion of the Mathematicians, then, which is now generally received in the schools and approved by almost all, there are ten mobile heavens; to which is to be added an eleventh, which the Theologians have named the Empyrean. It is asked, therefore, whether divine Scripture anywhere openly delivers anything certain about the number of the heavens, and whether the common opinion of eleven heavens is contrary to the sacred writings.2



S. CHRYSOSTOMUS ho. 4 in Genesim, explanans verba illa, Fiat firmamentum, non dubitavit affirmare qui multos caelos faciunt eos divinae scripturae et doctrinis Ecclesiasticis adversari, suaque ipsorum commenta et figmenta sequi. Moyses enim unum tantummodo caelum tradidit, quod appellavit firmamentum: nam cum ante dixit, In principio fecit Deus caelum et terram, nomine caeli et terrae designare voluit totum mundum, cuius opificium summatim ante proposuit; deinde vero quemadmodum per partes a Deo sit factum distincte ac sigillatim enarravit. Nec debet quemquam movere quod Scriptura nonnunquam numero plurali utitur nomine caeli, veluti cum...
St. CHRYSOSTOM, in homily 4 on Genesis, explaining those words, Let there be a firmament, did not hesitate to affirm that those who make many heavens contradict the divine scripture and the Ecclesiastical doctrines, and follow their own inventions and fabrications. For Moses delivered only one heaven, which he called the firmament: for when he had earlier said, In the beginning God made heaven and earth, by the name of heaven and earth he meant to designate the whole world, whose making he had summarily set forth beforehand; and then he narrated distinctly and one by one in what manner it was made by God part by part. Nor ought it to move anyone that Scripture sometimes uses the name of heaven in the plural number, as when...3



...cum ait, Caeli caelorum, et rursus, Aquae quae super caelos sunt: in huiusmodi namque locutione servat proprietatem linguae Hebraeae, in qua nomen caeli caret numero singulari, sicut apud Latinos Athenae, Venetiae, Syracusae. Hactenus ex Chrysost. Sed quia dictum hoc doctrinae omnium philosophorum et Theologorum contrarium est, propterea B. Thomas, qua erat singulari erga sanctos Patres pietate et observantia, in bona parte illud interpretari voluit. Ait enim in 1 p. q. 68 non damnari a Chrysostomo eos qui corpus caeleste in multos orbes distingunt, sed haereticos quosdam et philosophos qui extra hunc mundum et caelos nobis aspectabiles alios esse caelos aliosque mundos fabulantur. Quae interpretatio quam apte congruat sententiae verborum Chrysostomi, lectori existimandum iudicandumque permitto.
...as when it says, The heavens of the heavens, and again, The waters that are above the heavens: for in speech of this kind it preserves the property of the Hebrew tongue, in which the name of heaven lacks the singular number, just as among the Latins Athenae, Venetiae, Syracusae. Thus far from Chrysostom. But because this saying is contrary to the doctrine of all the philosophers and theologians, therefore the blessed Thomas, with that singular piety and reverence which he had toward the holy Fathers, wished to interpret it in a good sense. For he says, in the First Part, question 68, that Chrysostom does not condemn those who distinguish the celestial body into many orbs, but certain heretics and philosophers who fable that beyond this world and the heavens visible to us there are other heavens and other worlds. How aptly this interpretation accords with the meaning of Chrysostom's words, I leave to the reader to estimate and judge.4



Iustinus martyr, respondens ad q. 67 Orthod. (quae erat haec: Cum Moyses in principio lib. Geneseos duorum tantum meminerit caelorum, cur alibi Scriptura plures caelos tradat? nam Paulus ait 2 Cor. c. 12 se ad tertium usque caelum esse raptum), ad hanc, inquam, Iustinus quaestionem respondens ait re vera duos tantummodo esse caelos, ut ita dicam, totales, sed hos distinguit in varia spatia, quae interdum Scriptura etiam caelos appellat. Simile est quod tradit Theodor. q. 11 in Gene.: Qui non credit, inquit, secundum esse caelum, semitam rectam transgreditur; qui vero plures numerare conatur, adhaeret fabulis, postposita divini Spiritus doctrina. Basil. homil. 3 in Gen. affirmat secundum Scripturam non duos tantum caelos, sed etiam plures, certe minimum tres statui oportere: Paulus enim perspicue narrat raptum se esse usque ad tertium caelum.
Justin Martyr, answering the 67th question of the Orthodox (which was this: Since Moses, at the beginning of the book of Genesis, mentions only two heavens, why does Scripture elsewhere deliver more heavens? for Paul says, in 2 Corinthians chapter 12, that he was caught up even to the third heaven)—answering this question, I say, Justin says that there are in truth only two heavens, so to speak, ‘total’ ones, but that he distinguishes these into various spaces, which Scripture sometimes also calls heavens. Like to this is what Theodoret delivers in question 11 on Genesis: He who does not believe, he says, that there is a second heaven, departs from the straight path; but he who tries to number more, clings to fables, having set aside the doctrine of the divine Spirit. Basil, in homily 3 on Genesis, affirms that according to Scripture not two heavens only, but even more—at least three at the least—must be posited: for Paul plainly relates that he was caught up to the third heaven.5



Philastrius in catalogo haereseon commemorat haeresim quorundam de caelorum multitudine et diversitate ambigentium: ipse autem sentire videtur quanta sit caelorum multitudo ex sacris litteris esse incompertum, quippe cum ea de re Scriptura variis in locis varie loqui videatur. Ex verbis enim Mosis quae sunt in 1 c. lib. Genes. colliguntur duo caeli, alterum in principio factum simul cum terra, alterum nomine firmamenti secundo die conditum. David vero sex esse caelos innuit, cum inquit, Laudate Dominum caeli caelorum, et aqua quae super caelos sunt, laudent nomen Domini: nam cum ter enunciet nomen caeli numero plurali, minimum indicat sex caelos. In Deuter. autem c. 10, cum dicitur Caelum et caelum caeli, tres demonstrantur; sicut etiam apud Paulum, cum se ipse dicit raptum ad tertium caelum. Haec Philastrius.
Philastrius, in his catalogue of heresies, mentions the heresy of certain men who were in doubt about the multitude and diversity of the heavens; but he himself seems to hold that how great the multitude of the heavens may be is undiscovered from the sacred writings, since Scripture seems to speak variously on that matter in various places. For from the words of Moses in the first chapter of the book of Genesis two heavens are gathered: one made in the beginning together with the earth, the other founded under the name of the firmament on the second day. But David hints that there are six heavens, when he says, Praise the Lord, you heavens of the heavens, and let the waters that are above the heavens praise the name of the Lord: for since he utters the name of heaven three times in the plural number, he indicates at the least six heavens. And in Deuteronomy chapter 10, when it is said, The heaven and the heaven of heaven, three are shown; as also in Paul, when he says that he himself was caught up to the third heaven. Thus Philastrius.6



SANCTUS Thomas prima parte quaestione 68 articulo quarto observavit nomen caeli partim in sacris litteris partim apud sanctos Patres variis modis sumi. Primo quidem proprie pro vero corpore caelesti, atque ita distinguitur triplex caelum: primum totum lucidum et immobile, quod est empyreum; alterum totum expers lucis et diaphanum, mobile tamen, et vocatur chrystallinum; tertium partim diaphanum partim lucens, et est caelum sydereum, octavum orbem et septem subiectos planetarum orbes complectens. Altero modo caelum dicitur non quod naturam habet caelestem, sed quia similitudinem habet alicuius proprietatis caelestis: quomodo in Scriptu[ra]...
St. Thomas, in the First Part, question 68, article 4, observed that the name of heaven is taken in various ways, partly in the sacred writings, partly among the holy Fathers. First, properly, for the true celestial body, and thus a threefold heaven is distinguished: the first wholly luminous and immobile, which is the Empyrean; the second wholly devoid of light and diaphanous, yet mobile, and is called the Crystalline; the third partly diaphanous, partly shining, and is the starry heaven, embracing the eighth orb and the seven planetary orbs beneath it. In a second way ‘heaven’ is said of what does not have a celestial nature, but because it has a likeness of some celestial property: as, in Scriptu[re]...7



...[Scriptu]ra saepenumero aër nominatur caelum, quocirca Damascenus triplex facit caelum, aërium, sydereum, et aliud his superius invisibile ac divinum. Tertio modo caelum dicitur per metaphoram et secundum sensum mysticum, incomprehensibilis illa sublimitas et lux inaccessibilis divinae Maiestatis, cuius similitudinem et aequalitatem affectans Lucifer Isaiae 14 dixit, In caelum ascendam. Quarto modo tria genera supernaturalium visionum, hoc est visionis corporalis, imaginariae et intellectualis, tres caeli nominantur: secundum quam caeli significationem Pauli raptum ad tertium caelum lib. 12 de Genesi ad litteram Augustinus interpretatur. Porro, cum in Scriptura dicitur Caelum caeli vel Caeli caelorum, phrasi Hebraica significatur summum et praestantissimum caelum, hoc est vel caelum empyreum respectu aliorum caelorum, vel complexio cunctorum orbium caelestium respectu aëris, qui etiam caelum in Scriptura, ut iam dixi, saepe appellatur.
...in Scripture the air is often named heaven; wherefore Damascene makes a threefold heaven—the aerial, the starry, and another higher than these, invisible and divine. In a third way ‘heaven’ is said by metaphor and according to a mystical sense: that incomprehensible sublimity and inaccessible light of the divine Majesty, whose likeness and equality Lucifer, aspiring to it, in Isaiah 14 said, I will ascend into heaven. In a fourth way the three kinds of supernatural visions—that is, corporeal, imaginary, and intellectual vision—are called three heavens: according to which signification of ‘heaven’ Augustine, in book 12 of On Genesis according to the Letter, interprets Paul's rapture to the third heaven. Moreover, when in Scripture it is said The heaven of heaven, or The heavens of the heavens, by the Hebrew idiom is signified the highest and most excellent heaven—that is, either the Empyrean heaven in respect of the other heavens, or the complex of all the celestial orbs in respect of the air, which is also, as I have already said, often called heaven in Scripture.8



Haec omnia eo commemoravimus ut palam esset nusquam in sacris litteris certum numerum caelorum esse proditum, nec eos qui caelos plures tribus ponunt, videlicet vel novem vel decem vel undecim, sacris litteris contradicere. Quapropter cum Philosophi et Mathematici manifestis et necessariis rationibus concludant esse octo aut novem aut etiam plures caelos, inscienter admodum profecto, ne dicam stulte, nunc faceret Theologus et sacrarum litterarum Interpres, si eorum opinionem tanquam divinae Scripturae contrariam vel alienam reiiceret atque damnaret.
All these things we have recounted to the end that it might be plain that nowhere in the sacred writings is a certain number of the heavens delivered, and that those who posit more heavens than three—namely either nine or ten or eleven—do not contradict the sacred writings. Wherefore, since the Philosophers and Mathematicians conclude by manifest and necessary reasons that there are eight or nine or even more heavens, a Theologian and Interpreter of the sacred writings would certainly act very ignorantly—not to say foolishly—were he now to reject and condemn their opinion as contrary or foreign to divine Scripture.9



Translator’s notes
	The fourth question of Book II. ↩
	The history of the count: to Ptolemy's time, 8 heavens (7 planets + the 8th of the fixed stars); Ptolemy added a 9th (the 8th orb's west-to-east motion); ~300 years ago a 10th (the motion of trepidation); so 10 mobile heavens, plus an 11th = the Empyrean (the Theologians). ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Chrysostomus unum duntaxat caelum secundum sacram Scripturam admittit." Chrysostom, Hom. 4 in Genesim (on ‘Let there be a firmament’). Sentence continues onto the next page (catchword ‘cum’). ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Quomodo B. Thomas dictum Chrysostomi interpretetur." Psalm 148:4 (‘Caeli caelorum’ / ‘Aquae quae super caelos sunt’); the Hebrew שמים (‘heaven’) lacks a singular, like the Latin plural place-names Athenae, Venetiae, Syracusae. Aquinas, ST I q.68. ↩
	Marginal glosses: "Iustini martyris de numero caelorum opinio", "Theodoretus duos tantum ponit caelos", "Basilio ut minimum tres sunt caeli." Justin (Quaest. ad orth. 67); 2 Corinthians 12:2 (caught up to the third heaven); Theodoret (Qu. 11 in Gen.); Basil (Hom. 3 in Gen.). ↩
	Marginal glosses: "Philastrio incertus videtur secundum divinam Scripturam caelorum numerus"; "Psal. 148." Philastrius, De haeresibus. From Genesis 1: two heavens (one with the earth, one = the firmament on day 2); David (Psalm 148:4) hints at six (three plural namings); Deuteronomy 10:14 (‘the heaven and the heaven of heaven’) = three; Paul's third heaven (2 Cor. 12:2). ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Varie sumi in sacris litteris nomen caeli, tradit B. Thomas." Aquinas, ST I q.68 a.4. ‘Heaven’ taken (1) properly for the celestial body — threefold: Empyrean (wholly luminous, immobile), Crystalline (lightless, diaphanous, yet mobile), Starry (the 8th orb with the 7 planetary orbs); (2) for what has a celestial-like property. Sentence continues onto the next page (catchword ‘Scriptu’). ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Damascenus, lib. 2 de Fide orthodoxa." John Damascene's threefold heaven (aerial, starry, and a higher invisible and divine); the mystical heaven = the inaccessible light of the divine Majesty (Lucifer, Isaiah 14:13, ‘I will ascend into heaven’); the three kinds of supernatural vision = three heavens (Augustine, De Genesi ad litteram 12, on Paul's rapture, 2 Cor. 12). ‘The heaven of heaven’ = the highest heaven. ↩
	Conclusion of Quaestio IV: Scripture nowhere fixes the number of the heavens; positing more than three (9, 10, 11) does not contradict it; the theologian would act foolishly to reject the astronomers' demonstrated conclusion as anti-scriptural. ↩




QUESTION V. By what the heavens are moved—whether by Angels, or by themselves

LatineEnglish


QUESTION V. By what the heavens are moved—whether by Angels, or by themselves.1
QUAESTIO V. A quo moveantur caeli, ab Angelisne, an a seipsis.



NON a se moveri caelos sed ab Angelis, non tam facile atque evidenter ex sacris litteris possum colligere, quam est plurimorum et maximorum Philosophorum atque Theologorum consensu firmatum, mihique multis rationibus persuasum. Etenim orbes caelestes divina ratione potentiaque cieri ac regi, nec sua vi sed ab Angelis (quos philosophi Platonici deos appellabant) in orbem perpetuo agi, concors fuit Platonicorum et Peripateticorum Stoicorumque sententia. Nam cum caelum sit corpus simplex et in omnibus partibus suis secundum substantiam uniforme, non potest seipsum movere: non enim potest in ipso distincte signari pars quae moveat et altera pars quae moveatur. Nec ulla ratio posset reddi cur primum caelum (si quidem a se moveretur) ab Oriente in Occidentem potius moveatur quam e contrario, aut quam a polo uno versus alterum polum: nam cum usquequaque sit uniforme et secundum om[nes]...
That the heavens are moved not by themselves but by Angels, I cannot gather from the sacred writings so easily and evidently as it is established by the consensus of very many and very great Philosophers and Theologians, and persuaded to me by many reasons. For that the celestial orbs are set in motion and ruled by divine reason and power, and are driven round perpetually not by their own force but by Angels (whom the Platonist philosophers called gods), was the concordant opinion of the Platonists, the Peripatetics, and the Stoics. For since the heaven is a simple body and uniform in all its parts according to substance, it cannot move itself: for in it there cannot be distinctly marked off a part that moves and another part that is moved. Nor could any reason be given why the first heaven (if indeed it were moved by itself) should move from East to West rather than the contrary, or rather than from one pole toward the other: for since it is everywhere uniform and, in respect of all [its parts]...2



...[om]nes partes suas, quod attinet ad substantiam, prorsus indifferens, similiter qualibet ex parte et in quamlibet partem moveri deberet. Propter has enim differentias motus in caelo observatas argumentatur in secundo libro de Caelo Aristoteles caelum esse animatum, quod in corpore simplici in animoque, si a seipso moveretur, tales differentiae motus nequaquam esse possent. Quid quod, si caelum se ipsum moveret, reflecteretur in se ipsum et supra suam propriam operationem? quod tamen adeo proprium esse intelligentis naturae libro 1 de Anima censet Aristoteles, ut neget id, praeter intellectum, aliis ullis animae nostrae partibus attribui posse. Et vero quae posset reddi causa probabilis cur caelum in orbem perpetuo ageretur, cum eo motu nec sibi quicquam acquirat nec quod habet tueatur et conservet? cur etiam, confecto semel spatio suo et una integra conversione absoluta, non desinat moveri, sed infinities idem spatium repetat ac remeet?
...all its parts, as far as concerns substance, is utterly indifferent, it ought to be moved alike from any part and toward any part. For on account of these observed differences of motion in the heaven Aristotle argues, in the second book On the Heaven, that the heaven is animate, since in a simple body—and indeed in mind—if it were moved by itself, such differences of motion could by no means exist. What of this: that if the heaven moved itself, it would be reflected back upon itself and above its own proper operation? which, however, Aristotle holds in book 1 On the Soul to be so proper to an intelligent nature that he denies it can be attributed to any other parts of our soul besides the intellect. And indeed, what probable cause could be given why the heaven should be driven round perpetually in a circle, since by that motion it neither acquires anything for itself nor guards and preserves what it has? and why, when its course has once been completed and one entire revolution finished, it does not cease to move, but infinitely repeats and retraces the same course?3



AD HOC, qui negat caelos moveri ab Angelis, nullam profecto reliquam facit viam et rationem philosophicam qua cognosci et probari queat Angelos esse. Si enim motus caeli non est effectus Angeli, quae alia potest afferri eius actio vel effectus, naturali vel sensus vel rationis iudicio nobis manifestus et compertus, ex quo Angeli natura deprehendi et demonstrari valeat? Denique, cum totus mundus sublunaris non alia ratione ordinaria, quae nobis quidem naturaliter sit manifesta, regatur et moderetur a Deo quam per motus caelorum et syderum ministeria, si caelum non ab aliqua intelligente natura, sed sua vi naturaliter a se ipso moveri ponatur, nihil plane suppetet quo physica ratione demonstrari queat res sublunares Dei cura et providentia gubernari: quaecumque enim alia vel solent vel etiam possunt ad id probandum adduci argumenta, vel admodum tenuia et infirma sunt, vel nimis particularia et obscura atque incerta, nisi hoc uno veluti supposito fundamento nitantur atque firmentur. Atque hoc ita esse indicio est, quod inter philosophos quicumque negarunt caelos moveri ab intelligentiis, sed vel casu, ut Democritus et Epicurus, vel naturali sua vi et impetu, ut Strato Lampsacenus Theophrasti discipulus, eos constat nullos esse putasse Angelos, omnemque Dei providentiam ex hoc mundo sustulisse; contra vero qui haec duo crediderunt, etiam motum caelorum a mente et ratione proficisci censuerunt.
TO THIS add that whoever denies the heavens to be moved by Angels leaves, in truth, no remaining philosophical way and means by which it can be known and proved that Angels exist. For if the motion of the heaven is not the effect of an Angel, what other action or effect of an Angel can be brought forward, manifest and ascertained to us by the judgment of nature, of sense, or of reason, from which the nature of an Angel might be apprehended and demonstrated? Finally, since the whole sublunary world is ruled and governed by God by no other ordinary means—naturally manifest to us, at least—than by the motions and ministries of the heavens and the heavenly bodies, if the heaven be supposed to be moved not by some intelligent nature, but by its own force, naturally, of itself, there will plainly be nothing at hand by which it could be demonstrated by physical reasoning that sublunary things are governed by the care and providence of God: for whatever other arguments are wont, or even can, be brought forward to prove this, are either very slight and weak, or too particular and obscure and uncertain, unless they rest and are made firm upon this one as a presupposed foundation. And that this is so is shown by the fact that, among the philosophers, whoever denied that the heavens are moved by intelligences—but rather by chance, as Democritus and Epicurus, or by their own natural force and impulse, as Strato of Lampsacus, the disciple of Theophrastus—it is agreed that they thought there were no Angels, and removed all the providence of God from this world; whereas, on the contrary, those who believed these two things also held that the motion of the heavens proceeds from mind and reason.4



NEC Philosophia modo, sed Theologia etiam hoc docet. Etenim sententia est Dionysii Areopagitae et Augustini aliorumque Patrum, plerisque omnibus Theologis scholasticis probatissima, ita Deum providentia sua hunc mundum administrare ut infima regat per media, haec autem per summa; corpora item inferiora gubernet per superiora, et haec per spiritus. Est quoque in ore Theologis omnibus Angelos Divinae providentiae administros, provinciis et regnis singulisque hominibus esse quasi tutores et cu[stodes]...
NOR does Philosophy only, but Theology also, teach this. For it is the opinion of Dionysius the Areopagite and of Augustine and of the other Fathers, most approved by well-nigh all the scholastic Theologians, that God so administers this world by His providence that He rules the lowest things through the middle, and these through the highest; and likewise governs inferior bodies through superior, and these through spirits. It is also on the lips of all theologians that the Angels, as ministers of Divine providence, are, as it were, guardians and ke[epers] of provinces and kingdoms and of individual men...5



...[cu]stodes et rectores a Deo praefectos: quanto igitur credibilius est eos praesidere motui caelorum, scilicet ex quo pendet rerum sublunarium salus et incolumitas, et per quem huius nostratis mundi cura et administratio agitur? Ad hanc sententiam persuadendam applicant quidam nonnullas Scripturae sententias: aiunt enim hoc significare Scripturam quotiescumque vocat virtutes caelorum, ut cum inquit Matthaei vigesimoquarto, Virtutes caelorum commovebuntur, et cum Ecclesia canit, Caeli caelorumque virtutes, et cum Iob cap. nono tradit coram Deo curvari eos qui portant orbem. Iam vero si caelum post diem iudicii a motu quo nunc in orbem agitur (ut fere Theologorum fert sententia) omnino vacabit, quis non videt quanto congruentius sit huic opinioni si ponatur caelum non a se ipso moveri sed ab Angelis? Etenim continuatio et perpetuatio motus localis ex movente potius quam ex mobili pendet: quare si Angelus movet caelum, cum voluntarie ac libere moveat, non est difficile intellectu quemadmodum post diem iudicii, Angelo Dei iussu non amplius movente caelum, nullus futurus sit caeli motus. At vero, si caelum sua vi moveretur a seipso, motus esset ei omnino naturalis, tam ratione principii passivi quam activi, et attingeret perfectionem caeli, ob idque haberet caelum naturalem propensionem ad suum motum; quapropter non posset eo privari nisi miraculose et violente, et tunc careret perfectione quadam naturaliter sibi convenienti ac debita. Incredibile autem est in illo praestantissimo et perfectissimo, qui post diem iudicii futurus est mundi statu, quicquam, nedum principes mundi partes caelum et sydera, imperfecte violente et contra naturam suam, idque in omnem aeternitatem esse permansurum.
...keepers and rulers set over them by God: how much more credible, therefore, is it that they preside over the motion of the heavens—on which depends the safety and soundness of sublunary things, and through which the care and administration of this world of ours is carried on? To persuade this opinion, some apply certain texts of Scripture: for they say that Scripture means this whenever it calls things ‘the powers of the heavens,’ as when it says in Matthew chapter 24, The powers of the heavens shall be moved, and when the Church sings, The powers of the heavens and of the heavens of heavens, and when Job, in chapter 9, delivers that those who bear up the world are bowed down before God. Now indeed, if the heaven after the day of judgment will rest wholly from the motion by which it is now driven round (as is generally the opinion of the Theologians), who does not see how much more congruous it is to this opinion, if the heaven be supposed to be moved not by itself but by Angels? For the continuation and perpetuation of local motion depends rather on the mover than on the thing moved: wherefore, if an Angel moves the heaven, since it moves voluntarily and freely, it is not hard to understand how, after the day of judgment, the Angel by God's command no longer moving the heaven, there will be no motion of the heaven. But if the heaven were moved by its own force, from itself, the motion would be wholly natural to it, both by reason of the passive and of the active principle, and would attain the perfection of the heaven, and on that account the heaven would have a natural propensity to its own motion; wherefore it could not be deprived of it except miraculously and violently, and then it would lack a certain perfection naturally fitting and due to it. But it is incredible that in that most excellent and most perfect state of the world which will be after the day of judgment, anything—much less the chief parts of the world, the heaven and the stars—should remain imperfectly, violently, and against its own nature, and that for all eternity.6



Translator’s notes
	The fifth question of Book II. ↩
	That the heavens are moved not by themselves but by Angels—the concordant view of Platonists, Peripatetics, and Stoics (the Platonists calling the Angels ‘gods’). A simple, uniform body cannot move itself. Sentence continues onto the next page (catchword ‘nes’). ↩
	Aristotle, De Caelo 2 (the differences of celestial motion argue the heaven is animate) and De Anima 1 (self-reflection is proper to intellect alone). A self-moved, uniform heaven would have no reason to move E→W rather than otherwise, nor to keep repeating its circuit endlessly. ↩
	If the heaven's motion is not an Angel's effect, no naturally evident sign of Angels remains; and since the sublunary world is ordinarily governed through the celestial motions, denying Angelic movers undermines the physical proof of divine providence. Democritus and Epicurus (chance) and Strato of Lampsacus (Theophrastus's disciple; natural force) denied Angelic movers, and so denied both Angels and providence. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Dionysius Areopagita lib. de caelesti hierarchia." Pseudo-Dionysius (De caelesti hierarchia), Augustine, and others: God rules the lowest through the middle, these through the highest; inferior bodies through superior, and these through spirits. The Angels are guardians of provinces, kingdoms, and individual men. Sentence continues onto the next page (catchword ‘stodes’; signature E). ↩
	The Angels as God's appointed guardians and rulers. ‘The powers of the heavens’ (Matthew 24:29; the Church's hymn; Job 9:13). If the heaven's motion ceases after the Judgment (the common theological view), it accords far better that the heaven is moved by Angels than by itself, since otherwise its rest would be violent and contrary to nature forever. ↩




QUESTION VI. Whether after the day of judgment the motion of the heaven will cease

LatineEnglish


QUESTION VI. Whether after the day of judgment the motion of the heaven will cease.1
QUAESTIO VI. An post diem iudicii cessaturus sit caeli motus.



VERUMENIMVERO dignum est perscrutatione an, quod usurpatur a Theologis et in scholis iactatur, cessaturus sit caeli motus post diem iudicii. Equidem non memini legere usquam in sacris litteris hoc aperte et proprie tradi; arbitror tamen id nec obscure nec uno loco in illis indicari. Hoc enim significavit Isaias cum capite 60 sic ait, Non occidet ultra Sol tuus, et Luna tua non minuetur: quod, nisi illis astris immotis, evenire non potest. Idem licet argumentari ex verbis Ioannis quae sunt in Apocalypsi cap. 10, quo loco Angelus iurat per viventem in saecula saeculorum Quia post diem iudicii et resurrectionem hominum tempus non erit amplius: atqui tempus cessare non potest nisi cessante motu caeli — loquor de tempore quod est connatum ipsi caelo, et communiter omnibus gentibus notum et usitatum, quodque in annos, menses diesque atque noctes distinguitur. Nam tempus universe et absolute sumptum, quod in quocumque motu et in successione cuiuslibet durationis signari notarique potest, non pen[det]...
BUT IN TRUTH it is worthy of inquiry whether—what is taken up by the Theologians and bandied about in the schools—the motion of the heaven will cease after the day of judgment. For my part I do not remember to have read this anywhere in the sacred writings as openly and properly delivered; yet I think it is indicated in them, neither obscurely nor in one place only. For this Isaiah signified, when in chapter 60 he says thus, Thy Sun shall go down no more, and thy Moon shall not decrease: which cannot come to pass unless those heavenly bodies are unmoved. The same one may argue from the words of John in the Apocalypse, chapter 10, where the Angel swears by Him that lives forever and ever That after the day of judgment and the resurrection of men time shall be no more: but time cannot cease unless the motion of the heaven ceases—I speak of the time which is connatural to the heaven itself, and commonly known and used by all nations, and which is distinguished into years, months, days, and nights. For time taken universally and absolutely, which can be marked and noted in any motion and in the succession of any duration whatever, does not depen[d]...2



...[pen]det ex motu caeli, eoque sublato vel in motu humanorum corporum post resurrectionem, vel in sola mora et successione cogitationum humanarum versari et permanere potest. Ad hoc, Paulus disertis verbis docet in cap. 8 epistolae ad Romanos omnem creaturam corpoream et rationis expertem vanitati esse subiectam et servituti corruptionis addictam, non tam sua sponte quam propter hominem cuius usibus a Deo est accommodata, quoad homo exuens mortalitatem induatur immortalitate, ministeriis creaturarum nequaquam indigens. Quaenam autem sit vanitas cui subiecta est creatura corporea, praesertim autem caelum et sydera, initio libri Ecclesiastae declarat Salomon affirmans eiusmodi vanitatem non esse aliud quam vicissitudinem et mutabilitatem: Vanitas, inquit, vanitatum, et omnia vanitas: quam vanitatem exemplis demonstrans non inesse modo in rebus sublunaribus sed etiam caelestibus, mox subiungit, Oritur sol et occidit, et ad locum suum revertitur; ibique renascens gyrat per Meridiem et flectitur ad Aquilonem. Sed Paulus eodem loco epist. ad Romanos confirmat omnem creaturam ad exemplum et similitudinem hominis esse renovandam, et ab omni vanitate et servitute corruptionis liberandam. Ergo caeli post diem iudicii et resurrectionem communem ab omni motu et ministerio quo deserviunt huic vitae corruptibili vacationem habebunt. Huc pertinet quod supra ex 4 capite Deuteronomii adduximus, Solem, lunam et astra esse creata in ministerium cunctis gentibus: sed post diem iudicii non indigebit homo caelestis motus ministerio, ergo tunc nullus erit motus eorum usus.
...depend on the motion of the heaven, and, this being taken away, it can be engaged and continue either in the motion of human bodies after the resurrection, or in the mere duration and succession of human thoughts. To this, Paul teaches in plain words, in chapter 8 of the epistle to the Romans, that every bodily creature, devoid of reason, is made subject to vanity and given over to the bondage of corruption—not so much of its own accord as for the sake of man, to whose uses it is fitted by God—until man, putting off mortality, is clothed with immortality, no longer needing the ministries of creatures. And what the vanity is to which the bodily creature is subject—especially the heaven and the stars—Solomon declares at the beginning of the book of Ecclesiastes, affirming that this vanity is nothing else than vicissitude and changeableness: Vanity, he says, of vanities, and all is vanity; and, demonstrating by examples that this vanity is present not only in sublunary things but also in celestial, he straightway adds, The sun rises and sets, and returns to its place; and there, rising again, it wheels through the South and bends toward the North. But Paul in the same passage of the epistle to the Romans confirms that every creature is to be renewed after the example and likeness of man, and to be freed from all vanity and bondage of corruption. Therefore the heavens, after the day of judgment and the common resurrection, will have rest from all the motion and ministry by which they serve this corruptible life. To this belongs what we adduced above from the fourth chapter of Deuteronomy, that the sun, moon, and stars were created for the service of all nations: but after the day of judgment man will not need the ministry of celestial motion; therefore then there will be no use of their motion.3



VERUM, Philosophi urgent nos eo maxime argumento, quod motus circularis est proprius et naturalis caelo, sicut multis rationibus argumentatur Aristoteles in primo libro de Caelo: nam si non est naturalis caelo, quis alius motus erit caelo naturalis? non enim dici potest caelum nullum habere motum sibi proprium et secundum naturam sibi convenientem, quippe cum natura definiatur esse principium motus in eo in quo est, nullumque corpus naturale esse possit cuius non sit aliquis motus naturalis. Si igitur motus circularis est naturalis caelo, habet utique caelum naturalem propensionem ad ipsum; quare privatio eius erit caelo violenta, auferens ei naturalem ipsius perfectionem. Hanc obiectionem B. Thomas in quarto sententiarum, distinctione quadragesimaoctava (cuius loci doctrina eadem posita est in additionibus ad tertiam partem, quaestione nonagesimaprima, articulo secundo), ita dissolvit: In praesenti statu generationis et corruptionis motum circularem pertinere ad perfectionem caeli, quod per ipsum sit causa generationis et conservationis rerum omnium sublunarium, propter quam efficientiam assimilatur Deo; post diem autem iudicii, sublato hoc mundi statu et inducto altero statu immutabili et incorruptibili, motus circularis non pertinebit ad perfectionem caeli, immo esset supervacuus et illi statui [maxime alienus]...
BUT the Philosophers press us most of all with this argument, that circular motion is proper and natural to the heaven, as Aristotle argues by many reasons in the first book On the Heaven: for if it is not natural to the heaven, what other motion will be natural to the heaven? for it cannot be said that the heaven has no motion proper to it and fitting to it according to nature, since nature is defined as the principle of motion in that in which it is, and no natural body can exist of which there is not some natural motion. If, then, circular motion is natural to the heaven, the heaven assuredly has a natural propensity to it; wherefore its privation will be violent to the heaven, taking away from it its natural perfection. This objection the blessed Thomas, in the fourth book of the Sentences, distinction 48 (the same doctrine of which place is set down in the additions to the Third Part, question 91, article 2), thus resolves: that in the present state of generation and corruption circular motion belongs to the perfection of the heaven, because through it the heaven is the cause of the generation and conservation of all sublunary things, by which efficiency it is likened to God; but after the day of judgment, this state of the world being taken away and another, unchangeable and incorruptible state brought in, circular motion will not belong to the perfection of the heaven—nay, it would be superfluous, and [most alien] to that state...4



...[sta]tui maxime alienus. Sicut etiam generare et generari, nutriri et augeri secundum naturam hominis nunc agentis vitam corruptibilem censentur; at naturae hominis post resurrectionem factae immortali et impassibili eadem non modo non essent consentanea, sed etiam maxime repugnantia. Proditum est ab aliis motum circularem ante diem iudicii esse naturalem caelo, post diem autem iudicii non motum sed quietem caelo fore naturalem. Verum aegre inducet in animum credere hoc qui Philosophiae decretis et doctrinis vel mediocriter fuerit institutus. Si enim una eademque est ante et post iudicii diem caeli natura, non potest ea nisi unam naturalem inclinationem et ad unum habere, nec potest, manente eadem natura, non manere eadem quoque propensio et perfectio naturalis.
...most alien to that state. Just as also to generate and be generated, to be nourished and to grow, are reckoned to be according to the nature of man now leading a corruptible life; but to the nature of man, made after the resurrection immortal and impassible, these same things would not only not be consonant, but even most repugnant. Others have given out that circular motion before the day of judgment is natural to the heaven, but after the day of judgment not motion but rest will be natural to the heaven. But anyone even moderately schooled in the maxims and doctrines of Philosophy will hardly bring himself to believe this. For if the nature of the heaven is one and the same before and after the day of judgment, it cannot have but one natural inclination, and toward one thing; nor can it be that, the same nature remaining, the same natural propensity and perfection do not also remain.5



EGO ita sentio: proposita renovatione mundi, eaque mutatione quam post diem iudicii futuram Theologia docet, valde consentaneum esse rationi caelum ex se et intrinsece nullam habere naturalem propensionem ad motum circularem: nam si haberet, non video equidem quemadmodum, eo motu privatum, non careat perfectione sibi naturaliter convenienti, et imperfecte ac violente se habeat. Quid ergo? Existimo caelum habere tantum aptitudinem quandam naturalem ad eiusmodi motum: tum quia propter rotundam figuram quam habet naturaliter est idoneum ad motum circularem, sicut apparet in globis lapideis, ligneis seu aereis; tum quia nihil ex se habet repugnans motui circulari, quam repugnantiam habent omnia corpora sublunaria etiam rotunda, sunt enim omnia vel gravia vel levia, caelum autem naturaliter omni gravitate et levitate caret. Quocirca, tum propter naturalem rotunditatem caeli, tum propter naturam eius omnino expertem gravitatis atque levitatis, vere dicitur caelum habere naturalem aptitudinem ad motum circularem, et eiusmodi motus quodam modo naturalis caelo appellari potest: qua etiam ratione colligi et concludi potest, si caelum nullam habeat naturalem repugnantiam ad motum circularem, naturam eius esse longe diversam a natura quatuor elementorum cunctarumque rerum sublunarium, quae non modo non habent naturalem propensionem ad motum circularem, sed propter insitam eis aut gravitatem aut levitatem habent etiam naturalem repugnantiam. Nec discordare a nobis videntur Avicenna, Albertus, Scotus et Durandus, quorum sententia fuit motum circularem nec naturalem nec violentum esse caelo, sed sicut superficies se habet ad colorem et privationem eius, ita se habere caelum ad motum circularem et eius privationem. Certe cum inter movens et mobile sit naturalis proportio, si motus circularis respectu Angeli moventis caelum non est naturalis sed voluntarius, et, ut in scholis loquuntur, contingens et ad utrumlibet, non conveniebat eum respectu caeli esse necessarium et naturalem. Hoc etiam optima ratio Divinae sapientiae ac providentiae deposcit: ut, quia Deus ab omni aeternitate constituerat ut caelum durante gene[ratione]...
I myself think thus: granting the renovation of the world, and that change which Theology teaches will be after the day of judgment, it is very agreeable to reason that the heaven of itself and intrinsically has no natural propensity to circular motion; for if it had, I for my part do not see how, deprived of that motion, it would not lack a perfection naturally fitting to it, and be in an imperfect and violent condition. What then? I judge that the heaven has only a certain natural aptitude for such motion: both because, on account of the round figure which it has, it is naturally fit for circular motion, as appears in spheres of stone, of wood, or of bronze; and because it has nothing in itself repugnant to circular motion—which repugnance all sublunary bodies have, even round ones, for all are either heavy or light, whereas the heaven by nature lacks all gravity and levity. Wherefore, both on account of the natural roundness of the heaven, and on account of its nature wholly devoid of gravity and levity, the heaven is truly said to have a natural aptitude for circular motion, and such motion can in a manner be called natural to the heaven; by which reasoning, too, it can be gathered and concluded that, if the heaven has no natural repugnance to circular motion, its nature is far different from the nature of the four elements and of all sublunary things, which not only have no natural propensity to circular motion, but, on account of the gravity or levity implanted in them, have even a natural repugnance to it. Nor do Avicenna, Albert, Scotus, and Durandus seem to disagree with us, whose opinion was that circular motion is neither natural nor violent to the heaven, but that, as a surface stands to color and its privation, so the heaven stands to circular motion and its privation. Certainly, since between the mover and the thing moved there is a natural proportion, if circular motion, in respect of the Angel that moves the heaven, is not natural but voluntary, and, as they say in the schools, contingent and indifferent to either alternative, it was not fitting that it should be necessary and natural in respect of the heaven. This too the best reasoning of the Divine wisdom and providence demands: that, since God had from all eternity determined that the heaven should, during the gene[ration]...6



...[ge]neratione hominum moveretur in orbem, facta autem resurrectione ab omni motu in perpetuum vacaret, ea natura fieret et constaret caelum ut aequaliter aptum esset ad motum et ad quietem accipiendam, nec ei violentum esset aut in orbem agitari aut eo motu privari. QUOD autem nonnulli dixerunt non prius fore consummationem mundi quam, propriis omnium caelorum conversionibus absolutis, ad eandem sydera omnia positionem redeant quam habuere olim in exordio mundi cum sunt a Deo creata, duplici argumento refellitur. Nam compluribus viris doctis fit admodum verisimile, et Nicolaus mathematicis nec dubiis, ut credit ipse, rationibus probavit motus orbium caelestium esse inter se prorsus incommensurabiles, ut nec simul omnes unquam perfici, nec ad eandem positionem quam semel tenuerunt astra reverti queant. Deinde, proprius octavi caeli ab occasu ad ortum motus non ante sex et triginta annorum milia, si quidem creditur Ptolomaeo, compleri potest: non est autem credibile, nec dum exactis ab orbe condito usque adhuc sex mille annis, restare etiamnum ad diem usque iudicii triginta annorum millia: praesertim cum manifeste doceat sacra Scriptura Dominum nostrum esse incarnatum extrema mundi aetate et in novissimis diebus, atque Paulus ait, In fine saeculorum, quin etiam, sicut loquitur Ioannes, In novissima hora. Neque vero absurdum videri debet in die iudicii abruptum iri motum octavi caeli priusquam totus eius orbis circuitus semel peragatur: non enim motus caeli, ut paulo superius ostendimus, attingit eius perfectionem, nec ad eum habet caelum naturalem et propriam propensionem; nec est propter caelum praecipue a Deo institutus, videlicet ut per eum aut quod deest caelo acquiratur aut quod inest conservetur, sed propter generationem hominum, potissime autem electorum, qua in die iudicii completa, esset profecto caelestis motus plane inanis et supervacaneus si ulterius produceretur.
...generation of men, be moved round in a circle, but, the resurrection having taken place, should rest forever from all motion, the heaven should be made and constituted of such a nature that it was equally fit to receive motion and rest, and that it was violent to it neither to be driven round in a circle nor to be deprived of that motion. But as for what some have said—that the consummation of the world will not be until, the proper revolutions of all the heavens being completed, all the stars return to the same position which they once had at the beginning of the world, when they were created by God—this is refuted by a twofold argument. For to very many learned men it is made highly probable, and Copernicus proved by mathematical and (as he himself believes) indubitable reasons, that the motions of the celestial orbs are utterly incommensurable with one another, so that they can neither all ever be completed at once, nor can the stars return to the same position which they once held. Next, the proper motion of the eighth heaven from west to east cannot be completed in less than thirty-six thousand years, if indeed Ptolemy is to be believed: but it is not credible that, scarcely six thousand years having been completed from the founding of the world until now, there should still remain, even now, up to the day of judgment, thirty thousand years—especially since sacred Scripture plainly teaches that our Lord was made incarnate in the last age of the world and in the last days, and Paul says, In the end of the ages, and even, as John says, In the last hour. Nor indeed ought it to seem absurd that on the day of judgment the motion of the eighth heaven should be cut short before its whole orb-circuit is once completed: for the motion of the heaven, as we showed a little above, does not attain its perfection, nor has the heaven a natural and proper propensity to it; nor was it instituted by God chiefly for the heaven's sake—namely, that through it either what the heaven lacks might be acquired or what is in it preserved—but for the sake of the generation of men, and especially of the elect, which being completed on the day of judgment, celestial motion would surely be plainly idle and superfluous if it were prolonged further.7
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QUESTION VII. Whether the heavens and the stars are animate

LatineEnglish


QUESTION VII. Whether the heavens and the stars are animate.1
QUAESTIO VII. An caeli et astra sint animata.



FUIT sane plurimorum et maximorum Philosophorum sententia sydera animam et vitam habere: videlicet hoc Pythagorei, hoc Platonici, hoc Aristotelici, hoc denique Stoici censuerunt. Plato in Epinomide iubet astra ut Deos caelestes a nobis honorari et coli. Aristoteles libr. 2 de Caelo, text. 13, quod caelum sit animatum propterea differentias positionis, hoc est dextrum et sinistrum, sursum et deorsum, ante et retro, naturaliter in eo esse argumentatur. Et in textu 61 eiusdem libri affirmat decipi eos qui existimant astra esse inanima, cum anima vitaque con[stent]...
It was indeed the opinion of very many and very great Philosophers that the heavenly bodies have soul and life: this, namely, the Pythagoreans held, this the Platonists, this the Aristotelians, this finally the Stoics. Plato in the Epinomis bids that the stars be honored and worshipped by us as celestial gods. Aristotle, in the second book On the Heaven, text 13, argues that because the heaven is animate, therefore the differences of position—that is, right and left, up and down, before and behind—are naturally in it. And in text 61 of the same book he affirms that those are deceived who think the stars to be inanimate, since they con[sist] of soul and life...2



...[con]stent. Philo in libro de Opificio mundi, in lib. item de Somniis, et in lib. de Gigantibus, stellas et viventes et intelligentes esse sentit. Quid Avicennae visum est? in caelo esse animam sentientem praeditam sensu interiori, quam Graeci vocant φαντασίαν: quae opinio videtur non usquequaque displicuisse Simplicio, non modo interiorem sensum, sed aliquot etiam sensus exteriores caelo assignanti. Is enim in Commentariis super textum quinquagesimum primi libri de Caelo, praeter gustum et olfactum, alios tres, visum, auditum et tactum, in caelis esse arbitratur. Cum enim exposuisset opinionem Alexandri qui negavit astra esse sensitiva, quod sensitivum non sit nisi ubi est vegetativum, sicut tradit Aristoteles lib. 2 de Anima, quapropter non nisi aequivoce astra posse appellari animata, subiungit Simplicius:
...they consist [of soul and life]. Philo, in his book On the Making of the World, and likewise in his book On Dreams, and in his book On the Giants, holds the stars to be both living and intelligent. What was Avicenna's view? That in the heaven there is a sentient soul endowed with an interior sense, which the Greeks call φαντασία (imagination): which opinion seems not wholly to have displeased Simplicius, who assigns to the heaven not only an interior sense but also several of the exterior senses. For he, in his Commentaries on the fiftieth text of the first book On the Heaven, thinks that, besides taste and smell, three other senses—sight, hearing, and touch—are in the heavens. For when he had set forth the opinion of Alexander, who denied that the stars are sensitive—because the sensitive is found only where the vegetative is, as Aristotle teaches in the second book On the Soul, wherefore the stars can be called animate only equivocally—Simplicius adds:3



Mirum, inquit, si caelum est quidem sensibile et tangibile, non est autem sensitivum, etiam quasi melius sit corpori non sentire quam sentire, ignobiliora quidem corpora sensum habere, quae vero nobilissima omnium sunt atque divinissima, omni sensu carere. Forte igitur materiales sensus et maxime passivos, ut gustum et odoratum, caelo tribuere non convenit; ceteros autem nobiliores et certiores ei concedere non exit absurdum: tangentibus enim se invicem non insensibiliter se tangunt, et omnia intuentur, et omnia audiunt. Haec Simplicius.
It is strange, he says, if the heaven is indeed sensible and tangible, but not sensitive—as though it were better for a body not to perceive than to perceive—that the baser bodies should have sense, but those which are the noblest of all and the most divine should lack all sense. Perhaps, then, it is not fitting to attribute to the heaven the material and most passive senses, such as taste and smell; but to grant it the others, the nobler and surer, is not absurd: for the heavenly bodies, touching one another, do not touch insensibly, and they behold all things, and hear all things. Thus Simplicius.4



VERUM, omissis philosophis, venio ad scriptores Ecclesiasticos. Origenes primo tomo Commentariorum in Ioannem non modo stellas putat esse animatas, sed etiam virtutis atque vitii capaces. Iob enim capite vigesimoquinto appellat stellas immundas; quare non veretur Origenes dicere Christum non tantum pro peccatis hominum, sed etiam astrorum esse mortuum. In primo autem libro περὶ ἀρχῶν, capit. septimo, ostendit astra esse animalia et ratione praedita, quae in virtutibus proficiunt et deficiunt, et addicta sunt ministerio motus caelestis propter usus hominum, a quo tamen ministerio post diem iudicii vacabunt; idemque confirmat extrema homilia in librum Numerorum. Eodem spectasse videtur Hieronymus initio Commentariorum super Ecclesiasten, interpretando verba illa Salomonis de sole, Gyrans gyrando vadit Spiritus: ait enim Solem vocari spiritum eo quod animet, inspiret et vegetet; vel quod ipse spiritu alatur, sicut Poëta dixit:
BUT, leaving the philosophers, I come to the Ecclesiastical writers. Origen, in the first volume of his Commentaries on John, thinks the stars not only to be animate, but even capable of virtue and vice. For Job, in chapter 25, calls the stars unclean; wherefore Origen does not fear to say that Christ died not only for the sins of men, but also of the stars. And in the first book of On First Principles, chapter 7, he shows that the stars are living beings endowed with reason, which advance and fall back in virtues, and are bound to the ministry of celestial motion for the uses of men, from which ministry, however, they will rest after the day of judgment; and the same he confirms in the last homily on the book of Numbers. To the same point Jerome seems to look, at the beginning of his Commentaries on Ecclesiastes, in interpreting those words of Solomon about the sun, Whirling about, the spirit goes: for he says that the sun is called ‘spirit’ because it animates, inspires, and quickens; or because it is itself fed by spirit, as the Poet said:5



And the shining globe of the moon, and the Titanian stars, a Spirit within sustains.6
Lucentemque globum lunae, Titaniaque astra Spiritus intus alit.



B. Augustinus in hac quaestione dubius et incertus fuit. Nam in 2 libro de Genesi ad litteram cap. 18 proponit hanc quaestionem, sed intactam inexplicatamque praeteriit. In Enchiridio autem capite quinquagesimooctavo ait non esse sibi exploratum et certum utrum sydera sensum et mentem habeant, et ad societatem beatorum Angelorum pertineant. In primo item libro Retractationum capite quinto et undecimo revocat et corrigit quod scripserat in libro de Immortalitate animae capite decimoquinto, et quod scripserat in 6 libro de Musica capite decimoquarto, mundum esse animatum et magnum [quoddam animal]...
The blessed Augustine, in this question, was doubtful and uncertain. For in the second book On Genesis according to the Letter, chapter 18, he raises this question, but passed it by untouched and unexplained. And in the Enchiridion, chapter 58, he says that it is not ascertained and certain to him whether the heavenly bodies have sense and mind, and belong to the society of the blessed Angels. Likewise, in the first book of the Retractations, chapters 5 and 11, he recalls and corrects what he had written in his book On the Immortality of the Soul, chapter 15, and what he had written in the sixth book On Music, chapter 14, that the world is animate and a great [living being]...7



...[magnum] quoddam animal: hoc, inquam, Augustinus corrigit, non tanquam falso, sed tanquam temere dictum, cum id sibi nec esse nec non esse compertum et comprehensum fuisset. Nam quod in libro de Cognitione verae vitae (qui in tomo nono operum Augustini continetur) capite sexto scriptum est, Qui sydera rationabilia vel saltem sensibilia corpora arbitrantur, iure sensu carentes inter irrationabilia computantur, nil nos movere debet, cum certo certius sit auctorem eius libri non esse Augustinum. Et in libro decimotertio de Civitate Dei capite decimosexto tradit non continuo concedendum esse Platoni sydera esse viventia, intelligentia et beata, et mundum esse magnum quoddam animal: adiicit tamen eiusmodi quaestionem alio loco esse discutiendam. Aureolus, referente Capreolo in secundo Sententiarum, probabile putavit astra esse animata; nec Scotus quidem abnuere videtur, quippe libro secundo Sent. distinctione decimaquarta quaestione prima, Si astra, inquit, non sunt animata, id creditum erit potius quam demonstratum. Beatus Thomas in quaestionibus disputatis quaest. de Anima articulo octavo, et in Opusculo de Angelis capite secundo, et libro secundo contra gentes capite septuagesimo, ex sensu Aristotelis et, ut verba eius sonant, etiam ex suo, demonstrat caelos vere animatos esse anima intelligente. Caietanus in explanando illa verba Davidis quae sunt in Psalmo 135, Qui fecit caelos in intellectu, ait haec verba sic posse accipi ut significetur caelos factos esse a Deo cum intellectu, hoc est in[telligentes]...
...a great living being: this, I say, Augustine corrects, not as false, but as rashly said, since it had been ascertained and grasped by him neither to be so nor not to be so. For as to what is written in the book On the Knowledge of the True Life (which is contained in the ninth volume of Augustine's works), chapter 6—Those who reckon the heavenly bodies to be rational, or at least sensible, bodies are rightly, as lacking sense, counted among irrational things—this ought not to move us at all, since it is more certain than certain that the author of that book is not Augustine. And in the thirteenth book of The City of God, chapter 16, he delivers that it is not to be conceded outright to Plato that the heavenly bodies are living, intelligent, and blessed, and that the world is a great living being; yet he adds that a question of this kind is to be discussed in another place. Aureolus, as Capreolus reports in the second book of the Sentences, thought it probable that the stars are animate; nor indeed does Scotus seem to deny it, since in the second book of the Sentences, distinction 14, question 1, he says, If the stars are not animate, that will be believed rather than demonstrated. The blessed Thomas, in his Disputed Questions, the question On the Soul, article 8, and in the Opusculum On the Angels, chapter 2, and in the second book Against the Gentiles, chapter 70, from the meaning of Aristotle and—as his words sound—also from his own, demonstrates that the heavens are truly animate with an intelligent soul. Cajetan, in explaining those words of David in Psalm 135, Who made the heavens in understanding, says these words can be so taken that it is signified that the heavens were made by God with understanding, that is, un[derstanding]...8



...[in]telligentes, iuxta opinionem Philosophorum qui existimarunt sydera vita et intellectu esse praedita. His accedit quod Ecclesia in praefatione sacri Canonis Deum his verbis concelebrat, Per quem maiestatem tuam laudant Angeli, adorant Dominationes, tremunt Potestates, caeli caelorumque virtutes ac beata Seraphin socia exultatione concelebrant. Putat autem Caietanus in tractatu de Indulgentiis virtutes caelorum vocari eorum animas. Nam si ab Angelis caeli tantum extrinsecus moventur, satis fuerat dixisse Laudant Angeli; nec ratio ulla erat ut, si virtutes caelorum significarent naturales vires et facultates quas habent caeli, et astra recenserentur ab Ecclesia in commemoratione ordinum Angelicorum, cuiusmodi sunt Angeli, Potestates, Dominationes et Seraphin; nec erat ratio cur caeli distincte commemorarentur, et separatim ab ipsis virtutes caelorum, cum nomine caeli tam substantiam eius quam naturales proprietates, vires aliasque dotes significare et intelligere soleamus.
...understanding, according to the opinion of the Philosophers who judged the heavenly bodies to be endowed with life and intellect. To these is added that the Church, in the preface of the sacred Canon, celebrates God with these words: Through whom the Angels praise thy majesty, the Dominations adore, the Powers tremble; the heavens and the powers of the heavens, and the blessed Seraphim, with shared exultation celebrate together. And Cajetan, in his treatise On Indulgences, thinks that ‘the powers of the heavens’ are called their souls. For if the heavens are moved by the Angels only from without, it would have been enough to have said ‘the Angels praise’; nor would there be any reason why, if ‘the powers of the heavens’ signified the natural forces and faculties which the heavens have, the heavenly bodies should be recounted by the Church in the commemoration of the Angelic orders—such as the Angels, Powers, Dominations, and Seraphim; nor was there any reason why the heavens should be commemorated distinctly, and the powers of the heavens separately from them, since by the name of ‘heaven’ we are wont to signify and understand both its substance and its natural properties, forces, and other endowments.9



Sed revera haec ratio Caietani valde infirma est: nam caelos esse factos in intellectu, phrasi Hebraea, significat esse a Deo factos summa arte, ratione et intelligentia: Hebraeis enim frequens est dicere in aliquo pro eo quod est per aliquid vel cum aliquo, sumendo in pro per vel cum. Virtutes autem caelorum appellantur Angeli qui eos movent: cum enim primo generali vocabulo nominasset Angelos, mox distincte et proprie memorat Potestates, Dominationes, Sera[phin]...
But in truth this reasoning of Cajetan is very weak: for ‘that the heavens were made in understanding,’ by the Hebrew idiom, signifies that they were made by God with supreme art, reason, and understanding; for among the Hebrews it is frequent to say ‘in something’ for ‘by something’ or ‘with something,’ taking ‘in’ for ‘by’ or ‘with.’ And ‘the powers of the heavens’ are called the Angels who move them: for when he had first named the Angels by a general word, he straightway distinctly and properly mentions the Powers, the Dominations, the Sera[phim]...10



...[Sera]phin et motores ac rectores caelorum; vel per virtutes caelorum significantur ipsa sydera, in quibus omnis caelorum vis et potestas constat et viget: nam et Aristoteles lib. 12 Metaphysicae astra facit fines orbium caelestium.
...Seraphim, and the movers and rulers of the heavens; or by ‘the powers of the heavens’ are signified the heavenly bodies themselves, in which all the force and power of the heavens consists and is in vigor: for Aristotle too, in the twelfth book of the Metaphysics, makes the stars the ends of the celestial orbs.11



VERUMTAMEN, contraria huic opinioni longe probabilior videtur sententia, et cum doctrina Theologica et Ecclesiastica multo congruentior. Certe astra non esse animata censet Basilius homilia 3 in Genesim, et Ambrosius lib. 2 Hexameron cap. 4. Cyrillus lib. 3 contra Iulianum affirmat opinionem Platonis, quod caeli vita et ratione sint praediti, non Christianis modo sed Philosophis etiam adversari; idemque velut certum dogma Christianae disciplinae libro 2 capite sexto arbitratur Damascenus. Lactantius vero in capite 5 libri 2 egregie confutat eos qui astra animam et rationem habere ex pulcherrima eorum dispositione motusque constantia argumentabantur. Hoc etiam confirmat Basilius in Commentatio Psalmi 48. Hieronymus autem in Epistola 59 ad Avitum inter errores Origenis hunc etiam recenset: ita enim scribit, Solem quoque et lunam et astra cetera censet esse animata; immo, sicut nos homines ob quaedam peccata his sumus circumdati corporibus quae crassa sunt et pigra, sic et caeli luminaria talia vel talia accepisse corpora, ut vel plus vel minus luceant; et daemones ob maiora delicta aëreo corpore esse vestitos.
NEVERTHELESS, the opinion contrary to this one seems far more probable, and much more congruous with Theological and Ecclesiastical doctrine. That the stars are certainly not animate is held by Basil in homily 3 on Genesis, and by Ambrose in the second book of the Hexameron, chapter 4. Cyril, in the third book against Julian, affirms that the opinion of Plato—that the heavens are endowed with life and reason—is contrary not only to Christians but also to the Philosophers; and the same Damascene reckons, as a certain dogma of Christian teaching, in his second book, chapter 6. Lactantius, in the fifth chapter of his second book, excellently refutes those who argued that the stars have soul and reason from their most beautiful disposition and the constancy of their motion. This too Basil confirms in his commentary on Psalm 48. And Jerome, in his 59th Epistle to Avitus, reckons this also among the errors of Origen: for thus he writes, He holds that the sun also and the moon and the rest of the stars are animate; nay, that, just as we men, on account of certain sins, are encompassed with these bodies which are gross and sluggish, so also the luminaries of the heaven received such or such bodies, that they might shine more or less; and that the demons, on account of greater faults, are clothed with an aerial body.12



Et in libro 13 Commentariorum in Isaiam, explanans illa verba quae sunt in capite 45, Manus mea tetenderunt caelos, et omni militiae eorum ego praecepi, annotavit ea verba dedisse quibusdam occasionem errandi, ut solem et astra habere rationem opinarentur. Sic autem inibi ait Hieronymus: Illud quod scriptum est, Ego omnibus stellis praecepi, occasionem quibusdam tribuit quod astra rationalia sint et animam sensumque habeant. Neque enim, aiunt, praeciperet nisi intelligentibus — non recordantes quod in Iona scriptum sit, Praecepit Dominus spiritui comburenti; et rursum, Praecepit vermi matutino; et quod in Evangelio Salvator ventos et mare increpaverit, in quibus sensum atque rationem non esse perspicuum est. Haec Hieronymus. Posset fortasse cuipiam videri non tam Hieronymus supradictis duobus locis damnasse opinionem aientium astra esse animata, quam vel causam quam reddebat Origenes cur Angeli addicti essent animandis astris (nimirum propter peccata prius admissa), vel rationem qua nonnulli eam opinionem inepte confirmabant, reprobasse. Iam vero, quod supra ex commentatio Hieronymi super primum caput Ecclesiastae productum est testimonium, animationem solis nequaquam astruit, quippe duplicem ibi ponit Hieronymus interpretationem cur sol dicatur Spiritus: aut quia vere spiritu vivifico ipse animetur et vigeat, iuxta illos versus Virgilii supra memoratos; aut quod suo motu et lumine vitam rebus omnibus inspiret atque infundat.
And in the thirteenth book of his Commentaries on Isaiah, explaining those words in chapter 45, My hand stretched out the heavens, and I commanded all their host, he noted that these words gave to some an occasion of erring, so that they supposed the sun and the stars to have reason. Thus Jerome there says: That which is written, I have commanded all the stars, gave occasion to some to think that the stars are rational and have soul and sense. For, they say, He would not command save things that understand—not remembering what is written in Jonah, The Lord commanded the burning wind; and again, He commanded the morning worm; and that in the Gospel the Savior rebuked the winds and the sea, in which it is plain that there is no sense and reason. Thus Jerome. It might perhaps seem to someone that Jerome, in the two aforesaid passages, condemned not so much the opinion of those who say the stars are animate, as either the reason which Origen gave why the Angels were assigned to animating the stars (namely, on account of sins previously committed), or the reasoning by which some ineptly confirmed that opinion. And as for the testimony adduced above from Jerome's commentary on the first chapter of Ecclesiastes, it by no means establishes the animation of the sun, since Jerome there sets down a twofold interpretation why the sun is called ‘spirit’: either because it is truly animated and quickened by a life-giving spirit, according to those verses of Virgil mentioned above; or because by its motion and light it breathes and infuses life into all things.13



Sanctus Bonaventura in 2 Sententiarum distinctione 14 opinionem dicentium astra esse animata non dubitavit falsam et erroneam appellare, et sane meritissimo. Si enim animae astrorum sunt Angeli, profecto astra honorari et coli a nobis oporteret: tum quod eorum animae sint non modo sanctae sed etiam beatae; tum etiam quia religiose honoramus corpora beatorum hominum, ut Petri et Pauli, quae tamen beatissimis eorum animis nunc non vivificantur et animantur. Esse autem animas caelorum (si quidem caeli animas habent) omnino beatas aperte docet Augustinus in Enchiridio ad Laurentium capite vigesimooctavo, cum ait, Angelis aliquibus impia superbia deserentibus Deum, et in huius aëris imam caliginem de superna caelesti habitatione deiectis, residuus numerus Angelorum in aeterna cum Deo beatitudine et sanctitate permansit. Quanquam in 58 cap. eiusdem libri dubitanter ea de re videtur loqui, cum inquit, Sed nec illud quidem certum habeo utrum ad eandem societatem pertineant Sol et Luna et cuncta sydera, quamvis nonnullis lucida corpora esse, non cum sensu vel intelligentia videantur. Nullum vero astris honorem et cultum a nobis esse exhibendum perspicue docet nos Deus per Mosen, capite quarto Deuteronomii, Ne forte, inquit, elevatis oculis ad caelum videas Solem et Lunam et omnia astra caeli, et errore deceptus adores ea et colas, quae creavit Dominus Deus tuus in ministerium cunctis gentibus quae sub caelo sunt. Atque his verbis innuit Moses propterea stellas non esse a nobis adorandas et colendas, quod sint conditione naturae dignitateque inferiores nobis, videlicet propter servitium et usum hominis a Deo conditae.
Saint Bonaventure, in the second book of the Sentences, distinction 14, did not hesitate to call the opinion of those who say the stars are animate false and erroneous, and indeed most deservedly. For if the souls of the stars are Angels, surely the stars ought to be honored and worshipped by us: both because their souls would be not only holy but also blessed; and also because we religiously honor the bodies of blessed men, such as Peter and Paul, which yet are now neither quickened nor animated by their most blessed souls. And that the souls of the heavens (if indeed the heavens have souls) are wholly blessed, Augustine plainly teaches in the Enchiridion to Laurentius, chapter 28, when he says, Some Angels having, by impious pride, forsaken God, and having been cast down from the heavenly habitation on high into the lowest gloom of this air, the remaining number of the Angels persevered in eternal blessedness and holiness with God. Although in the 58th chapter of the same book he seems to speak doubtfully on the matter, when he says, But neither do I hold this for certain, whether the Sun and Moon and all the heavenly bodies belong to the same society—although to some they seem to be luminous bodies, not endowed with sense or intelligence. But that no honor and worship is to be shown by us to the stars, God plainly teaches us through Moses, in the fourth chapter of Deuteronomy: Lest perhaps, He says, lifting up thy eyes to heaven, thou see the Sun and the Moon and all the stars of heaven, and, deceived by error, adore and worship them, which the Lord thy God created for the service of all the nations that are under heaven. And by these words Moses implies that the stars are not to be adored and worshipped by us, because they are inferior to us in condition of nature and in dignity—namely, created by God for the service and use of man.14



AD HOC, vel animae syderum sunt naturaliter beatae (at nec gratia nec gloria ulli praeter Deum potest esse naturalis), aut sunt beatae ex Dei gratia et munere: aut igitur simul creatae fuerunt beatae (quod est contra communem Theologorum sententiam, nec ulli creaturae datum praeter Christi animam), aut tales factae sunt ut possent beatitudinem vel bene merendo consequi vel peccando amittere — potuerunt igitur peccare. Age, demus peccasse: namque si quod possibile est ponatur esse, ut tradunt philosophi, nihil consequi debet absurdum vel impossibile. Quaero quid illis factum fuisset si peccassent? Num animae illae remansissent in suis orbibus? Sed non fit credibile, ceteris omnibus Angelis malis de caelo deiectis in infernum, animas illas remansisse in caelo; et vero, caelum non est locus damnatorum. Sin autem etiam animae illae detrusae essent de caelo, quid tum fieret orbibus caelestibus quos illae animabant? Num etiam ipsi e suo loco deturbati essent deorsum? An remansissent in suo loco sed inanimi? An alias illis animas Deus indidisset? Verum haec omnia quam sint improbabilia et absurda, nemo non videt. Sed ad haec posset fortasse quispiam respondere: animas caelorum initio potuisse quidem peccare, si quidem natura earum et libertas voluntatis per se consideretur; Deum tamen prae[scivisse]...
TO THIS: either the souls of the heavenly bodies are naturally blessed (but neither grace nor glory can be natural to any save God), or they are blessed by God's grace and gift; either, then, they were created blessed (which is against the common opinion of the theologians, and was granted to no creature save the soul of Christ), or they were made such that they could either obtain blessedness by meriting well, or lose it by sinning—they could, therefore, sin. Come, let us grant that they sinned: for if what is possible be posited as existing, as the philosophers teach, nothing absurd or impossible ought to follow. I ask, what would have been done with them if they had sinned? Would those souls have remained in their orbs? But it is not credible that, all the other evil Angels having been cast down from heaven into hell, those souls remained in heaven; and indeed, heaven is not the place of the damned. But if those souls too had been thrust down from heaven, what then would become of the celestial orbs which they animated? Would they too have been cast down from their place below? Or would they have remained in their place, but inanimate? Or would God have implanted other souls in them? But how improbable and absurd all these things are, everyone sees. But to these someone might perhaps reply: that the souls of the heavens could indeed have sinned in the beginning, if their nature and freedom of will be considered in itself; that God, however, fore[knew]...15



...[prae]scivisse eas minime peccaturas, et praeordinasse ne unquam peccarent, gratiam illis efficacem tribuendo, qua in exordio suo bene usae in posterum confirmatae sunt in gratia; et nunc quidem non esse beatas, sed usque ad diem iudicii esse in statu merendi, et per continuam orbium suorum conversionem (quam propter Dei obedientiam et amorem electorum libentissime agunt) semper magis ac magis aeternam felicitatem promereri. Itaque quod de Henoch et Helia, qui usque ad diem iudicii beatitudinem suam exspectant et quotidie eam promerentur, tradiderunt sancti Patres, idem de animabus caelorum dici posset. In tota autem superiori argumentatione positum est tanquam certum animas caelorum non esse factas aliquanto prius quam animarent et vivificarent caelos, sicut nec anima rationalis creatur priusquam informet corpus humanum: contra rationem enim naturalis formae est (quemadmodum docet Aristoteles lib. 12 Metaphysicae textu 16) ut ea tempore aliquo id cuius forma est antecedat.
...foreknew that they would by no means sin, and preordained that they should never sin, by bestowing on them efficacious grace, with which, having used it well in their beginning, they were thereafter confirmed in grace; and that they are not now blessed, but until the day of judgment are in the state of meriting, and by the continual revolution of their orbs (which they most gladly perform for the obedience of God and the love of the elect) ever more and more merit eternal felicity. And so what the holy Fathers have handed down concerning Enoch and Elijah—who until the day of judgment await their beatitude and daily merit it—the same might be said of the souls of the heavens. But in the whole foregoing argument it is laid down as certain that the souls of the heavens were not made any while before they animated and quickened the heavens, just as the rational soul is not created before it informs the human body; for it is against the nature of a natural form (as Aristotle teaches in book 12 of the Metaphysics, text 16) that it should at any time precede that of which it is the form.16



CETERUM, ratio illa vehementius urget: si Angelus est anima caeli, ergo motus circularis erit intrinsece ac per se naturalis, non caelo solum sed etiam Angelo qui est eius anima, et ad perfectionem eius pertinebit: sicut enim inanimatorum corporum perfectio potius est in quiete quam in motu, ita e contrario animatorum perfectio magis est in motu quam in quiete; idque tanto magis verum est quanto quidque perfectiorem animam habet et motum. Quare post diem iudicii vacatio motus caelestis violenta esset, et caelo et Angelo, et contra utriusque naturam et perfectionem eis accideret.
But that reasoning presses more forcibly: if the Angel is the soul of the heaven, then circular motion will be intrinsically and of itself natural, not only to the heaven but also to the Angel which is its soul, and will belong to its perfection: for just as the perfection of inanimate bodies is rather in rest than in motion, so, on the contrary, the perfection of animate ones is more in motion than in rest; and this is the more true the more perfect a soul and motion each thing has. Wherefore, after the day of judgment, the cessation of celestial motion would be violent, and would befall both the heaven and the Angel against the nature and perfection of both.17



Nec sane nihil habet ponderis ratio illa beati Thomae, qua is utitur in prima parte quaestione 70 articulo tertio, ut probet caelum vere non esse animatum, priorem scilicet opinionem quam in aliis scriptis secutus fuerat sapienter corrigens: Coniunctio, inquit, formae cum materia non fit propter materiam, est enim materia propter formam, non autem contra propter materiam est forma. Fit igitur eiusmodi consociatio et copulatio praecipue propter formam, videlicet ut forma, societate et quasi adminiculo materiae, melius actionem suam exercere et propriam perfectionem facilius adipisci queat. Angeli vero qui caelum movet duae sunt actiones, intelligere et movere: illa est Angelo interior propriorque atque perfectior, ad quam rite obeundam nihil ei opus est corpore caelesti; non enim, quemadmodum animus noster corporalium sensuum ministerio utitur ad intelligendum, sic Angelus ad explendas mentis suae functiones ullis caeli adiumentis utitur, aut iuvari potest. Ad movendum autem caelum non est necessaria coniunctio Angeli cum orbe caelesti tanquam formae cum materia: satis enim est si caelo solum adsit tanquam motor mobili, per virtutis applicationem et contactum ei aptatus et adiunctus. Non me fugit huic rationi sic occurrisse nonnullos, meliorem fore motum caelestem si a principio interno [efficiatur]...
Nor indeed is that reasoning of the blessed Thomas without weight, which he employs in the First Part, question 70, article 3, to prove that the heaven is truly not animate—wisely correcting the earlier opinion which he had followed in other writings: The union, he says, of form with matter does not come about for the sake of matter, for matter is for the sake of form, not, conversely, form for the sake of matter. Such an association and coupling, therefore, comes about chiefly for the sake of the form, namely that the form, by the partnership and, as it were, the support of matter, may better exercise its action and more easily attain its proper perfection. But of the Angel that moves the heaven there are two actions, to understand and to move: the former is interior to the Angel and more proper and more perfect, and for performing it duly it has no need of a celestial body; for the Angel does not, as our mind uses the ministry of the bodily senses for understanding, use any helps of the heaven to fulfill the functions of its mind, nor can it be aided by them. But for moving the heaven the union of the Angel with the celestial orb, as of form with matter, is not necessary: for it is enough that it be present to the heaven only as a mover to a movable, fitted and joined to it by the application of power and by contact. I am not unaware that some have met this reasoning thus: that celestial motion would be better if it were produced by an internal principle [than by an external]...18



...[a principio] interno efficiatur quam ab externo, praestantioremque fore conditionem caeli si ipsum a se moveatur quam si ab alio externa vi agitatuque conversetur: quod enim a se movetur id nobilius est (auctore Aristotele libr. 8 Physicorum) quam quod extrinsecus cietur ab alio. Verum, ut quod isti dicunt melius sit aut caeli aut motus caelestis respectu, non tamen melius esse respectu Angeli; quin conditionem eius multo deteriorem faceret: oporteret enim Angelum esse formam et partem caeli, substantiamque imperfectam, nec a corpore caelesti ullo modo separabilem. Quare non est committendum ut, dum caeli et motus caelestis dignitatem plus aequo augere volumus, praestantiam naturae quae Angelum maxime decet inepte minuamus.
...by an internal principle than by an external, and that the condition of the heaven would be more excellent if it were moved by itself than if it were turned about by another by an external force and agitation: for what is moved by itself is nobler (on Aristotle's authority, in book 8 of the Physics) than what is set in motion from without by another. But, granting that what these men say be better in respect of the heaven or of celestial motion, yet it would not be better in respect of the Angel; nay, it would make its condition far worse: for the Angel would have to be a form and part of the heaven, and an imperfect substance, in no way separable from the celestial body. Wherefore it must not be ventured that, while we wish to exalt the dignity of the heaven and of celestial motion beyond measure, we ineptly diminish that excellence of nature which most befits the Angel.19



PORRO, Aristotelem quoque in eadem fuisse sententia me quidem certe dubitare non sinunt quae scripsit ipse in lib. 8 Physicorum et in lib. 12 Metaphysicae. Docet enim intelligentias esse perfectas et absolutas substantias, esse prorsus indivisibiles et extra magnitudinem positas; et cum sempiterno motu orbes circumagant, nec per se tamen nec per accidens ipsas moveri; esse puros actus omnis expertes potentiae; earumque doctrinam propriam esse Metaphysicae, quae res a materia omnino abiunctas contemplatur. Haec vero nullo modo intelligentiis conveniunt si quidem illae naturales formae et verae caelorum animae ponantur: namque essent substantiae imperfectae et inhaerentes in corporibus et ab illis quoquomodo inseparabiles; nec essent puri actus omnique vacantes potentia; nec possent non motu suorum orbium, saltem per accidens, ipsae quoque una moveri; denique earum tractatio non pertineret ad Metaphysicam, quippe quae in rebus ab omni materiae concretione, non tantum cogitatione rationeque sed etiam re ipsa segregatis, potissime versatur.
FURTHERMORE, that Aristotle too was of the same opinion, the things which he himself wrote in book 8 of the Physics and in book 12 of the Metaphysics certainly do not allow me to doubt. For he teaches that the intelligences are perfect and absolute substances, utterly indivisible and set outside magnitude; and that, though they turn the orbs about with everlasting motion, they themselves are moved neither of themselves nor by accident; that they are pure acts, devoid of all potency; and that their doctrine belongs properly to Metaphysics, which contemplates things wholly separated from matter. But these things in no way agree with the intelligences if they are posited as natural forms and the true souls of the heavens: for then they would be imperfect substances, inherent in bodies and in no way separable from them; nor would they be pure acts, void of all potency; nor could they but be moved along with the motion of their orbs, at least by accident; and finally, their treatment would not belong to Metaphysics, which is engaged above all with things separated from every concretion of matter—not only in thought and reason, but also in reality itself.20
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QUESTION VIII. Whether the stars are innumerable to us

LatineEnglish


QUESTION VIII. Whether the stars are innumerable to us.1
QUAESTIO VIII. An stellae sint nobis innumerabiles.



De stellis sane ingens disceptatio inter Astrologos et sacrarum litterarum studiosos excitari posset, utrum earum multitudo (loquor de stellis inerrantibus in octavo caelo mirabili dispositione splendoreque lucentibus) tanta sit ut ea mortalibus omnino sit innumerabilis, an contra certo aliquo numero, nec sane admodum magno, definita haud ingenti studio et labore possit nobis esse comperta et explorata. Plinius lib. 2 cap. 41 duo et septuaginta facit signa caelestia, quae sint rerum vel animantium effigies, in quas inquit digessisse caelum peritos, et in his mille sexcentas notavisse stellas insignes, videlicet effectu visuque. Verum, Astrologiae doctiores inde usque a Ptolomaeo et Hyparcho deprehenderunt omnes stellas inerrantes visu notabiles esse duntaxat duas et viginti supra mille; nec vero isti negant esse alias quam[plurimas]...
Concerning the stars, indeed, a great dispute could be stirred up between the Astronomers and the students of the sacred writings: whether their multitude (I speak of the fixed stars shining in the eighth heaven with a marvelous arrangement and splendor) is so great that it is altogether innumerable to mortals, or, on the contrary, is defined by some certain number—and that not at all a very great one—and can be ascertained and explored by us without enormous study and labor. Pliny, in book 2, chapter 41, makes seventy-two celestial signs, which are the figures of things or of living creatures, into which, he says, the skilled have distributed the heaven, and in these he notes one thousand six hundred notable stars—notable, that is, in their effect and to the sight. But the more learned in Astronomy, from Ptolemy and Hipparchus onward, have ascertained that all the fixed stars notable to the sight are only one thousand and twenty-two; nor indeed do these men deny that there are other, very [many]...2



...[quam]plurimas forma minimas, luce claritateque oculis nostris indiscrete conspicuas, qualis est innumerabilis multitudo stellarum, si tamen illae stellae quae lactei circuli claritatem et splendorem efficiunt. Ac licet vulgo, atque etiam cuivis primo aspectu stellarum multitudinem suspicienti, videatur incredibile non plures esse mille viginti duabus in caelo stellas—id quod propterea evenit quod eas homines sine ullo ordine ac distinctione confuse intuentur—si quis tamen supradictum stellarum numerum in globo aliquo depictum habeat, easque stellas proprie singulas conferat cum iis quae cernuntur in caelo, nullam profecto reperiet in caelo quam in globo expressam non habeat; quin etiam minimas in globo notatas visu aegre discernet in caelo.
...other stars, very many, smallest in form, conspicuous to our eyes only indistinctly in their light and brightness—such as the innumerable multitude of stars (if indeed they are stars) which produce the brightness and splendor of the Milky Way. And although to the common people—and even to anyone who, at first glance, looks up at the multitude of the stars—it may seem incredible that there are no more than one thousand and twenty-two stars in the heaven (which happens for this reason, that men gaze at them confusedly, without any order or distinction), yet if anyone has the aforesaid number of stars depicted on some globe, and properly compares those stars one by one with those that are seen in the heaven, he will assuredly find none in the heaven which he does not have expressed on the globe; nay, even the smallest marked on the globe he will scarcely discern by sight in the heaven.3



SUPRADICTAS porro mille viginti duas stellas ad quadraginta octo imagines seu effigies seu constellationes, ordine ac dispositione stellarum similitudinem alicuius animalis vel alterius rei reddentes, Astrologi redegerant. Earundem quoque stellarum magis minusve lucentium varietatem ad sex differentias reduxerunt: prima continet stellas quindecim primae (ut vocant) magnitudinis; altera quadraginta quinque secundae magnitudinis; tertia octo supra ducentas tertiae magnitudinis; quarta quadringentas septuaginta quatuor quartae magnitudinis; quinta ducentas decem et septem quintae magnitudinis; sexta quadraginta novem sextae magnitudinis. Harum omnium summa, adiunctis praeterea quinque quas vocant nebulosas et novem quae appellantur obscurae, supradictum mille viginti duarum stellarum numerum continet. Earum porro quaelibet maior est quam terra: nam quae sunt sextae magnitudinis, videlicet omnium minimae, octies et decies ampliorem habent magnitudinem quam est orbis terrae et aquae magnitudo.
The aforesaid one thousand and twenty-two stars the Astronomers had reduced to forty-eight images or figures or constellations, which by the order and arrangement of the stars render the likeness of some animal or other thing. They also reduced the variety of these same stars—shining more or less—to six differences: the first contains fifteen stars of the first magnitude (as they call it); the second, forty-five of the second magnitude; the third, two hundred and eight of the third magnitude; the fourth, four hundred and seventy-four of the fourth magnitude; the fifth, two hundred and seventeen of the fifth magnitude; the sixth, forty-nine of the sixth magnitude. The sum of all these, with five besides which they call nebulous and nine which are called obscure, makes up the aforesaid number of one thousand and twenty-two stars. And each one of them is larger than the earth: for those of the sixth magnitude—that is, the smallest of all—have a magnitude eighteen times greater than is the magnitude of the globe of earth and water.4



Nec vero tantum omnium stellarum quae sunt in caelo numerum Mathematici compertum esse volunt, sed ausi maiora et pene incredibilia demonstrant: si universa firmamenti facies concava plena esset usquequaque stellis primae magnitudinis, sciri posse earum numerus quantus esset; necessaria enim ratione concludi eas fore 71209600, hoc est unum et septuaginta milliones (ut vulgo appellant) et ducenties et novies mille superque sexcentas. Ut vel hoc argumento intelligere liceat quae nunc sunt in caelo stellae (tantis nempe spatiis inter se disiunctae) et quae sunt ultra tropicum Capricorni versus antarcticum polum (quae sane perpaucae sunt) eas non esse, ut vulgus putat, innumerabiles. Atque haec quidem de numero stellarum inerrantium Astrologorum est sententia.
Nor indeed do the Mathematicians will only that the number of all the stars in the heaven be ascertained, but, daring greater and almost incredible things, they demonstrate that, if the whole concave face of the firmament were everywhere full of stars of the first magnitude, it could be known how great their number would be; for by necessary reasoning it is concluded that they would be 71,209,600—that is, seventy-one millions (as they commonly call them), and two hundred and nine thousand, and six hundred more. So that even by this argument it may be understood that the stars now in the heaven (separated, namely, by such great spaces) and those beyond the Tropic of Capricorn toward the antarctic pole (which indeed are very few) are not, as the common people think, innumerable. And this is the opinion of the Astronomers concerning the number of the fixed stars.5



AT ENIMVERO, contraria videtur sacris litteris eiusmodi opinio, quippe divina Scriptura multis locis aperte indicat Stellas caeli ab homine non posse numerari. Etenim capite 15 libri Geneseos promisit Deus Abrahae multiplicaturum se posteritatem eius tamquam stellas caeli et arenam maris: Eduxit enim Deus, inquit Scriptura, foras Abraham (videlicet nocte caeloque serenissimo), et dixit ei, Suspice [caelum]...
BUT IN TRUTH, an opinion of this kind seems contrary to the sacred writings, since divine Scripture in many places plainly indicates that the stars of heaven cannot be numbered by man. For in chapter 15 of the book of Genesis God promised Abraham that He would multiply his posterity like the stars of heaven and the sand of the sea: For God led Abraham forth (namely, by night and under a most serene sky), says the Scripture, and said to him, Look up [to heaven]...6



...[Suspice] caelum, et numera stellas si potes, sic erit semen tuum. Erat autem Abraham, ut Iosephus et Eusebius tradunt, iam tum peritissimus astrologiae, ut quam didicerat a Chaldaeis, apud quos natus, educatus multosque annos versatus fuerat—homines sane, concessu omnium, eius scientiae facile principes; eamque doctrinam Abraham, auctore Iosepho, docuit Aegyptios. Nec hoc dictum Dei referri potest ad stellas quae sunt versus antarcticum, quas et constat esse paucissimas, nec eas cernere poterat Abraham ex terra Chanaam ubi tunc erat; nec ad stellas lactei circuli, ut quas visus discernere et distinguere nequeat—et vero circulus lacteus non constat ex stellis, sed est pars quaedam caeli paulo densior tenuiter lucens. Nec valet hoc loco illa interpretatio, Deum hic esse locutum ex sensu et existimatione vulgi: non enim loquebatur vulgo, sed Abrahae viro sapienti et astrologiae perito. Deinde Moses capite 10 Deuteronomii dixit Hebraeo populo, Multiplicavit te Dominus Deus tuus sicut astra caeli. Constat autem ex libro Numerorum fuisse tunc numerum Hebraeorum, eorum duntaxat qui supergressi vigesimum annum belligerare poterant, ad sexcenta millia et plus eo. Ad hoc, Hieremias capite 33 sic habet, Sicuti enumerari non possunt stellae caeli et metiri arena maris, sic multiplicabo semen David servi mei. Quid quod tanquam eximium et singulare quoddam et incomprehensibile homini praedicat Scriptura omnes stellas Deo esse numeratas? sic enim canit David Psalmo 146, Qui numerat multitudinem stellarum et omnibus eis nomina vocat.
...Look up to heaven and number the stars if you can: so shall your seed be. Now Abraham was, as Josephus and Eusebius hand down, even then most skilled in astronomy, inasmuch as he had learned it from the Chaldeans—among whom he had been born, brought up, and spent many years—men who were, by the consent of all, easily the chiefs of that science; and Abraham, on Josephus's authority, taught that doctrine to the Egyptians. Nor can this saying of God be referred to the stars toward the antarctic, which it is agreed are very few, and which Abraham could not have beheld from the land of Canaan where he then was; nor to the stars of the Milky Way, as those which the sight cannot discern and distinguish—and indeed the Milky Way does not consist of stars, but is a certain part of the heaven somewhat denser, faintly shining. Nor does that interpretation avail here, that God here spoke according to the sense and estimation of the common people: for He was not speaking to the common people, but to Abraham, a wise man and skilled in astronomy. Next, Moses in the tenth chapter of Deuteronomy said to the Hebrew people, The Lord thy God has multiplied thee like the stars of heaven. But it is established from the book of Numbers that the number of the Hebrews at that time—of those alone who, being past the twentieth year, could go to war—was six hundred thousand and more. To this, Jeremiah in chapter 33 has it thus, As the stars of heaven cannot be numbered, nor the sand of the sea measured, so will I multiply the seed of David my servant. What of this, that Scripture proclaims, as something singular and excellent and incomprehensible to man, that all the stars are numbered by God? For thus David sings in Psalm 146, Who numbers the multitude of the stars, and calls them all by name.7



Hoc ipsum tradit Basilius homil. 6 super Genesim, et Eusebius lib. 7 de Praeparatione Evangelica capite quinto. Augustinus vero in libro 16 de Civitate Dei capite 23 affirmat supradictam Astrologorum sententiam esse reiiciendam; sic enim scribit: Stellae dinumerari non possunt, quia nec omnes eas videri posse credendum est: nam quanto quisque acutius intuetur, tanto plures videt. Unde et acerrime cernentibus aliquas occultas esse merito existimatur, exceptis eis syderibus quae in aliqua parte orbis a nobis remotissima oriri et occidere perhibentur. Postremo, quicumque universum stellarum numerum comprehendisse et conscripsisse iactantur, sicut Aratus vel Eudoxus, vel si qui alii sunt, eos libri huius contemnit auctoritas. Haec Augustinus.
This same thing Basil delivers in homily 6 on Genesis, and Eusebius in book 7 of the Preparation for the Gospel, chapter 5. But Augustine, in book 16 of The City of God, chapter 23, affirms that the aforesaid opinion of the Astronomers is to be rejected; for thus he writes: The stars cannot be numbered, because it is not to be believed that all of them can even be seen: for the more keenly anyone gazes, the more he sees. Whence it is rightly judged that some are hidden even from the sharpest-sighted—excepting those heavenly bodies which are said to rise and set in some part of the world most remote from us. Lastly, whoever boast of having comprehended and written down the whole number of the stars, such as Aratus or Eudoxus, or any others there be, the authority of this book scorns them. Thus Augustine.8



Nec modo Sacrae litterae contradicere videntur Astrologis, sed etiam Philosophis: etenim Aristoteles in lib. de Mundo ad Alexandrum, et libr. 2 de Caelo textu 61, ait syderum inerrantium numerum a mortalibus iniri non posse; simile quidpiam in Timaeo scribit Plato. Seneca item lib. 6 Naturalium quaestionum cap. 16 eiusmodi stellarum numerum inveniri posse negat.
Nor only do the Sacred writings seem to contradict the Astronomers, but the Philosophers also: for Aristotle, in his book On the World, to Alexander, and in book 2 On the Heaven, text 61, says that the number of the fixed stars cannot be reached by mortals; Plato writes something similar in the Timaeus. Seneca likewise, in book 6 of the Natural Questions, chapter 16, denies that the number of such stars can be found.9



POSSET fortasse dici pro Astrologis, Augustinum non loqui de stellis visu insignibus et notabilibus, quarum duntaxat numerum tradunt Astrologi, sed universe de omnibus stellis quae in caelo sunt, sive aspectabiles sint hominibus sive inaspectabiles, quarum omnium numerum teneri non posse ab hominibus non ibunt inficias Astrologi: qui enim nosse possunt earum numerum, quas nec visu nec alia[...]...
It might perhaps be said in defense of the Astronomers that Augustine speaks not of the stars conspicuous and notable to the sight, whose number alone the Astronomers give, but universally of all the stars that are in the heaven, whether visible to men or invisible—whose total number, that it cannot be held by men, the Astronomers will not deny: for how can they know the number of those stars which neither by sight nor by any other [means]...10



...nec alia ratione certo cognoscunt? Illud quoque pro Astrologis dici posset, numerum inerrantium stellarum non fuisse curiose investigatum aut compertum ante Hyparchi et Arati aetatem, nempe quousque Astrologi stellas omnes miro artificio in certas quasdam imagines et effigies digesserunt: ut non sit mirum, ante istam tam diligentem et artificiosam Astrologorum observationem, incognitum fuisse hominibus, vel etiam incomprehensibilem existimatum, stellarum numerum; atque ob eam causam Scriptura veteris testamenti de stellis tanquam innumerabilibus multifariam loquitur. Nondum sunt anni mille quingenti, ait Seneca lib. 7 Naturalium q. capit. 25, ex quo Graecia stellis et numeros et nomina fecit. Sed verius sane dixisset Seneca necdum septingentos usque ad suam aetatem praeteriisse annos ex quo Graeci syderalem scientiam acceperunt. Primus namque in Graecia Thales, qui circa 50 Olympiadem claruit, aliqua in stellis observasse easque observationes tradidisse fertur. Quanquam fuisse priscis hominibus etiam ante Mosis tempora notitiam aliquam istiusmodi caelestium imaginum demonstrat liber Iob, in cuius capite 9 sic est, Qui facit Arcturum et Oriona et Hyadas et interiora Austri; et postea cap. 38, Nunquid coniungere valebis micantes stellas Pleiadas, aut gyrum Arcturi poteris dissipare? Nunquid producis Luciferum in tempore suo, et Vesperum super filios terrae consurgere facis?
...nor know for certain by any other means? This too could be said for the Astronomers: that the number of the fixed stars was not carefully investigated or ascertained before the age of Hipparchus and Aratus—that is, until the Astronomers, by a marvelous artifice, arranged all the stars into certain images and figures; so that it is no wonder that, before that so diligent and artful observation of the Astronomers, the number of the stars was unknown to men, or even reckoned incomprehensible; and that for this cause the Scripture of the Old Testament speaks of the stars in many places as though innumerable. There are not yet a thousand and five hundred years, says Seneca, in book 7 of the Natural Questions, chapter 25, since Greece gave the stars both numbers and names. But Seneca would have said more truly that not even seven hundred years had passed up to his own age since the Greeks received the science of the stars. For Thales, the first in Greece, who flourished about the fiftieth Olympiad, is reported to have observed some things in the stars and to have handed down those observations. Yet that men of old, even before the times of Moses, had some knowledge of celestial figures of this kind, the book of Job demonstrates, in whose ninth chapter it stands thus, Who makes Arcturus, and Orion, and the Hyades, and the inner parts of the South; and afterward, in chapter 38, Wilt thou be able to join together the shining stars of the Pleiades, or canst thou scatter the circle of Arcturus? Dost thou bring forth Lucifer in its time, and make Vesper to rise over the sons of the earth?11



Translator’s notes
	In the preface's list of ten questions, the number of the fixed stars was the tenth; in the running text Pererius numbers this question the eighth (the questions on the stars' heat and on whether they are fixed in their orbs are not treated as separate numbered questions here). ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Numerus stellarum inerrantium visu notabilium, et imaginum caelestium, secundum Astrologos." The dispute: are the fixed stars innumerable, or fixed at a definite (not very large) number? Pliny (Nat. Hist. 2.41) counts 72 celestial signs with 1,600 notable stars; the more learned, since Ptolemy and Hipparchus, found the visible fixed stars to be just 1,022. Sentence continues onto the next page (catchword ‘quam’). ↩
	The astronomers do not deny there are very many tiny stars, only indistinctly visible—such as the innumerable multitude (if they are stars) that make up the Milky Way's brightness. Though it seems incredible there are only 1,022 stars, this is because men gaze confusedly; one who compares a catalogued globe star-by-star with the heaven finds none in the heaven not on the globe. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Sex differentiae stellarum quae sunt in octavo caelo." The 1,022 stars reduced to 48 constellation-figures, and by brightness into six magnitudes: 1st = 15; 2nd = 45; 3rd = 208; 4th = 474; 5th = 217; 6th = 49; plus 5 nebulous and 9 obscure—totalling 1,022. Each is larger than the earth; even the smallest (6th magnitude) are 18× the bulk of the globe of earth and water. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Si octavum caelum totum esset plenum stellis primae magnitudinis, quantus earum numerus esset futurus." The mathematicians compute that, were the whole firmament packed with first-magnitude stars, their number would be exactly 71,209,600—showing the actual stars (widely separated, few beyond the Tropic of Capricorn) are not innumerable. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Videri secundum doctrinam sacrae Scripturae et Patrum, necnon et Philosophorum, stellas esse innumerabiles." Genesis 15:5 (God led Abraham outside by night under a clear sky). Sentence continues onto the next page (catchword ‘Suspice’). ↩
	Genesis 15:5 (‘Look up... and number the stars’). Abraham, per Josephus and Eusebius, most skilled in astronomy (learned from the Chaldeans, princes of the science; he taught it to the Egyptians). The promise cannot mean the few antarctic stars (invisible from Canaan), nor the Milky Way (not stars, but a denser, faintly-luminous part of heaven); nor was God speaking ‘to the vulgar.’ Deuteronomy 10:22; Numbers (600,000+ warriors over twenty); Jeremiah 33:22; Psalm 146[147]:4 (‘Who numbers the multitude of the stars and calls them all by name’). ↩
	Basil (Hom. 6 in Gen.); Eusebius (Praep. ev. 7.5). Augustine (De civ. Dei 16.23) rejects the astronomers' view: not all the stars can even be seen (the keener the eye, the more it sees; some hidden even from the sharpest sight; some rise and set in a part of the world most remote from us); the authority of Genesis scorns those (Aratus, Eudoxus) who boast of cataloguing all the stars. ↩
	Aristotle (De Mundo ad Alexandrum; De Caelo 2, text 61): the number of the fixed stars cannot be reached by mortals; likewise Plato (Timaeus); Seneca (Naturales quaestiones 7.16, here cited as book 6) denies the number can be found. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Defensio opinionis Astrologorum." In defense of the astronomers: Augustine may speak not of the conspicuous, notable stars (whose number alone the astronomers give), but universally of all stars, visible or invisible—whose total the astronomers themselves admit cannot be held by men. Sentence continues onto the next page (catchword ‘nec alia’; signature F 3). ↩
	A further defense of the astronomers: the stars' number was not investigated before Hipparchus and Aratus arranged the constellations, so the Old Testament speaks of them ‘as innumerable.’ Seneca (Naturales quaestiones 7.25: not yet 1,500 years since Greece named the stars—Pererius corrects to under 700; Thales flourished ~50th Olympiad). Yet Job knew the constellations before Moses (Job 9:9; 38:31–32: the Pleiades, Arcturus, Lucifer/the morning star, Vesper/the evening star). ↩




QUESTION IX. Whether the stars move of themselves, the orbs being unmoved—as birds through the air—or are moved only by the motion of their orbs

LatineEnglish


QUESTION IX. Whether the stars move of themselves, the orbs being unmoved—as birds through the air—or are moved only by the motion of their orbs.1
QUAESTIO IX. Utrum stellae moveantur per se immotis orbibus, sicut aves per aërem, an tantum moveantur motu suorum orbium.



And God made two great lights: the greater light to rule the day, and the lesser light to rule the night; and the stars: and God set them in the firmament of heaven, that they might shine upon the earth.2
Fecitque Deus duo luminaria magna: luminare maius ut praeesset diei, et luminare minus ut praeesset nocti, et stellas; et posuit eas Deus in firmamento caeli ut lucerent super terram.



MOSES tradit hoc loco Deum posuisse sydera in firmamento caeli: quod dubiam habet sententiam. Potest enim intelligi sydera esse infixa in caelo tanquam eius partes paulo densiores spissioresque ei cohaerentes et continuatas, tales nimirum quales in tabula quapiam sunt nodi, ita ut sydera per se propriis motibus non agantur, sed solius caeli cuius partes sunt motu convertantur. Potest etiam intelligi sydera esse posita in caelo non ut ei cohaerentia et affixa, sed quia [iussu Dei]...
MOSES delivers in this place that God set the heavenly bodies in the firmament of heaven: which has a doubtful meaning. For it can be understood that the heavenly bodies are fixed in the heaven as somewhat denser and thicker parts of it, cohering with it and continuous with it—just such, indeed, as the knots are in some board—so that the heavenly bodies are not moved by their own proper motions, but are turned only by the motion of the heaven whose parts they are. It can also be understood that the heavenly bodies are placed in the heaven not as cohering with and affixed to it, but because [by God's command]...3



...[quia] iussu Dei per ipsum caelum motus suos peragunt tanquam per spatium sibi a Deo determinatum, quod quaeque suo cursu emetiri et conficere debeant. Vetus est et complurium scriptorum Ecclesiasticorum auctoritate nobilis opinio stellas non esse haerentes et affixas caelo, sed propriis motibus per spatium caeleste circumagi. Hoc enim tradit Iustinus martyr respondens ad 93 quaest. Orthodoxorum; Origenes autem in lib. 5 contra Celsum et lib. 1 περὶ ἀρχῶν cap. 7 ait sydera propriis motibus agi, nec esse partes caeli, nec secus in caelo esse quam sunt in terris animantes, pisces in aqua, in aëre volucres. Idem prodiderunt Eusebius Emissenus et Diodorus Tarsensis in exponendo hunc locum Geneseos, tum super cap. 7 eiusdem libri idem habet; sed nemo disertius et enucleatius hoc docet quam Chrysostomus: is enim hom. 6 et 13 in Genesim, Absit, inquit, ut cogitemus Deum affixisse caelo astra: cernimus namque ea moveri et de uno loco in alterum transferri. Dicitur autem Deus posuisse ea in firmamento, quia voluit et iussit ut essent in caelo et per ipsum spatia sua cursusque conficerent: sicut infra dicitur Deus posuisse Adam in paradiso, hoc est iussisse ut in paradiso commoraretur et habitaret. Et in hom. 12 ad populum Antiochenum idem confirmat: ait enim caelum esse fixum et immobile, solem autem cum ceteris astris in ipso quotidie circumvolvi. Philastrius Brixiensis in catalogo haereseon caelum per se moveri et eius motu una cieri astra non solum non probat, sed etiam tanquam haeresim damnare non dubitat.
...because by God's command they accomplish their motions through the heaven itself, as through a space determined for them by God, which each must measure and complete by its course. It is an old opinion, noble by the authority of very many Ecclesiastical writers, that the stars are not clinging to and affixed to the heaven, but are driven round by their own motions through the celestial space. For this Justin Martyr delivers, answering the 93rd question of the Orthodox; and Origen, in book 5 against Celsus and book 1 of On First Principles, chapter 7, says that the heavenly bodies are moved by their own motions, and are not parts of the heaven, and are no otherwise in the heaven than living things are on the earth, fishes in the water, birds in the air. The same Eusebius of Emesa and Diodorus of Tarsus set forth in expounding this passage of Genesis, and likewise on chapter 7 of the same book; but no one teaches this more clearly and explicitly than Chrysostom: for in homilies 6 and 13 on Genesis, Far be it, he says, that we should think God affixed the stars to the heaven: for we see them moved and carried from one place to another. And God is said to have set them in the firmament because He willed and commanded that they should be in the heaven and accomplish their spaces and courses through it—just as below God is said to have set Adam in paradise, that is, to have commanded that he dwell and abide in paradise. And in homily 12 to the people of Antioch he confirms the same: for he says that the heaven is fixed and immovable, but that the sun, with the other stars, daily revolves in it. Philastrius of Brescia, in his catalogue of heresies, not only does not approve that the heaven is moved of itself and the stars set in motion along with its motion, but does not hesitate even to condemn it as a heresy.4



Scribit enim ad hunc fere modum: Est haeresis asserens stellas esse caelo infixas, cum certum sit eas de thesauris locisque absconditis et a Deo dispositis in vesperum iussu divino repente procedere, statisque horis suo lumine et motu ministerium a Deo sibi impositum agnoscere et exequi. Contrariam autem sententiam decernit Philastrius alienam esse fidei Catholicae, eiusque assertores paganae vanitatis magis quam Christianae doctrinae habere consortium. Beatus Augustinus libro secundo de Genesi ad litteram cap. 10, licet probe novisset eiusmodi opinionem a doctoribus Philosophis et Mathematicis sine dubitatione ulla reprobari, non adeo tamen iudicavit improbabilem et absurdam ut ea, si quidem opus fuerit, non possit defendi. Sic enim scribit: Si veritas Scripturae caelum stare persuaserit, impediri nos circuitu syderum ne hoc intelligere possimus non est existimandum: quippe et ab ipsis qui hoc curiosissime et otiosissime quaesierunt inventum est, etiam caelo non moto, si sola sydera verterentur, fieri potuisse omnia quae in ipsis syderum conversionibus animadversa atque comprehensa sunt. Sic Augustinus.
For he writes in about this manner: It is a heresy to assert that the stars are fixed in the heaven, since it is certain that they come forth suddenly at evening, by the divine command, from hidden storehouses and places arranged by God, and at set hours, by their light and motion, recognize and carry out the ministry imposed on them by God. And Philastrius decrees the contrary opinion to be alien to the Catholic faith, and that its assertors have fellowship rather with pagan vanity than with Christian doctrine. The blessed Augustine, in the second book On Genesis according to the Letter, chapter 10, although he well knew that an opinion of this kind is rejected without any doubt by the learned Philosophers and Mathematicians, nevertheless did not judge it so improbable and absurd that it could not, if need be, be defended. For thus he writes: If the truth of Scripture should persuade us that the heaven stands still, it is not to be supposed that the revolution of the stars hinders us from understanding this: for it has been found even by those who have most curiously and most idly inquired into the matter, that, even with the heaven unmoved, if the stars alone were turned, all could come to pass that has been observed and comprehended in the revolutions of those stars. Thus Augustine.5



CERTE hanc fuisse opinionem Stoicorum liquet ex iis quae apud Ciceronem libro secundo de natura Deorum disputat Balbus; quinetiam vetustiorem fuisse Stoicis indicium facit Aristoteles, qui in libro secundo de Caelo, a textu 43 usque ad 52, diligenter eam tractat acriterque confutat. Et vero iam pridem explosa est [Philosophis]...
CERTAINLY that this was the opinion of the Stoics is clear from what Balbus disputes in Cicero, in the second book On the Nature of the Gods; and indeed that it was older than the Stoics, Aristotle gives a sign, who in the second book On the Heaven, from text 43 to 52, treats it diligently and sharply refutes it. And in truth it has long since been exploded [by the Philosophers]...6



...[explosa] est Philosophis iuxta et Mathematicis, nec sane immerito: nam qui istud sensere, necesse fuit etiam eos sentire vel in caelo esse plurimum vacui, vel corpus caeleste, cum per ipsum feruntur astra, perrumpi et dissecari; vel caelum esse corpus quoddam fluxum labileque ac facillime solidiori corpori cedens, simile nimirum vel aëris vel aquae: quae omnia et rationi et naturae dignitatique corporis caelestis videntur aliena, praesertim vero cum apud Iob c. 37 divina Scriptura doceat solidissimos et tanquam ex aere conflatos esse caelos. Nec sane fugiunt haec incommoda qui fingunt in caelo nescio quos canales, suum cuique stellae per quem ipsa cursus agat suos assignantes; quos aiunt plenos esse quodam tenui corpore et ad cedendum molli, ita ut et locum concedat stellae quae fertur per ipsum, nec quicquam tamen vacui relinquat.
...by the Philosophers and the Mathematicians alike, and not without good reason: for those who held this had also of necessity to hold either that there is very much void in the heaven, or that the celestial body, when the stars are borne through it, is broken and cut apart, or that the heaven is a certain fluid and unstable body, most easily yielding to a more solid body—like, namely, air or water: all of which seem foreign to reason and to the nature and dignity of the celestial body, especially since in Job, chapter 37, divine Scripture teaches that the heavens are most solid, and as it were cast from bronze. Nor indeed do those escape these difficulties who feign in the heaven I know not what channels, assigning to each star its own, through which it accomplishes its courses; which they say are full of a certain thin body, soft so as to yield, in such a way that it both gives place to the star borne through it, and yet leaves no void.7



VERUM, respuit animus credere caelum esse tot canalibus pertusum et perforatum, et alieno corpori caelestis naturae dissimillimo commixtum. Sed esto, sint in caelo istiusmodi canales: nihilo magis tamen per eos plene apteque reddi potest ratio eorum quae de situ motuque syderum et cernuntur oculis et longinqua observatione comperta sunt. Etenim quae de planetarum statione, retrogradatione, acceleratione, retardatione aliisque motus variationibus animadversa sunt a Mathematicis, ea profecto, si per istiusmodi canales moverentur planetae, constare nequaquam possent. Luna vero si per canalem suum ferretur, quotiescumque in eadem esset parte canalis, eodem modo se habere videretur versus terram, hoc est aequaliter distans vel propinqua; atqui deprehensum est a Mathematicis Lunam in eodem zodiaci puncto aliquando visam esse propiorem terris, aliquando remotiorem. Verumenimvero, ut aliae deessent rationes adversus istam opinionem, nonne satis esset argumenti ad eam confutandam quod in confesso sit apud omnes non posse idem numero corpus eodem tempore simul deferri ad diversa loca diversis motibus distractum, nisi una duntaxat ratione, nempe ut per se quidem uno tantum motu agatur, aliis autem motibus feratur propter id in quo est, vel tanquam in vehiculo vel tanquam pars in toto? Manifestum autem est eundem planetam simul diversis et quodammodo adversis motibus cieri, hoc est ab Oriente ad Occidentem et eodem tempore ab Occidente ad Orientem, simulque aliis motibus secundum alias differentias. Lunam enim minimum sex diversis motibus simul agi deprehensum est. Sed haec curiosius discutienda et limatius tractanda Philosophis et Mathematicis relinquamus: quae quidem diligenter et accurate tractarunt cum alii, tum in primis Christophorus Clavius nostrae Societatis, in Commentariis quos admodum copiosos et eruditos in sphaeram edidit, vir sane (ut multa eius declarant scripta) in disciplinis Mathematicis subtiliter doctus et excellenter versatus. At enim quaeret ex nobis fortasse quispiam, si haec ita sunt ut diximus, qui fit ut nunquam Scriptura de motu cae[lorum]...
BUT the mind refuses to believe that the heaven is pierced and perforated with so many channels, and mingled with a foreign body most unlike the celestial nature. But grant that there are channels of this kind in the heaven: nevertheless no more can the account of those things be fully and aptly rendered by them, which both are seen with the eyes and have been ascertained by long observation concerning the position and motion of the heavenly bodies. For what has been observed by the Mathematicians concerning the station, retrogradation, acceleration, retardation, and other variations of the planets' motion—these surely, if the planets were moved through channels of this kind, could by no means hold good. And if the Moon were borne through its channel, then as often as it were in the same part of the channel, it would seem to stand in the same way toward the earth, that is, equally distant or near; but it has been detected by the Mathematicians that the Moon, at the same point of the zodiac, has sometimes been seen nearer the earth, sometimes farther. But in truth, even if other reasons were lacking against this opinion, would it not be enough of an argument to refute it, that it is confessed by all that one and the same body cannot at the same time be borne to different places, drawn apart by different motions, except by one means only—namely, that of itself it is driven by one motion only, but is carried by the other motions on account of that in which it is, either as in a vehicle or as a part in the whole? But it is manifest that the same planet is set in motion at once by different and in a manner opposite motions—that is, from East to West and at the same time from West to East, and at once by other motions according to other differences. For it has been detected that the Moon is borne by at least six different motions at once. But let us leave these things to be more curiously examined and more finely handled by the Philosophers and Mathematicians: which indeed others have treated diligently and accurately, but above all Christophorus Clavius of our Society, in the very copious and learned Commentaries which he published on the Sphere—a man, as many of his writings declare, subtly learned and excellently versed in the Mathematical disciplines. But perhaps someone will ask of us, if these things are as we have said, how it comes about that Scripture never speaks of the motion of the hea[vens]...8



...[cae]lorum, de astrorum autem motu saepenumero verba faciat? Verum in promptu est responsum: Caelorum naturam et motum latere sensus nostros, astra vero luce sua et perpetua conversione sub aspectum nostrum cadere. Quapropter Scripturam de caelorum motu nullam, de syderum autem conversionibus crebram facere mentionem, velut cernere est in Psal. 18, in principio libri Ecclesiastae, apud Iob cap. 9 et 38, apud Isaiam cap. 38, in libro Iosue capite 10, et in libro Ecclesiastici capite 48.
...heavens, but often speaks of the motion of the stars? But the answer is ready: that the nature and motion of the heavens lie hidden from our senses, but the stars fall under our sight by their light and perpetual revolution. Wherefore Scripture makes no mention of the motion of the heavens, but frequent mention of the revolutions of the heavenly bodies—as may be seen in Psalm 18, at the beginning of the book of Ecclesiastes, in Job chapters 9 and 38, in Isaiah chapter 38, in the book of Joshua chapter 10, and in the book of Ecclesiasticus chapter 48.9



Translator’s notes
	The ninth question of Book II. ↩
	Genesis 1:16–17 — the scriptural lemma for this question (printed marginal heading: GENES. CAPVT 1. VERS. 16. & 17.). ↩
	Moses says God set the heavenly bodies in the firmament—a phrase of doubtful sense: either they are fixed in the heaven as denser parts of it (like knots in a board), moved only by the heaven; or they are placed in it not as affixed but as moving through it by God's command. Sentence continues onto the next page (catchword ‘quia’). ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Sydera propriis motibus agi, sicut pisces per aquam, per aerem volucres, censuerunt auctores... Iustinus martyr." The moving-stars view: Justin (Resp. ad orth. 93); Origen (Contra Celsum 5; Peri Archon 1.7—the stars move on their own, like land-animals, fish, birds); Eusebius of Emesa; Diodorus of Tarsus; and most plainly Chrysostom (Hom. 6, 13 in Gen.; Hom. 12 ad pop. Antioch.). Philastrius of Brescia condemns the affixed-stars view as heresy. ↩
	Philastrius (De haeresibus): it is heresy to assert the stars fixed (they come forth at evening from hidden storehouses at God's command); the contrary view is alien to the Catholic faith. Augustine (De Genesi ad litteram 2.10): though the astronomers reject the moving-stars view, it is not so improbable as to be indefensible—even with an unmoved heaven, the same phenomena could occur if the stars alone turned. ↩
	This was the Stoics' view (Cicero, De natura deorum 2, in the mouth of Balbus); older than the Stoics (Aristotle, De Caelo 2, texts 43–52, treats and sharply refutes it). Sentence continues onto the next page (catchword ‘est’). ↩
	The moving-stars view has long been (rightly) rejected, for it implies either much void, or a heaven broken as the stars pass, or a fluid heaven like air or water—foreign to reason and to the dignity of the celestial body (Job 37 teaches the heavens are most solid, as if cast from bronze). The ‘channels’ (canales) theory does not escape these troubles. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Christophorus Clavius, egregius nostri temporis Mathematicus." Pererius rejects the ‘channels’: they cannot account for planetary stations/retrogradations, nor for the Moon being seen nearer/farther at the same zodiacal point; decisively, one body cannot be borne by opposite motions at once except as carried (the Moon has at least six motions). He commends his fellow Jesuit Christophorus Clavius's learned Commentary on the Sphere (In Sphaeram Ioannis de Sacro Bosco). Sentence continues onto the next page (catchword ‘lorum’). ↩
	An objection answered: why does Scripture never name the heavens' motion, but often the stars'? Because the heavens' nature and motion lie hidden from our senses, while the stars fall under sight by their light and revolution. Hence the references to the stars' courses (Ps 18[19]; Ecclesiastes 1; Job 9 & 38; Isaiah 38; Joshua 10; Ecclesiasticus 48). ↩




QUESTION X. Whether the stars are of a fiery nature and truly hot

LatineEnglish


QUESTION X. Whether the stars are of a fiery nature and truly hot.1
QUAESTIO X. An sint Astra naturae igneae et vere calida.



ILLUD quoque hoc loco in disceptationem adduci potest: Utrum astra ignea constent natura et sint vere ac proprie calida—hoc est non ea duntaxat ratione quia calorem efficiant, sed etiam quod in se ipsa calorem habeant. In scholis ita loquerentur: utrum sint actu et formaliter calida, an tantum virtualiter et effective. Huius quaestionis tractandae magnam nobis antiqui Patres dedere occasionem, quorum sane complures ignea esse astra et per se calida prodiderunt. Augustinum certe id sensisse non inficiatur Magister sententiarum distinct. 14 libr. 2, et ipsemet Augustinus ita se opinari multis in locis non obscure declarat. Namque cum is quattuor duntaxat agnoscat simplicia corpora e quibus totus hic mundus coagmentatus est, terram, aquam, aërem et ignem, hunc maxime caelo et astris assignat. Basilius homilia 3 in Genesim et Ambrosius libro 2 in Hexameron longa et accurata oratione argumentantur sydera esse ignea et calida, idque vel ipso visu tactuque, non tantum argumentis, constare. Quinetiam eiusdem sententiae putandum est fuisse scriptores Ecclesiasticos quicumque aquas supra firmamentum caeli positas, et esse veras aquas, et ad refrigerandum temperandumque ardorem syderum inibi a Deo locatas esse, tradiderint. Scriptura quoque divina huic opinioni adesse videtur: non semel enim docet solem esse calidissimum. Nam in Psalmo 18 de sole loquens, Non est, inquit, qui se abscondat a calore eius. Sed lucentius hoc tradit in libro Ecclesiastici cap. 43: Sol, ait, in meridiano exurit terram, et in conspectu ardoris eius quis poterit sustinere? Tripliciter sol exurens montes, radios igneos exsufflans et refulgens, radiis suis obcaecat oculos.
THIS too can be brought into dispute in this place: Whether the stars consist of a fiery nature and are truly and properly hot—that is, not only on this account, that they produce heat, but also because they have heat in themselves. In the schools they would put it thus: whether they are actually and formally hot, or only virtually and effectively. The ancient Fathers have given us great occasion for treating this question, of whom indeed very many have declared that the stars are fiery and hot of themselves. That Augustine certainly held this the Master of the Sentences does not deny, in distinction 14 of the second book, and Augustine himself declares not obscurely, in many places, that he is of this opinion. For since he recognizes only four simple bodies, of which this whole world is compacted—earth, water, air, and fire—he assigns this last chiefly to heaven and the stars. Basil, in homily 3 on Genesis, and Ambrose, in the second book on the Hexameron, argue at length and accurately that the heavenly bodies are fiery and hot, and that this is established even by sight and touch themselves, not only by arguments. Moreover, those Ecclesiastical writers are to be reckoned of the same opinion, whoever have handed down that the waters placed above the firmament of heaven are real waters, and were placed there by God to cool and temper the burning of the heavenly bodies. Divine Scripture too seems to favor this opinion: for more than once it teaches that the sun is most hot. For in Psalm 18, speaking of the sun, There is none, it says, that can hide himself from its heat. But it delivers this more brightly in the book of Ecclesiasticus, chapter 43: The sun, it says, at noon burns the earth, and who can endure in the sight of its burning? Threefold the sun, burning the mountains, breathing out fiery beams and shining, with its rays dazzles the eyes.2



Trita vero illa in scholis distinctio, qua et haec et alia similia Scripturae testimonia solent eludi, de duplici calido, vel formaliter vel effective seu virtualiter, parum videtur probabilis. Non enim alia via et ratione cognosci et iudicari potest aut ignem aut quodvis aliud corpus esse proprie et formaliter calidum, quam iudicio sensus ipsoque effectu caloris, videlicet quod et nos et alia corpora ab illis rebus calescere sentiamus; hanc rationem e medio si tollas, nihil fiat reliquum quo quid sit vere cali[dum]...
But that hackneyed distinction in the schools, by which both this and other similar testimonies of Scripture are wont to be evaded—of a twofold ‘hot,’ either formally or effectively (that is, virtually)—seems hardly probable. For there is no other way and means by which it can be known and judged that fire, or any other body, is properly and formally hot, than by the judgment of sense and by the very effect of heat—namely, that both we and other bodies feel warmth from those things; and if you take this criterion away, nothing remains by which one might judge what is truly ho[t]...3



...re calidum aut non sit explorari et certo dignosci queat. Nos autem non aliter a sole calescere quam ab igne, nisi qui nimium frigidus est, negabit nemo.
...something is truly hot or not could be explored and certainly discerned. But that we grow warm from the sun no otherwise than from fire, no one—unless he be one excessively cold—will deny.4



POTEST etiam huic sententiae auctoritas et fides adiungi ex ipsa Gentilium philosophia. Etenim praeter unum Aristotelem, omnium philosophorum concors fuit sententia caelum et astra vel ex duobus vel ex eorum uno aliquo constare. Nam caelestium corporum quintam esse quandam naturam ab omnibus rerum sublunarium naturis longe semotam diversamque proprium fuit Aristotelis inventum. Certe prisca Aegyptiorum disciplina inter alia et hoc habebat, stellas esse caelestes ignes, quorum temperata commixtione cuncta nascerentur. Anaximander solem dixit aequalem terrae, et ignem esse purissimum. Anaxagoras solebat dicere solem candens esse ferrum ac penitus ignitum: quapropter fertur eum impietatis accusatum a Cleone, quod solem dixerit candentem esse laminam; quare discipulus eius Euripides solem in Phaëtonte fabula Auream glebam appellavit. Plato in Timaeo necessarium esse docet, quia caelum visibile est, ex igne constare. Universa item Stoicorum secta hoc in primis habet disciplinae suae decretum, sydera esse ignea pascique et ali vaporibus ex aquis et terra sublatis et ad sese tractis; atque hanc fore causam futurae conflagrationis et interitus mundi, quod, deficiente aliquando syderibus alimento, cuncta sint incendio arsura atque peritura. Cum enim viderent isti nostratem ignem sine pabulo non posse constare, idem astris quae faciebant ignea accidere existimaverunt. Quam opinionem secutus Plinius in libro 2 extremis verbis noni capitis ita scribit, Sydera vero haud dubie humore terreno pasci, quia orbe dimidio nonnunquam maculosa cernantur, scilicet nondum suppetente ad hauriendum ultra iusta vi: maculas enim non aliud esse quam terrae raptas cum humore sordes. Sic Plinius. Multa item pro hac Stoicorum sententia in libr. 2 de Natura deorum apud Ciceronem disputat Balbus.
Authority and credit can also be added to this opinion from the very philosophy of the Gentiles. For, except Aristotle alone, the opinion of all the philosophers was in accord that the heaven and the stars consist either of two, or of some one, of the elements. For that the celestial bodies are a certain fifth nature, far removed and different from all the natures of sublunary things, was Aristotle's own invention. Certainly the ancient discipline of the Egyptians held, among other things, this too, that the stars are celestial fires, by whose tempered commingling all things are born. Anaximander said that the sun is equal to the earth, and that it is the purest fire. Anaxagoras used to say that the sun is a glowing iron, thoroughly fired; wherefore he is reported to have been accused of impiety by Cleon, because he said the sun is a glowing plate of metal; and so his pupil Euripides, in the tragedy of Phaethon, called the sun a ‘golden clod.’ Plato, in the Timaeus, teaches that it is necessary, because the heaven is visible, that it consist of fire. The whole Stoic school, likewise, holds this as a chief decree of its teaching, that the heavenly bodies are fiery, and are fed and nourished by vapors raised from the waters and the earth and drawn to themselves; and that this will be the cause of the future conflagration and perishing of the world: that, the nourishment of the heavenly bodies one day failing, all things will be burned up by fire and perish. For since these men saw that our fire cannot subsist without fuel, they supposed that the same befalls the stars, which they held to be fiery. Following this opinion, Pliny, in book 2, in the last words of the ninth chapter, writes thus: But the stars are without doubt fed by earthy moisture, because at the half-orb they are sometimes seen spotted—namely, when there is not yet enough supply to draw further with due force; for the spots are nothing else than the filth of the earth caught up with moisture. Thus Pliny. Balbus, too, in Cicero, in the second book On the Nature of the Gods, argues many things for this opinion of the Stoics.5



CETERUM, astra per se nec esse calida nec igneae naturae multis nec dubiis rationibus conclusum est a Sapientibus. Principio, supra demonstratum est caelum et astra naturae esse incorruptibilis; non igitur sunt ignea: ignis enim, cum et materiam habeat et contrarium, non potest non obnoxius esse corruptioni. Deinde, naturalis motus ignis est sursum ferri, quo motu perpetuo carent astra; quare praeter naturam suam et violente moverentur; motus item circularis esset illis violentus sicut est igni, cum tamen in illis perpetuus sit et aequabilis. Nec fingi potest tam motum qui sit sursum quam qui in orbem agitur astris esse naturalem, quippe unius corporis simplicis unus modo est motus simplex; cumque circularis motus genere ipso differat a motu qui sit sursum, non potest uterque eidem corpori naturaliter congruere. His addunt quidam, si astra essent ignea, haud dubie futurum fuisse ut iampridem omnia defla[grassent]...
BUT that the stars are neither hot of themselves nor of a fiery nature has been concluded by the wise by many and indubitable reasons. First, it has been demonstrated above that the heaven and the stars are of an incorruptible nature; therefore they are not fiery: for fire, since it has both matter and a contrary, cannot but be liable to corruption. Next, the natural motion of fire is to be carried upward, of which motion the stars are perpetually devoid; wherefore they would be moved beyond their nature and violently; and likewise circular motion would be violent to them, as it is to fire, whereas in them it is perpetual and even. Nor can it be feigned that both the motion which is upward and that which is driven in a circle are natural to the stars, since of one simple body there is but one simple motion; and since circular motion differs in its very genus from the motion that is upward, both cannot naturally belong to the same body. To these some add that, if the stars were fiery, it would without doubt have come to pass that long since all things would have been burned u[p]...6



...[defla]grassent et syderum ardore consumpta interiissent. Etenim in octavo caelo sunt mille viginti duae stellae, quarum quaelibet multis partibus maior est quam universa terra; quibus si addas superiores quatuor planetas, etiam quam est terra longe ampliores, erit profecto caelestium ignium supra omnem terram excessus propemodum incomparabilis. Sed hoc argumentum eludi posset, vel dicendo vim et potentiam astrorum languidiorem et imbecilliorem esse ob longissimam eorum a terra distantiam, vel etiam retorquendo argumentum in eius auctores: nam cum sydera non minus calefaciant quam si essent actu calida, prorsus eodem ipsi urgentur et premuntur incommodo. Verum, illi fortasse responderent, si astra essent vere ignea, fore multo potentiora et ardentiora ad calefaciendum et urendum quam nunc sunt, quia non per lucem modo, ut nunc, sed per calorem etiam calefacerent.
...burned up and, consumed by the burning of the heavenly bodies, would have perished. For in the eighth heaven are one thousand and twenty-two stars, each of which is many times larger than the whole earth; to which if you add the four superior planets, also far larger than the earth, there will surely be an excess of celestial fires over the whole earth almost incomparable. But this argument could be evaded, either by saying that the force and power of the stars is feebler and weaker on account of their very great distance from the earth, or even by retorting the argument upon its authors: for since the heavenly bodies heat no less than if they were actually hot, they are pressed and burdened by exactly the same difficulty. But those men would perhaps reply that, if the stars were truly fiery, they would be far more powerful and burning for heating and scorching than they now are, because they would heat not only by light, as now, but also by heat.7



QUOD autem Plinius et Stoici et his vetustiores alii Philosophi atque Poëtae dixerunt, solem pasci humoribus terrenis et aqueis in sublime ad ipsum attractis, puerilem esse opinionem nec dignam Philosopho scite dixit Aristoteles in libro 2 Meteororum: quasi vapores ad solem usque subveherentur et non tantummodo ad mediam usque regionem aëris, vel coacti densatique resolvuntur in pluvias et, unde sublati fuerant, eodem relabuntur. Quoniam autem ignis qui pabulo alitur non idem durat, sed identidem mutatur, necessum esset solem non modo quotidie novum existere (ut aiebat Heraclitus) sed singulis etiam prope momentis novum generari. Praeterea, cum par sit ratio aliorum astrorum atque solis, dicendum istis fuit ea quoque omnia nutriri vaporibus: sed unde tantum pabuli et alimenti tot tantisque syderibus perpetuo suppeditaretur? Fierent etiam nonnunquam astra vel maiora, videlicet prout minus plusve vaporum in pabulum eis suggereretur.
But that which Pliny and the Stoics and others, older than they, both Philosophers and Poets, said—that the sun is fed by earthy and watery moistures drawn up on high to it—Aristotle aptly said, in the second book of the Meteorology, to be a childish opinion and unworthy of a Philosopher: as if the vapors were carried up all the way to the sun, and not only as far as the middle region of the air, where, condensed and thickened, they are dissolved into rains, and slide back to the same place whence they had been raised. And since fire that is nourished by fuel does not endure the same, but is continually changed, it would be necessary that the sun not only come into being new daily (as Heraclitus used to say), but be generated new almost at every single moment. Moreover, since the case of the other stars is the same as the sun's, they had to say that all those too are nourished by vapors: but whence would so much fuel and nourishment be perpetually supplied to so many and so great heavenly bodies? The stars would also sometimes become larger or smaller, namely according as less or more of vapor were supplied to them for fuel.8



SOL igitur et astra calefaciunt non quod per se calida sint, sed quod vim habeant gignendi calorem in rebus sublunaribus eius qualitatis capacibus. Non enim inusitatum est in natura agens aliquod facere tale aliquid quale ipsum non est: quam multa facit Deus sui dissimillima! An non torpedo piscantis manum per arundinem stupefacit, cuius stuporis nec ipsa nec arundo est particeps? Nonne in confesso est apud Philosophos et Theologos duplicem esse productionem effectus: alteram univocam, in qua producens simillimum est rei productae; alteram aequivocam, in qua utriusque magna est dissimilitudo? Atque hanc rationem productionis in praestantioribus causis efficientibus esse cernimus. Quid est in his quae intra lunae gyrum continentur tam dissimile solis, ad cuius tamen generationem vis et efficientia eius non pertineat? Nam si quia sol calefacit propterea necesse est ipsum esse calidum, ergo cum Sa[turnus]...
The sun, therefore, and the stars give heat, not because they are hot in themselves, but because they have the power of generating heat in sublunary things capable of that quality. For it is not unusual in nature for some agent to make something such as it itself is not: how many things does God make most unlike Himself! Does not the torpedo-fish numb the fisherman's hand through the rod, of which numbness neither it itself nor the rod is partaker? Is it not agreed among the Philosophers and Theologians that the production of an effect is twofold: the one univocal, in which the producer is most like the thing produced; the other equivocal, in which there is great unlikeness between the two? And we discern this manner of production in the more excellent efficient causes. What is there, among the things contained within the orbit of the moon, so unlike the sun, to whose generation, nevertheless, the force and efficiency of the sun does not pertain? For if, because the sun heats, it is therefore necessary that it itself be hot, then, since Sa[turn]...9



...[Sa]turnus, ut plerique autumant, vim habeat refrigerandi, erit quoque frigidus, ob idque contrarius soli; eritque inter haec sydera mutua actio et passio, et quae is necessario consequens est, corruptio.
...Saturn, as most suppose, has the power of cooling, it too will be cold, and on that account contrary to the sun; and there will be between these heavenly bodies a mutual action and passion, and, what necessarily follows upon this, corruption.10



QUA igitur vi et facultate Sol calefacit si non est ipse calidus? Per motum, inquiunt nonnulli: at, quo motu? eone quo ipse movetur? Atqui eiusmodi motus per se nullam habet vim agendi, et cum sit unius modi, aequaliter perpetuo calefaceret tam in hyeme quam in aestate, tam noctu quam interdiu. An calefacit per motum quo ipse concutit, atterit et attenuat aërem? quod videtur innuere Aristoteles in primo libro Meteororum et in libro secundo de Caelo text. 42. Verum ea ratione magis calefacere deberet luna, quae propior est aëri: sol enim tanto intervallo ab aëre remotus non aeque atque luna eum commovere et coagitare potest. Et vero, si res ita se haberet, quo quaeque pars aëris superior et propior esset caelo, eo calidior esset; immo inferior aër tantum calesceret quantum a superiori esset calefactus: quod falsum esse patet argumento mediae regionis aëris quae est frigida. Quis porro inducat in animum credere, quo tempore sol et luna, imperante Iosue, cohibito motu suo constiterunt, eo tempore solem res sublunares non calefecisse? Quin tantum abest ut sol calefaciat per motum, ut, si non moveretur, ardentius esset calefacturus: radios enim solis acriores potentioresque esse ad calefaciendam rem stabilem et immotam quam quae moveatur confirmat Aristoteles sectione 4 problemate 34; et praeterea indicium eius rei est speculum cavum, quod, si agitetur, non concipiet ignem, concipiet autem ocyus si immotum soli opponatur: nihil autem ad hoc refert corpusne quod calefacit an quod calefit aut moveatur aut quiescat. Alii existimant solem calefacere tantummodo per reflectionem radiorum: sed reflectio non facit ut sol calefaciat, verum ut vehementius plusque calefaciat; si enim lumen per se non calefaceret, nec reflexum profecto calefaceret.
By what force, then, and faculty does the Sun give heat, if it is not itself hot? By its motion, some say: but by what motion? by that with which it itself is moved? But motion of this kind has of itself no power of acting, and, being of one manner, it would heat equally and perpetually, as much in winter as in summer, as much by night as by day. Or does it heat by the motion with which it shakes, wears, and rarefies the air? which Aristotle seems to hint in the first book of the Meteorology and in the second book On the Heaven, text 42. But by that reasoning the moon ought to heat more, which is nearer the air: for the sun, removed by so great an interval from the air, cannot move and agitate it as much as the moon. And in truth, if the matter were so, the higher and nearer to the heaven each part of the air were, the hotter it would be; nay, the lower air would grow as hot as it had been heated by the upper: which is plainly false, by the argument of the middle region of the air, which is cold. Who, moreover, could bring himself to believe that, at the time when the sun and moon, at Joshua's command, stood still with their motion checked, the sun did not at that time warm sublunary things? Indeed, so far is it from heating by its motion, that, were it not moved, it would heat more fiercely: for that the rays of the sun are sharper and more powerful for heating a thing fixed and unmoved than one that is moved, Aristotle confirms in section 4, problem 34; and besides, a sign of this thing is the concave mirror, which, if it be shaken, will not catch fire, but will catch it more quickly if, unmoved, it be set against the sun: and it makes no difference to this whether the body that heats, or the body that is heated, be moved or at rest. Others think that the sun heats only by the reflection of its rays: but reflection does not make the sun heat, but rather that it heat more vehemently and more; for if light did not heat of itself, neither, surely, would reflected light heat.11



ARBITRAMUR igitur astra luce sua calefacere: quae quanto copiosior et abundantior est in sole quam in ceteris astris, tanto potentior illis est sol ad calefaciendum. Quid igitur sibi voluit Aristoteles cum dixit solis motu et attritu calorem et ignem effici? Haud dubie non intellexit de omni calore qui in rebus sublunaribus a sole gignitur, sed de calore et inflammatione quae fit in superiori aëris ora, ubi multiformes flammas et varia ignitorum corporum genera mirabili mortalium spectaculo edit natura. Quanquam dictum illud Aristotelis ma[gnam]...
We judge, therefore, that the stars give heat by their light: which, by how much more copious and abundant it is in the sun than in the other stars, by so much is the sun more powerful than they for heating. What, then, did Aristotle mean when he said that heat and fire are produced by the motion and attrition of the sun? Without doubt he did not understand it of all the heat that is generated in sublunary things by the sun, but of the heat and inflammation that occurs in the upper border of the air, where nature, to the marvelous spectacle of mortals, produces manifold flames and various kinds of fiery bodies. Although that saying of Aristotle has gr[eat]...12



...[ma]gnam habet obscuritatem et admodum varias Aristotelicorum interpretationes atque sententias: quocirca et ob eam causam, et quia proposito nostro et divinarum litterarum tractationi alienum est, Philosophorum arbitrio discutiendum diiudicandumque relinquamus. Ad illud autem quod obiiciebatur, solem esse calidum et sensu et ipso effectu deprehendi: respondendum est corpus omne quod calefacit iudicari debere esse calidum, nisi contra esse vel sensus vel ipsa ratio demonstret. Sensus quidem, sicut in vino, quod, licet epotum viscera inflammet et adurat, tactu tamen frigidum esse cognoscitur; quare non actu calidum esse, sed tantum potentia, iudicandum est. Ratio autem, sicut in astris, quae cum natura constent incorruptibili et motus circularis sit eis aut naturalis aut certe non violentus, fieri non potest ut naturam igneam aut calorem in se habeant. Verum quae de caelis et astris adhuc sunt explicata, pro ratione nostri instituti satis esse possunt. Deinceps ad alteram partem huius voluminis, in qua pugnandum est nobis cum Astrologis super divinatione quae petitur ex astris, transeamus.
...has great obscurity, and very various interpretations and opinions of the Aristotelians: wherefore, both for that cause, and because it is foreign to our purpose and to the treatment of the divine writings, let us leave it to the judgment of the Philosophers to discuss and decide. But to that which was objected—that the sun is hot, and is detected to be so both by sense and by its very effect—it must be answered that every body which heats ought to be judged hot, unless either sense or reason itself demonstrate the contrary. By sense, as in wine, which, though when drunk it inflames and burns the inward parts, is yet known by touch to be cold; wherefore it is to be judged not actually hot, but only potentially. By reason, as in the stars, which, since they consist of an incorruptible nature and circular motion is to them either natural or at least not violent, cannot possibly have a fiery nature or heat in themselves. But the things that have so far been explained concerning the heavens and the stars can be enough for the measure of our undertaking. Let us pass next to the other part of this volume, in which we must do battle with the Astrologers concerning the divination that is sought from the stars.13



Translator’s notes
	The tenth question of Book II. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Qui ex auctoribus Ecclesiasticis senserint fere astra esse ignea et vere calida." The question: are the stars truly and formally hot (not merely heat-producing)? Many Fathers held them fiery: Augustine (per Peter Lombard, Sent. II d.14—assigning fire to heaven and the stars); Basil (Hom. 3 in Gen.) and Ambrose (Hexaem. 2, evident even to sight and touch); those who held the waters above the firmament real, placed to cool the stars' heat. Scripture: Psalm 18[19]:7 (‘none can hide from its heat’); Ecclesiasticus 43:3–4 (the sun burning the earth at noon). ↩
	Marginal gloss: "An valeat distinctio de duplici calido, aut formaliter aut virtualiter." Pererius questions the scholastic distinction (formally vs. effectively/virtually hot): the only way to judge something properly and formally hot is by the judgment of sense and the effect of heat; remove this criterion and nothing is left to judge by. Sentence continues onto the next page (catchword ‘re cali’; signature G). ↩
	Completes the sentence from the previous page (the only test of ‘hot’ is the sense and effect of heat). ↩
	Marginal glosses: "Praeter unum Aristotelem, qui fecit quintam quandam caeli naturam, ceterorum Philosophorum consensu caelum igneae naturae est"; "Stoici putarunt sydera terrae et aquae vaporibus pasci." The pagans (except Aristotle, who made the heavens a fifth nature) held them fiery: the Egyptians; Anaximander; Anaxagoras (the sun a glowing iron—accused by Cleon; his pupil Euripides's ‘golden clod,’ Phaethon); Plato (Timaeus); the Stoics (the stars fed on vapors, whence the future conflagration); Pliny (NH 2.9); Cicero, De natura deorum 2 (Balbus). ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Auctoris sententia, non esse ignea nec propterea calida sydera." Pererius's view: the stars are neither hot nor fiery—(1) the heavens are incorruptible, but fire is corruptible; (2) fire's natural motion is upward (which the stars lack), and circular motion would be violent to fire, yet is perpetual and even in the stars; a single simple body has but one simple motion; (3) were the stars fiery, all would long since have burned up. Sentence continues onto the next page (catchword ‘defla’). ↩
	The burning-up argument: the 1,022 stars (each many times larger than the earth) plus the four superior planets make the excess of celestial fires almost incomparable. This could be evaded (the stars' power weakened by distance; or the argument retorted, since they heat as if hot anyway); but the reply: were they truly fiery, they would heat far more (by heat, not only by light). ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Sydera non pasci vaporibus ex aquis terrave sublatis." Aristotle (Meteorology 2) rightly called the vapor-feeding theory childish: vapors rise only to the middle air (where they condense into rain), not to the sun; and fuel-fed fire is ever-changing, so the sun would be new not just daily (Heraclitus) but almost every moment; and whence the perpetual fuel for so many stars? ↩
	The sun and stars heat not by being hot, but by the power of generating heat in sublunary things—an agent can make what is unlike itself (the torpedo-fish numbs through the rod; cf. the univocal/equivocal distinction of causation). Sentence continues onto the next page (catchword ‘turnus’). ↩
	Completes the Saturn argument: if ‘heats → hot,’ then Saturn (which cools) would be cold and contrary to the sun, yielding mutual action/passion and corruption among the stars. ↩
	Marginal glosses: "Iosue 10"; "Quomodo Sol calefaciat cum ipse non est calidus." The sun heats not by motion (uniform, so it would heat equally winter/summer, night/day); not by shaking the air (else the moon would heat more, and the middle air—actually cold—would be hot; and Joshua's stayed sun still warmed, Josh 10:12–13); indeed an unmoved sun heats more (Aristotle, Problems 4.34; the concave mirror catches fire only when still); nor merely by reflection (which only intensifies). ↩
	Marginal glosses: "Auctoris sententia"; "Aristoteles." Pererius's view: the stars heat by their LIGHT (the more abundant in the sun, the more powerful). Aristotle's ‘heat from the sun's motion and attrition’ refers not to all sublunary heat, but to the inflammation in the upper air (the manifold flames and fiery phenomena—i.e., meteors). Sentence continues onto the next page (catchword ‘gnam’). ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Solutio obiectionis." Aristotle's dictum is too obscure to settle here and foreign to the purpose, so left to the philosophers. The objection (the sun is hot by sense and effect) answered: every heating body is judged hot unless sense or reason show otherwise—by sense, wine is cold to the touch though it inflames the innards; by reason, the stars (incorruptible, non-violent motion) cannot have heat in themselves. Transition to Part 2 of Book II: the disputation against the Astrologers. ↩




DISPUTATION. Against the Astrologers, concerning Astromancy—that is, concerning the divination that is made from the stars

LatineEnglish


DISPUTATION. Against the Astrologers, concerning Astromancy—that is, concerning the divination that is made from the stars.1
DISPUTATIO. Adversus Astrologos de Astromantia, hoc est, de divinatione quae fit ex astris.



And God said, Let there be lights in the firmament of heaven, and let them divide the day and the night, and let them be for signs, etc.2
Dixit autem Deus, Fiant luminaria in firmamento caeli, et dividant diem et noctem, et sint in signa, etc.



ILLA verba, Et sint in signa, varias habent interpretationes. Quidam ea referunt ad signa caelestia, hoc est ad illas octo et quadraginta imagines et effigies syderum in caelo designatas et descriptas ab Astrologis; alii ad signa festorum dierum quos anniversaria celebritate agebant Iudaei, eorumque dierum observatio ex lunae cursu pendebat. Nonnulli ea verba pertinere existimant ad signa naturalium effectuum: serenitatis, pluviae, ventorum, sterilitatis, sanitatis, morborum, serendi, navigandi, secandi et medicandi; de quibus in libro 18 capit. 35 copiose ac luculente scribit Plinius. Sunt item qui censeant illis verbis denotari signa quaedam supernaturalia et miracula in caelis et astris quondam edita, qualia videlicet evenerunt tempore Iosue, Mosis, Ezechiae et passionis Domini nostri, et qualia proxime ante diem Iudicii praedixit Dominus eventura illis verbis, Erunt signa in sole, luna et stellis. Ad extremum, non defuere qui verba illa, Et sint in signa, referrent ad divinationem astrologicam, qua scilicet ex observatione syderum futura rerum eventa praenosci et praedici posse dicuntur. Sic enim verba haec interpretanda et intelligenda esse Origenes, referente Eusebio libro sexto de Praeparatione Evangelica capit. nono, existimavit; et vanissimi ac mendacissimi mortalium Astrologi, quos appellant Iudiciarios, verba haec Mosis suae astromantiae magnam fidem facere et auctoritatem ad[iungere]...
Those words, And let them be for signs, have various interpretations. Some refer them to the celestial signs—that is, to those forty-eight images and figures of the stars marked out in the heaven and described by the Astronomers; others to the signs of the festival days which the Jews kept with yearly solemnity, the observance of which days depended on the course of the moon. Some think those words pertain to the signs of natural effects—of fair weather, rain, winds, barrenness, health, diseases, of sowing, sailing, cutting, and healing; concerning which Pliny writes copiously and clearly in book 18, chapter 35. There are also those who hold that by those words are denoted certain supernatural signs and miracles once produced in the heavens and stars—such, namely, as came to pass in the time of Joshua, of Moses, of Hezekiah, and of the Passion of our Lord; and such as the Lord foretold would come to pass just before the day of Judgment, in those words, There shall be signs in the sun, the moon, and the stars. Lastly, there were not lacking those who would refer those words, And let them be for signs, to astrological divination—by which, namely, from the observation of the heavenly bodies, future events of things are said to be able to be foreknown and foretold. For thus Origen thought these words were to be interpreted and understood, as Eusebius reports in the sixth book of the Preparation for the Gospel, chapter 9; and the most vain and most lying of mortals, the Astrologers whom they call Judiciary, claim that these words of Moses lend great credit to their astromancy and add[ed] authority [to it]...3



...[ad]iungere gloriantur. Quocirca Basilius in explanatione horum verborum bene longa et accurata oratione istiusmodi Astrologos confutavit; idemque fecisse complures alios et Graecos et Latinos scriptores liquet ex eorum in Genesim commentariis. Quapropter nos, gravissimis Dei vocibus contra Astrologos multifariam in divina Scriptura positis excitati et permoti, sanctorumque Patrum exemplis provocati, et propter fraudulenta et perniciosa Astrologorum figmenta iustissimo adversus eos odio incensi, necnon etiam quod ea disputatio satis pertinere videatur ad doctrinam de caelis et syderibus quam tradere hoc libro instituimus, non frustra laborem hunc susceptum, quinetiam perutiliter operam a nobis collocatum iri putavimus, si reliquam huius libri partem in labefactandis evertendisque Astrologorum divinationibus consumeremus. Verum, ne aut ubertate materiae aut odio tam impiae falsitatis longius proposito nostro procedat disputatio, modum tractationi ponemus, praecipua tantum capita et quae proprius fortiusque Astrologos feriant atque iugulent pertractantes.
...boast that they add [authority to their astromancy]. Wherefore Basil, in his exposition of these words, refuted astrologers of this kind in a discourse quite long and accurate; and that very many other writers, both Greek and Latin, did the same is clear from their commentaries on Genesis. Wherefore we, stirred and moved by the most grave words of God set down in many places of divine Scripture against the Astrologers, and provoked by the example of the holy Fathers, and kindled with a most just hatred against them on account of the fraudulent and pernicious fictions of the Astrologers—and also because that disputation seems sufficiently to pertain to the doctrine of the heavens and the heavenly bodies which we have undertaken to deliver in this book—have thought that the labor here undertaken would not be in vain, nay, that our pains would be very usefully bestowed, if we should spend the remaining part of this book in shaking and overthrowing the divinations of the Astrologers. But, lest by the abundance of the matter, or by hatred of so impious a falsehood, the disputation proceed beyond our purpose, we shall set a measure to the treatment, handling only the chief heads, and those which strike and cut down the Astrologers more nearly and more forcibly.4



FUIT Patrum nostrorum memoria Ioannes Picus Mirandulanus, vir nobilitate generis clarus, sed ingenii ac literarum claritate nobilissimus, denique omni nostra laude maior, qui adversus Astrologos duodecim libros scripsit, acute quidem ille et erudite atque copiose, sed a quorum lectione multos deterreat prolixitas operis. Alii queruntur non pauca in illis tractari causae quae defenditur aliena, infirma ac supervacua; sunt item qui desiderent pugnacius quoddam atque robustius disputandi genus, vellentque acrius urgeri et vehementius premi adversarium. Sed, ut non habeat opus illud omnes perfectionis numeros nec nulli obnoxium sit reprehensioni (cui enim mortalium id contigit?), erit tamen nobile ac gloriosum omni aevo praestantissimi illius ingenii monimentum. Nos autem, ut lectori etiam moroso atque fastidioso satisfaciamus, uni huic causae inserviemus, insistemus, inhaerebimus, totoque pectore ad defensionem veritatis et falsitatis astrologicarum praedictionum confutationem incumbemus. Ac licet in fertili ac praedivite argumento versabimur, eo tamen breviores erimus, quod non omnia quae quoquo modo dici possent, sed aptiora duntaxat causae firmioraque adhibebimus: non enim tam copiosi quam fortes in expugnandis profligandisque Astrologis videri et esse cupimus. Quatuor autem sunt in hac nostra cum Astrologis disputatione tractanda: primo namque docebimus divinationem astrologicam verissimae doctrinae quae in sacris litteris et in Ecclesiastica disciplina continetur esse contrariam; tum etiam rectae rationi et verae philosophiae eam adversari demonstrabimus; deinde non solum astra non esse causas efficientes rerum omnium futurarum, sed nec esse signa quae res omnes futuras praenotent atque praemonstrent convincemus; ad extremum ostendemus quid causae sit cur praedicta quorundam Astrologorum et olim vera fuisse compertum sit, hodieque nonnunquam vera cadant.
There was, within the memory of our fathers, Giovanni Pico della Mirandola, a man illustrious in nobility of birth, but most noble in brilliance of genius and learning, and, in fine, greater than all our praise, who wrote twelve books against the Astrologers—acutely indeed, and learnedly and copiously, but from the reading of which the prolixity of the work deters many. Others complain that not a few things are treated in them which are foreign to the cause defended, weak, and superfluous; there are also those who desire a more combative and robust kind of disputing, and would wish the adversary to be pressed more sharply and urged more vehemently. But, though that work does not have all the numbers of perfection, nor is free from all reprehension (for to which of mortals has that befallen?), it will yet be, for every age, a noble and glorious monument of that most excellent genius. We, however, that we may satisfy even the peevish and fastidious reader, will devote ourselves to this one cause, will press it, will cleave to it, and with our whole heart will apply ourselves to the defense of the truth and the refutation of the falsity of astrological predictions. And although we shall be engaged in a rich and very fruitful subject, we shall yet be the briefer for this, that we shall employ not all the things that could in any way be said, but only those fitter and firmer for the cause: for we desire to seem and to be not so much copious as strong in storming and routing the Astrologers. Now there are four things to be treated in this our disputation with the Astrologers: for first we shall teach that astrological divination is contrary to the most true doctrine contained in the sacred writings and in the Ecclesiastical discipline; then we shall demonstrate that it is also opposed to right reason and true philosophy; next we shall prove that the stars are not only not the efficient causes of all future things, but are not even signs that foreknow and foreshow all future things; and lastly we shall show what the cause is why the predictions of certain Astrologers have been found true both of old, and sometimes today turn out true.5



Translator’s notes
	The second (and final) part of Book II: the long disputation against astrological divination, promised in the Preface. ↩
	Genesis 1:14 — the scriptural lemma for the disputation (printed marginal heading: Ex capite 1 Genes., VERS. 14). ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Quid significet astra esse facta in signa." Five interpretations of ‘and let them be for signs’: (1) the 48 constellations; (2) signs of the Jews' festivals (depending on the moon); (3) signs of natural effects—weather, sowing, sailing, medicine, etc. (Pliny, NH 18.35); (4) supernatural signs/miracles (Joshua, Moses, Hezekiah, the Passion; and those before Judgment Day, Luke 21:25, ‘There shall be signs in the sun, moon, and stars’); (5) astrological divination (Origen, per Eusebius, Praep. ev. 6.9)—to which the ‘Judiciary’ astrologers appeal. Sentence continues onto the next page (catchword ‘iungere’; signature G 3). ↩
	Completes the sentence (the astrologers' boast that Moses lends authority to their astromancy). Basil and many Greek and Latin commentators on Genesis refuted such astrologers. Pererius resolves to devote the rest of Book II to overthrowing astrological divination, treating only the chief, hardest-hitting heads. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "De opere Ioannis Pici Mirandulani adversus Astrologos scripto." Pico della Mirandola's twelve books against the astrologers (the Disputationes adversus astrologiam divinatricem)—learned but prolix and not flawless. Pererius states his four-part program against astrology: (1) it is contrary to Scripture and Church teaching; (2) to right reason and true philosophy; (3) the stars are neither efficient causes nor signs of all future things; (4) why some astrologers' predictions came true. ↩




That Astrological Divination is contrary to divine Scripture, to Ecclesiastical discipline, and to Theological doctrine. CHAPTER ONE

LatineEnglish


That Astrological Divination is contrary to divine Scripture, to Ecclesiastical discipline, and to Theological doctrine. CHAPTER ONE.1
Divinationem Astrologicam divinae Scripturae, disciplinae Ecclesiasticae, ac doctrinae Theologicae esse contrariam. CAPUT PRIMUM.



CLAMAT multis in locis divina Scriptura certam futurarum rerum praescientiam et praedictionem non esse hominum, sed ne daemonum quidem, verum unius Dei propriam. Quapropter apud Isaiam cap. 41 ita scriptum est, Annunciate quae ventura sunt in futurum, et sciemus quia dii estis vos; et cap. 44, Ego sum Dominus irrita faciens signa divinorum, et hariolos in furorem vertens, convertens sapientes retrorsum, et scientiam eorum stultam faciens. Capite autem 47 deridens Deus Babylonios et Chaldaeos syderalibus suis observationibus praesidentes, Sta, inquit, cum incantatoribus tuis et cum multitudine maleficiorum tuorum, in quibus laborasti ab adolescentia tua, si forte quid prosit tibi, aut si possis fieri fortior. Defecisti in multitudine consiliorum tuorum: stent et salvent te Augures caeli, qui contemplabantur sydera et supputabant menses, ut ex eis annuntiarent ventura tibi. Et paulo ante dixerat, Sapientia tua et scientia tua haec decepit te. Hieremias quoque capite 10 monet Iudaeos ut Astrologicas observationes pro nihilo ducant, nihil enim sibi a stellis vel sperandum vel timendum esse: sic autem ait, Iuxta vias gentium nolite discere, et a signis caeli nolite metuere quae timent gentes, quia leges populorum vanae sunt. Salomon autem Ecclesiastae capite 10 scientiam futurarum rerum denegat homini: Ignorat homo, ait ipse, quid ante se fuerit; et quid post se futurum sit, quis poterit indicare? Idem c. 8 eiusdem libri, Homo, inquit, ignorat praeterita, et futura nullo scire potest nuntio. Liquet igitur divinationem Astrologicam in Sacris litteris contemni, derideri ac reprobari.
Divine Scripture cries out in many places that the certain foreknowledge and prediction of future things belongs neither to men, nor even to demons, but is proper to God alone. Wherefore in Isaiah, chapter 41, it is written thus, Announce the things that are to come hereafter, and we shall know that you are gods; and in chapter 44, I am the Lord, that make void the signs of the diviners, and turn the soothsayers into madness, that turn the wise backward, and make their knowledge foolish. And in chapter 47, God, mocking the Babylonians and Chaldeans who presided over their observations of the stars, says, Stand with thy enchanters, and with the multitude of thy sorceries, in which thou hast labored from thy youth, if so be it may profit thee anything, or if thou mayst become stronger. Thou hast failed in the multitude of thy counsels: let the augurs of heaven stand and save thee, who gazed at the stars and reckoned the months, that from them they might announce the things to come to thee. And a little before he had said, Thy wisdom and thy knowledge, this has deceived thee. Jeremiah too, in chapter 10, warns the Jews to count astrological observations as nothing, for nothing is to be hoped or feared by them from the stars; and thus he says, Learn not according to the ways of the gentiles, and be not afraid of the signs of heaven, which the gentiles fear, for the laws of the peoples are vain. And Solomon, in Ecclesiastes chapter 10, denies to man the knowledge of future things: Man knows not, he says, what was before him; and who can tell him what shall be after him? And in chapter 8 of the same book, Man, he says, is ignorant of things past, and things to come he can know by no messenger. It is clear, therefore, that astrological divination is in the Sacred writings despised, mocked, and rejected.2



CUM doctrina sacrarum litterarum etiam iudicium Ecclesiae, ut par erat, mire congruit. Semper enim Ecclesia inde usque a primordiis suis Iudiciarios Astrologos odit, fugit, damnavit. Extant adversus ipsos plurima et severissima decreta Ecclesiae, quae legere licet in secunda parte Decretorum cap. 26 per primas quinque quaestiones, et in Concilio Bracarensi 1 cap. 9, et in Tolet. 1 in asser. Fidei contra Priscillianistas. Fertur Alexander Papa huius nominis 3 quendam presbyterum, qui semel consuluerat Astrologum de quodam furto in Ecclesia sua facto, in unum annum privasse altaris ministerio. Crebras item reperimus in scriptis sanctorum Patrum adversus Astrologos (quos illi nunc Chaldaeos vel Genethliacos, alias Mathematicos aut Planetarios appellant) disputationes, ex quibus apparet quam fuerit maioribus nostris genus hoc hominum exosum et abominatum. Multa contra illos disputat Basilius homi. 6 in Genesim, Chrysostomus et Gregorius Magnus in 2 cap. Matthaei, sed praeter ceteros Augustinus libro 2 super Genesim ad litteram capit. 17, libro etiam 2 de Doctrina [Christiana]...
With the doctrine of the sacred writings the judgment of the Church also, as was fitting, marvelously agrees. For the Church always, from its very beginnings, has hated, shunned, and condemned the Judiciary Astrologers. There exist against them very many and most severe decrees of the Church, which one may read in the second part of the Decretals, cause 26, through the first five questions, and in the First Council of Braga, chapter 9, and in the First of Toledo, in the assertion of the Faith against the Priscillianists. Pope Alexander, the third of this name, is reported to have deprived, for one year, of the ministry of the altar, a certain priest who had once consulted an Astrologer about a certain theft committed in his church. We find, too, in the writings of the holy Fathers, frequent disputations against the Astrologers (whom they now call Chaldeans or Genethliaci, otherwise Mathematici or Planetarii), from which it appears how hateful and abominated this kind of men was to our forefathers. Many things against them are disputed by Basil in homily 6 on Genesis, by Chrysostom and Gregory the Great on the second chapter of Matthew, but beyond the rest by Augustine in the second book On Genesis according to the Letter, chapter 17, and also in the second book On [Christian] Doctrine...3



...[Doctrina] Christiana capite 21 et aliquot proxime sequentibus capitibus, subtiliter tamen et copiose primis aliquot capitibus libro 5 de Civitate Dei. Eodem pertinent quae contra Mathematicos in lib. 14 c. 4 et in libr. 6 c. 9 de Praeparatione evangelica argumentatur Eusebius. RIDICULUS fuit, vel potius amens, Iulianus Apostata, qui in libris quos adversus Christianos effutivit probare voluit ex his quae scripta sunt in capite 15 Geneseos Abrahamum et Astrologiam et Aruspicinam coluisse. Astrologiam quidem eius significari putat illis verbis, Eduxit Deus Abram foras, et ait illi, Suspice caelum et numera stellas si potes: sic erit semen tuum. Aruspicinae vero scientiam eius illis etiam verbis denotari ait, Sume mihi vaccam triennem et capram trimam et arietem annorum trium, turturem quoque et columbam; qui tollens universa haec divisit ea per medium, et utrasque partes contra se altrinsecus posuit, aves autem non divisit; descenderuntque volucres super cadavera, et abigebat eas Abram. Deinde subiicitur praedictio peregrinationis et servitutis posterorum eius per quadringentos annos. Sed hunc Iuliani errorem, vel potius furorem, egregie confutat Cyrillus extremo libro decimo eius operis quod adversus Iulianum edidit. Alii fidem huic vanissimae Astrologiae asserere et astruere conantur ex illa stella quae nato Christo apparuit, cuius aspectu excitati tres illi Magi, ductuque ad adorandum Christum venerant. Sed istos manifestis argumentis Chrysostomus et Gregorius in homiliis super illud Evangelium scriptis redarguunt et convincunt.
...On Christian Doctrine, chapter 21 and some chapters immediately following; but subtly and copiously in the first several chapters of book 5 of The City of God. To the same purpose belong the things which Eusebius argues against the Mathematici in book 14, chapter 4, and in book 6, chapter 9, of the Preparation for the Gospel. Ridiculous was, or rather mad, Julian the Apostate, who, in the books which he blurted out against the Christians, wished to prove, from the things written in the fifteenth chapter of Genesis, that Abraham practiced both Astrology and Haruspicy. His astrology, indeed, he thinks is signified by those words, God led Abram forth, and said to him, Look up to heaven and number the stars if thou canst: so shall thy seed be. And the science of his haruspicy he says is denoted by those words also, Take me a cow of three years, and a she-goat of three years, and a ram of three years, a turtledove also and a pigeon; who, taking all these, divided them through the middle, and laid both parts opposite one another on either side, but the birds he did not divide; and the fowls came down upon the carcasses, and Abram drove them away. Then is added the prediction of the wandering and servitude of his posterity for four hundred years. But this error of Julian's, or rather his madness, Cyril excellently refutes in the last, the tenth, book of the work which he published against Julian. Others try to assert and build up credit for this most vain Astrology from that star which appeared at Christ's birth, by the sight of which those three Magi, being stirred, and led to adore Christ, had come. But Chrysostom and Gregory, in the homilies written on that Gospel, refute and convict these men by manifest arguments.4



CETERUM, errorem Astrologorum etiam rationibus ex doctrina Theologica contextis refutare possumus. Principio, Nemo, ut ait Paulus 1 Corinth. 2, novit quae sunt hominis, nisi spiritus hominis: sed homo nescit quid ipsemet post multos annos aut etiam dies acturus sit; nam, ut inquit Scriptura Proverbior. cap. 27, Ne glorieris in crastinum, ignorans quid superventura pariat dies; et, Non est via hominis in manu eius: homo enim proponit, Deus autem disponit. Est namque non modo quorumlibet hominum, sed etiam Regum cor in manu Dei, et flectit illud quocumque vult. Si igitur ipsemet homo nescit quid futuro tempore facturus sit, quanto minus id scire potest Astrologus? Deinde, ne ipse quidem diabolus certo potest nosse res futuras: si enim futura omnia daemon sciret, numquam profecto impulisset Iudaeos ad crucifigendum et occidendum Christum Dominum, quippe praevidisset per crucem et mortem Christi imperium quod tamdiu habuerat in homines fore labefactandum et funditus evertendum; nec sane daemon tentaret et infestaret servos Dei a quibus in tentatione vincitur, ne videlicet propter victoriam tentationum crescente Sanctorum gloria magis ipse (quae eius est superbia et invidia) torqueretur.
FOR THE REST, we can refute the error of the Astrologers also by reasons woven from Theological doctrine. First, No one, as Paul says in 1 Corinthians 2, knows the things of a man, but the spirit of a man: but a man knows not what he himself is going to do after many years, or even days; for, as Scripture says in Proverbs chapter 27, Boast not for tomorrow, not knowing what the coming day may bring forth; and, The way of a man is not in his own hand: for man proposes, but God disposes. For not only the heart of any man whatever, but even of kings, is in the hand of God, and He bends it wheresoever He wills. If, then, a man himself knows not what he is going to do in time to come, how much less can the Astrologer know it? Next, not even the devil himself can know future things for certain: for if the demon knew all things to come, he would surely never have impelled the Jews to crucify and slay Christ the Lord—since he would have foreseen that by the cross and death of Christ the dominion which he had so long held over men was to be shaken and utterly overthrown; nor indeed would the demon tempt and harass the servants of God, by whom he is overcome in temptation, lest, namely, by reason of the victory of their temptations and the increasing glory of the Saints, he himself (such is his pride and envy) be the more tormented.5



Hoc etiam patet argumento oraculorum quae olim reddebant daemones, cuiusmodi erant responsa et oracula Apollinis Delphici quondam apud Graecos nobilissima et clarissima; quae ad divinationem astrologicam pertinuisse locuples auctor et testis est Porphyrius...
This also is plain from the argument of the oracles which the demons once gave—such as were the responses and oracles of Delphic Apollo, once most renowned and famous among the Greeks; that these pertained to astrological divination, Porphyry is a rich author and witness...6



...[Por]phyrius in lib. de Oraculis (refert autem hoc Eusebius lib. 6 de Praeparatione Evangelica cap. 1), ubi tradit quaecumque dii ceu fatis definita praedicunt, ea ipsos stellarum motu ita esse futura significare, id quod maxime Apollo multis responsis aperuit. In hisce autem oraculis et divinationibus saepe mentitum esse Apollinem idem auctor est Porphyrius: exquisitam enim futurorum cognitionem ait non hominibus modo, sed multis etiam deorum incomprehensibilem esse, unde interrogati mentiuntur nonnunquam, sed non sponte: solent enim praemonere se tunc vera respondere non posse, homines tamen ex amentia perseverant urgere et cogere eos ut respondeant. Apollo igitur Delphicus, cum eiusmodi esset caeli et continentis affectio ut verum praevidere non posset, retine, dicebat per Vatem, vim istam, et potentia verba haec ne profas: falsa enim dicam, si coges. Et in alio responso, Nihil hodie, inquit Apollo, stellarum mihi via ad dicendum praestat. Deinde concludens Porphyrius ait, Manifestum iam fecimus unde falsitas ad deorum oracula subrepat. Haec ex libro Porphyrii de Oraculis in lib. 6 Praeparatione Evangelica cap. 4 Eusebius commemorat. Fuit etiam quidam Oenomanus, vir apud Graecos tam philosophia quam eloquentia nobilis, qui responsis Delphici Apollinis saepe delusus atque deceptus diligenter et curiose collegit quamplurima eius oracula, eaque ut vana, futilia et falsa confutavit, ut refert Eusebius lib. 5 de Praeparatione Euang. cap. 10.
...Porphyry, in his book On Oracles (Eusebius reports this in book 6 of the Preparation for the Gospel, chapter 1), where he delivers that whatever the gods foretell as fixed by fate, they signify to be thus future by the motion of the stars—which Apollo above all disclosed in many responses. But that in these oracles and divinations Apollo often lied, Porphyry is likewise the author: for he says that exact knowledge of future things is incomprehensible not only to men, but even to many of the gods, whence, when questioned, they sometimes lie, but not willingly; for they are wont to warn that they cannot then answer truly, yet men out of madness persist in urging and compelling them to answer. Delphic Apollo, therefore, when the disposition of the heaven and of all it contains was such that he could not foresee the truth, used to say through the priestess, Hold back this force, and utter not these words of power: for I shall speak falsehood, if thou compel me. And in another response, Today, says Apollo, the way of the stars affords me nothing to say. Then, concluding, Porphyry says, We have now made plain whence falsehood creeps into the oracles of the gods. These things Eusebius recounts from Porphyry's book On Oracles, in book 6 of the Preparation for the Gospel, chapter 4. There was also a certain Oenomaus, a man noble among the Greeks as much for philosophy as for eloquence, who, often deluded and deceived by the responses of Delphic Apollo, diligently and curiously collected very many of his oracles, and refuted them as vain, futile, and false, as Eusebius reports in book 5 of the Preparation for the Gospel, chapter 10.7



QUATUOR porro ob causas usu venit in praenuntiando futura falli daemonem. Primo, quia nimis asseveranter affirmat quae pendent ex libero arbitrio hominis: quod, cum sit admodum mutabile et ad omnia flexibile et plane liberum, nonnunquam extraordinaria quadam ratione operatur. Deinde, quod nos saepe divinitus incitati et adiuti Dei gratia contra facimus quam antea facere cogitabamus, et quam nostro ingenio nostroque arbitratu facturi eramus. Fit etiam ut quod daemon agere constituerat et praedixerat, prohibente impedienteque Deo, non possit exequi. Denique, multa Deus aliquando praeter communem ordinem naturae praeterque generalem suam et ordinariam providentiam agit. Atque his rebus crebro daemon in errorem inducitur. Quis ergo credet Astrologos praedicandis futuris rebus veraces esse, cum in eo vel daemones falli saepe contingat? Sed quid ego de daemonibus loquor? Theologi docent ne ipsos quidem spiritus caelestes ac beatas mentes, quae liquido cernunt et clarissime vident Deum tenentque perfectissimam cognitionem caelorum cunctarumque rerum naturalium, certo scire futura quae nimirum pendent ex libero arbitrio, nisi earum rerum Deus singularem ipsis notitiam impertiat. Cuius autem amentiae est Astrologis tribuere quod nec Angelis nec beatis mentibus concessum est?
Now for four causes it comes to pass that the demon is deceived in foretelling the future. First, because it too confidently affirms things that depend on the free will of man: which, since it is exceedingly mutable, and flexible to all things, and plainly free, sometimes operates by some extraordinary means. Next, because we, often divinely incited and aided by the grace of God, do the contrary of what we had before thought to do, and of what, by our own wit and our own choice, we were about to do. It happens also that what the demon had determined and foretold to do, it cannot carry out, God forbidding and hindering. Lastly, God sometimes does many things beyond the common order of nature and beyond His general and ordinary providence. And by these things the demon is frequently led into error. Who, then, will believe that the Astrologers are truthful in foretelling future things, when in this even the demons often happen to be deceived? But why do I speak of demons? The theologians teach that not even the celestial spirits and blessed minds themselves—which clearly behold and most clearly see God, and hold a most perfect knowledge of the heavens and of all natural things—know future things with certainty, those, namely, that depend on free will, unless God impart to them a special knowledge of those things. Of what madness, then, is it to attribute to Astrologers what is granted neither to Angels nor to the blessed minds?8



SED illa in primis fortis est argumentatio. Si Christiana religio et disciplina vera est, ut est profecto verissima, non potest esse vera, nec Christianis probari potest, ita opinio Astrologorum, ut quam[...]...
BUT this above all is a strong argumentation. If the Christian religion and teaching is true—as it most certainly is—then the opinion of the Astrologers cannot be true, nor can it be approved by Christians, in such a way as [...]...9



...quam illa vanitatis, falsitatis et impietatis persaepe damnavit. Sin autem falsa est doctrina Christiana, cum ipsa totum fere orbem complexa sit omnesque propemodum gentes suo imperio subiecerit et plus mille quingentos annos vigeat et regnet in mundo, si omnia quae apud homines fiunt ex caelo proveniunt ac pendent, necesse est tantam hominum ad fidem Christi accipiendam tuendamque propensionem tantumque studium ex insigni aliqua et praepotenti constellatione provenire; quare caelum inclinaret et induceret homines ad malum. Si enim fides Christi esset falsa, magis profecto esset falsa et detestabilis quam alia quaelibet secta: ea namque docet de Deo et rebus divinis quae, si falsa sunt, nefariam sane superstitionem et execrandam impietatem contineant necesse est. At vero, cum vita quae ad normam fidei Christianae agitur sit optima et inculpata, nec laude tantum sed summa etiam admiratione dignissima, hinc necessario efficeretur ab eadem constellatione proficisci bonum et malum: malum quidem propter falsitatem doctrinae Christianae, bonum autem propter vitae quae ad eius doctrinae regulam informatur et dirigitur probitatem atque praestantiam.
...than that opinion of vanity, falsehood, and impiety, which [the Christian religion] has very often condemned. But if the Christian doctrine is false—since it has embraced almost the whole world, and subjected nearly all nations to its sway, and for more than fifteen hundred years has flourished and reigned in the world—then, if all things that happen among men come from and depend on the heaven, it is necessary that so great a propensity of men to accept and defend the faith of Christ, and so great a zeal, proceed from some notable and most powerful constellation; wherefore the heaven would incline and lead men to evil. For if the faith of Christ were false, it would surely be more false and detestable than any other sect whatsoever: for it teaches concerning God and divine things such things as, if they are false, must contain a wicked superstition and an execrable impiety. But in truth, since the life which is led according to the rule of the Christian faith is the best and blameless, and worthy not only of praise but even of the highest admiration, hence it would necessarily follow that from the same constellation proceed both good and evil: evil indeed, on account of the falsity of the Christian doctrine; but good, on account of the uprightness and excellence of the life which is formed and directed according to the rule of its doctrine.10



AD HAEC, maxima probatio et confirmatio fidei nostrae, et clarissimum divinae providentiae argumentum, illud est: quaecumque circa Christum Dominum et eius Ecclesiam evenerunt, ea multis ante saeculis fuisse per Prophetas, ad unum omnia, proprie, distincte, explicateque praedicta; si autem eiusmodi praedictio per Astrologiam fieri posset, rueret funditus et ad nihilum recideret firmissimum nostrae religionis fundamentum. Ne multa, istiusmodi Astrologorum doctrina veram philosophiam moralem, nedum sacram Scripturam et Theologiam, quantum in ipsa est, plane pervertit. Qui enim certum habet omnia pendere e caelo, ob idque cuncta hominum opera, facta, casus et eventa ex caeli observatione praesentiri et praedici posse, huic quoque necessario persuasum esse debet materialem et mortalem esse animum nostrum, nullumque esse liberum arbitrium, nec talem esse providentiam Dei qualem Fides nostra praedicat; mysteria item Christianae religionis pendere e caelo, cunctaque miracula tam in veteri quam in novo Testamento edita, licet dicantur (ut re vera sunt) supernaturalia, ad caelestes nihilominus causas et virtutes revocari. Huic quoque opinationi consequens est neglectio et praetermissio bonorum operum, licentia omnium cupiditatum, quorumlibet flagitiorum excusatio, denique inutilitas atque crudelitas humanarum pariter atque divinarum legum. Caietanus in Summula, ubi agit de astrorum observatione, simillima docens eorum quae diximus, vere magis et docte quam eleganter et ornate ita scribit:
BESIDES this, the greatest proof and confirmation of our faith, and the clearest argument of divine providence, is this: that whatsoever befell Christ the Lord and His Church was, many ages before, foretold by the Prophets—all to a man, properly, distinctly, and explicitly; but if such prediction could be made through Astrology, the firmest foundation of our religion would utterly collapse and fall to nothing. In short, this doctrine of the Astrologers plainly perverts, so far as in it lies, true moral philosophy, not to say sacred Scripture and Theology. For whoever holds it certain that all things depend on the heaven, and that therefore all the works, deeds, chances, and events of men can be foreseen and foretold from the observation of the heaven, must also necessarily be persuaded that our soul is material and mortal, that there is no free will, and that the providence of God is not such as our Faith proclaims; that the mysteries of the Christian religion likewise depend on the heaven, and that all the miracles produced both in the Old and in the New Testament, though they be called (as in truth they are) supernatural, are nevertheless to be traced back to celestial causes and powers. To this opinion there also follows the neglect and omission of good works, license for all lusts, the excuse of any crimes whatsoever, and finally the uselessness and cruelty of human laws no less than divine. Cajetan, in his Summula, where he treats of the observation of the stars, teaching things very like what we have said, writes thus—more truly and learnedly than elegantly and ornately:11



The observation of the stars, concerning the nativities of men and human occurrences, can be subjected to sin in three ways. First, if the things which are mysteries of the Christian faith be held as though they were subject to celestial cau[ses]...12
Astrorum observatio circa nativitates hominum et occurrentia humana tripliciter peccato subiici potest. Primo, si ea quae fidei Christianae mysteria sunt tanquam subsint caelestibus cau[sis]...



...[cau]sis habeantur; secundo, si futura contingentia quaerantur vel habeantur ut certa ex caelestibus causis; tertio, si electiones suas quis subiiciat caelestibus causis tanquam legi illarum, ita ut vitam et actiones suas regulet secundum caelos. Et quodlibet horum trium est ex suo genere peccatum mortale: quia primum est contra spiritualitatem Christianae religionis, quae super caelos est, immutare potens etiam ipsos caelorum cursus, iuxta id quod scriptum est in Psalmo 148, Confessio eius super caelum et terram; et hoc experientia testata est. Secundum vero est contra veritatem doctrinae Christianae et liberi arbitrii, quo domini sumus nostrorum operum. Tertium est contra dignitatem gratiae, legis divinae, ac humanae mentis, qua super omnia corporalia sumus constituti. Et sicut erraremus subiiciendo nos passionibus irae, odii, spei, timoris, ita quod haberemus impetus passionum pro lege, ita vilificamus nos si inclinationes caelorum pro lege habeamus: corpora enim sunt, et per modum passionum inclinant nos. Haec Caietanus.
...celestial causes; secondly, if future contingents be sought or held as certain from celestial causes; thirdly, if one subject his own choices to celestial causes as to their law, so as to regulate his life and actions according to the heavens. And each of these three is, of its own kind, a mortal sin: because the first is against the spirituality of the Christian religion, which is above the heavens, being able even to change the very courses of the heavens, according to what is written in Psalm 148, His praise is above heaven and earth; and this experience has attested. The second is against the truth of Christian doctrine and of free will, by which we are lords of our own works. The third is against the dignity of grace, of the divine law, and of the human mind, by which we are set above all bodily things. And just as we should err by subjecting ourselves to the passions of anger, hatred, hope, fear—so that we should have the impulses of the passions for a law—so we cheapen ourselves if we hold the inclinations of the heavens for a law: for they are bodies, and incline us after the manner of passions. Thus Cajetan.13



IN Actis autem Apostolorum capite 19 refert Lucas multos de his qui Ephesi contionibus et sermonibus B. Pauli conversi erant ad Christum et curiosa prius fuerant sectati attulisse libros suos et coram omnibus combussisse: fuisse autem eos libros de rebus ad iudiciariam Astrologiam pertinentibus, gravis auctor in Commentariis super Psalmos dixit Augustinus; qui etiam Mathematicum quendam, hoc est istam Astrologiam professum, postea paenitentem professionis suae cupientemque reconciliari Ecclesiae, nisi publica et solenni paenitentia praemissa non recepit. Verum sententiam Augustini, quod ea maxime attingit id quod nunc agitur, totidem verbis hic abscribam. Post enarrationem igitur sexagesimi primi Psalmi, cum Mathematicus ille veniam publice petens coram sisteretur, haec dixit Augustinus:
And in the Acts of the Apostles, chapter 19, Luke relates that many of those who at Ephesus had been converted to Christ by the discourses and sermons of the blessed Paul, and had before followed curious arts, brought their books and burned them before all; and that those books were on matters pertaining to judicial Astrology, the weighty author Augustine said in his Commentaries on the Psalms—who also did not receive a certain Mathematicus (that is, one who had professed this Astrology), afterward repenting of his profession and desiring to be reconciled to the Church, except with a public and solemn penance going before. But the saying of Augustine, since it most touches what is now in hand, I shall here copy out word for word. After his exposition of the sixty-first Psalm, when that Mathematicus, publicly seeking pardon, was set before them, Augustine said these things:14



Iste ex Christiano et fideli paenitens redit, et territus potestate Domini convertitur ad misericordiam Domini: seductus enim ab inimico cum esset fidelis, mathematicus fuit, seductus seducens, deceptus decipiens, illexit, fefellit, multa mendacia locutus est contra Deum, qui dedit hominibus potestatem faciendi quod bonum est et non faciendi quod malum est. Iste dicebat quod adulterium non faciebat voluntas propria, sed Venus; et homicidium non faciebat voluntas propria, sed Mars; et iustum non faciebat Deus, sed Iupiter; et alia multa sacrilegia non parva. Quam multis eum putatis Christianis nummos abstulisse? Quam multi ab illo emerunt mendacium? quibus dicebamus, Filii hominum, usquequo gravi corde? ut quid diligitis vanitatem et quaeritis mendacium?...
This man returns from being a Christian and a believer, as a penitent, and, terrified by the power of the Lord, is converted to the mercy of the Lord: for, seduced by the enemy when he was a believer, he became a mathematicus—seduced and seducing, deceived and deceiving—he enticed, he beguiled, he spoke many lies against God, who gave men the power of doing what is good and not doing what is evil. This man used to say that adultery was done not by one's own will, but by Venus; and that homicide was done not by one's own will, but by Mars; and that the just deed was done not by God, but by Jupiter; and many other sacrileges, no small ones. Of how many Christians do you think he took the money? How many bought a lie from him? to whom we used to say, O sons of men, how long heavy of heart? why do you love vanity and seek a lie?...15



...Modo, sicut de illo credendum est, horruit mendacium et multorum hominum interitum: se aliquando a diabolo sensit illectum, convertitur ad Deum paenitens. Nostis in Actibus Apostolorum esse scriptum capite 19 quia multi perditi, id est talium artium homines et doctrinarum nefariarum sectatores, omnes codices suos ad Apostolos attulerunt, et incensi sunt libri tam multi ut pertineret ad scriptorem aestimationem eorum facere et summam pretii conscribere. Hoc utique propter gloriam Dei, ne tales etiam perditi desperarentur, ab illo qui novit quaerere quod perierat. Perierat ergo iste, nunc quaesitus, inventus, adductus est: portat secum codices incendendos per quos fuerat incendendus, ut illis in ignem missis, ipse in refrigerium transierit. Ante Pascha enim coepit petere de Ecclesia Christi medicinam; sed quia talis est ars in qua exercitatus erat quae suspecta esset in mendacio atque fallacia, dilatus est ne tentaret, et aliquando tamen admissus est ne periculosius tentaretur. Hactenus Augustinus.
...Now, as is to be believed of him, he has shuddered at his lie and at the destruction of many men: he has felt that he was once enticed by the devil, and is converted to God as a penitent. You know that it is written in the Acts of the Apostles, chapter 19, that many that were lost—that is, men of such arts and followers of nefarious doctrines—brought all their books to the Apostles, and so many books were burned that it pertained to a scribe to make an estimate of them and to write down the sum of their price. This indeed for the glory of God, that even such lost ones be not despaired of, by Him who knew how to seek what had perished. This man, then, had perished; now, sought, found, he has been brought back: he carries with him the books to be burned, by which he was to have been burned, so that, these being cast into the fire, he himself may pass over into refreshment. For before Easter he began to seek medicine from the Church of Christ; but because such is the art in which he was practiced—suspect of lying and deceit—he was deferred, lest he should tempt, and yet at last was admitted, lest he be more dangerously tempted. Thus far Augustine.16



CERTE in primitiva Ecclesia istiusmodi Astrologia non secus quam ars magica reprobata, vetita et damnata erat. Narrat Epiphanius in libro de Mensuris et ponderibus Aquilam Ponticum Scripturae interpretem ob eam maxime causam fuisse a Patribus ex Ecclesia pulsum, quod nativitatum observationibus ceterisque divinationibus astrologicis studiose vacaret. Non est pro derelicto habendum, cum sit admodum memorabile, quod Origenem in commentariis super Genesim de ista Astrologia prodidisse libro sexto de Praeparatione Evangelica capite nono tradit Eusebius. Sic enim scripsisse illum ait:
Certainly, in the primitive Church, Astrology of this kind was rejected, forbidden, and condemned no otherwise than the magic art. Epiphanius, in his book On Measures and Weights, relates that Aquila of Pontus, the interpreter of Scripture, was driven out of the Church by the Fathers chiefly for this cause, that he zealously gave himself to the observation of nativities and to the other astrological divinations. It is not to be passed over, since it is very memorable, what Eusebius, in the sixth book of the Preparation for the Gospel, chapter nine, hands down that Origen set forth about this Astrology in his commentaries on Genesis. For he says that Origen wrote thus:17



Non solum Gentiles stellarum coniunctione atque aspectu quae in terris sunt necessario accidere credunt, quam vim Fatum appellant; verum etiam multi ex fidelibus conturbantur, impossibile aliter fieri credentes quam stellarum cursus effecerit, unde sequitur nullam in nobis esse libertatem, nullam operationem nostram laudari aut vituperari iure posse: ita praedictum a Scripturis Dei iudicium, quo alii ad aeterna supplicia, alii ad aeternam beatitudinem praedestinantur, falso favore praedicaretur. Quid plura? ipsa quoque fides et Salvatoris nostri adventus et omnis Prophetarum labor ac Apostolorum in constituendis Ecclesiis praedicatio inania erunt, nisi forte Christum quoque quis audeat dicere caelestium corporum vi coactum fecisse quae fecit, passumque fuisse quae passus est, nec eius deitatis potentia sed stellarum virtute cuncta evenisse. His impiis verbis etiam illud conficitur, ut fideles Fato ducti in Christum credant; denique ut vel nullum sit boni et mali discrimen, vel etiam malorum auctor sit Deus, nullusque hominum propter bene vel male facta praemio aut poena dignus censeri debeat, nec orationibus, votis et Dei obsecrationibus locus aliquis relinquatur. Sic Origenes.
Not only do the Gentiles believe that the things on earth happen necessarily by the conjunction and aspect of the stars (which force they call Fate); but even many of the faithful are troubled, believing it impossible that things should come to pass otherwise than the course of the stars has effected—whence it follows that there is no liberty in us, and no work of ours can rightly be praised or blamed: so that the judgment of God foretold by the Scriptures, by which some are predestined to eternal torments, others to eternal blessedness, would be proclaimed by a false favoritism. What more? faith itself, and the coming of our Savior, and all the labor of the Prophets, and the preaching of the Apostles in founding Churches, would be vain—unless perchance one dare to say that Christ also, compelled by the force of the heavenly bodies, did what He did and suffered what He suffered, and that all things came to pass not by the power of His Godhead, but by the power of the stars. By these impious words this also is effected: that the faithful, led by Fate, believe in Christ; and finally, that either there be no difference between good and evil, or even that God be the author of evils, and that no man ought to be judged worthy of reward or punishment for good or evil deeds, nor any place be left for prayers, vows, and supplications to God. Thus Origen.18



EAT IGITUR nunc Petrus de Aliaco et istam Astrologiam amplexetur, exosculetur praefracteque defendat, atque obnixe conetur eam cum philosophia, quin etiam (si Deo placet) cum Theologia consociare atque coniugare, scilicet falsitatem cum veritate, tenebras cum luce, daemonem cum Deo. Qui nec veritus est scripto prodere diluvium Noëticum et ortum Christi Domini aliaque summa prodigia et miracula etiam syderalis scientiae peritia, ex astrorum observatione, praenosci ac praedici potuisse. Sed quo manifestius appareat quam sit impia et execranda istorum doctrina, ponam hic paucas quasdam eorum sententias et decreta, e quibus iudicium fiet de illius artis impietate. Quidam istorum, ex Marte in nona caeli regione feliciter constituto, tantum praestari nobis contendunt ut ab obsessis corporibus sola praesentia daemones expellamus. Alii iactant se hac arte de eius qui nascitur conscientiae arcanis et secretis sine errore iudicaturos. Vulgatum quoque apud illos est duos esse planetas auctores felicitatis humanae, Venerem quidem praesentis, Iovem autem post hanc vitam futurae. Maternus porro, eiusmodi figmentorum et mendaciorum studiosissimus et curiosissimus, cum multa memoret quae a Saturno constituto in Leone accidunt hominibus, subdit eiusmodi homines longaevos fore, et post mortem animas eorum in caelum diis applicatas evolaturas. Saturnus enim, inquit, in Leone positus animas eorum qui sic se habuerint in terra, innumeris angustiis liberatas, ad caelum et originis suae primordia reducet.
LET Pierre d'Ailly, then, now go and embrace this Astrology, fondle it, and stubbornly defend it, and strenuously strive to associate and wed it with philosophy—nay even (if it please God) with Theology: that is, falsehood with truth, darkness with light, the demon with God. He did not even fear to set forth in writing that Noah's flood, and the birth of Christ the Lord, and other supreme prodigies and miracles, could—by skill in the science of the stars—be foreknown and foretold from the observation of the stars. But, that it may appear more manifestly how impious and execrable the doctrine of these men is, I shall set down here a few of their sayings and decrees, from which judgment will be made about the impiety of that art. Some of them contend that, from Mars favorably set in the ninth region of the heaven, so much is granted us that by our mere presence we may expel demons from possessed bodies. Others boast that by this art they will judge, without error, the secret and hidden things of the conscience of one who is born. It is also commonly held among them that there are two planets, authors of human felicity—Venus of the present, but Jupiter of the life to come after this one. Firmicus Maternus, moreover, most zealous and most curious of such fictions and lies, when he recounts many things that befall men from Saturn set in Leo, adds that such men will be long-lived, and that after death their souls, joined to the gods, will fly up into heaven. For Saturn, he says, set in Leo will lead back to heaven and to the beginnings of their origin the souls of those who have so conducted themselves on earth, freed from countless straits.19



Denique Albumazar scribit qui Luna Iovi coniuncta in capite Draconis Deo supplicaverit, eum quicquid petierit a Deo certissime impetraturum: id quod Petrus Apponensis expertum se esse confirmat, nam cum vigente illa coniunctione scientiam rerum a Deo postulasset, ait se post eam diem magnam sibi factam esse scientiae accessionem sensisse. Haec autem et alia eorum similia quam sint nefaria, detestanda et Christianae religioni exitialia, quantumque valeat ad elevandam vel potius delendam fidem eorum quae divina Scriptura docet immediate, supernaturaliter ac miraculose fieri a Deo, nemo est tam hebes ingenio et tardus intelligentia ut non clarissime intelligat. Si quis autem haec plenius atque subtilius scire habet, legat quae in hanc sententiam cum alibi, tum libro secundo capite 5 et in libro 5 cap. 11 et inde usque ad finem eius libri Picus Mirandulanus diligenter et copiose tractat.
Finally, Albumasar writes that whoever, when the Moon is joined to Jupiter in the head of the Dragon, supplicates God, will most certainly obtain from God whatever he asks: which Pietro d'Abano confirms that he himself experienced; for when, during that conjunction, he had asked of God knowledge of things, he says that after that day he felt that a great increase of knowledge had been made to him. But how nefarious, detestable, and ruinous to the Christian religion these and other like things of theirs are, and how much they avail to weaken—or rather to destroy—the faith of those things which divine Scripture teaches are done immediately, supernaturally, and miraculously by God, there is no one so dull of wit and slow of understanding as not most clearly to perceive. But if anyone wishes to know these things more fully and subtly, let him read what Pico della Mirandola treats diligently and copiously to this effect, both elsewhere and in the second book, chapter 5, and in the fifth book, chapter 11, and from there to the end of that book.20
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That Judicial Astrology is refuted and convicted by Philosophy—first, indeed, on this ground, that astrologers of this kind are utterly unskilled in celestial matters. CHAPTER TWO.1
Astrologiam iudiciariam a Philosophia redargui et convinci, primo quidem ea ratione, quod istiusmodi Astrologi Caelestium rerum sint imperitissimi. CAPUT SECUNDUM.



DIVINATIONEM Astrologicam futilem esse nulloque nixam fundamento Philosophus quidem hunc ad modum argumentabitur: Astrologi nec certo sciunt omnes astrorum vires, defluxus et effectus, nec, si eas res scirent, satis id foret ad certam rerum futurarum praesensionem: ergo praedictiones Astrologicas inanes et fallaces esse necesse est. Duo in hac argumentatione sunt posita, explicatius a nobis tractanda et confirmanda: alterum est imperitos esse Astrologos rerum caelestium; alterum vero est, ut essent illi peritissimi earum rerum, non propterea tamen posse eos futura omnia praenosse. De priori autem dicamus prius. Esse igitur Iudiciarios Astrologos syderalis doctrinae ignaros patet ex his[...]...
That astrological divination is futile and rests on no foundation, the Philosopher will argue in this manner: the Astrologers neither know for certain all the powers, influences, and effects of the stars; nor, if they knew those things, would it be enough for a certain foreseeing of future things: therefore astrological predictions must necessarily be empty and fallacious. Two things are laid down in this argumentation, to be treated and confirmed by us more fully: the one is, that the Astrologers are unskilled in celestial matters; the other is, that even were they most skilled in those matters, they still could not on that account foreknow all future things. But let us speak of the former first. That the Judiciary Astrologers, then, are ignorant of the science of the stars, is plain from these[...]...2



...his quae subiiciam. Principio, valde arduum et operosum est etiam quae de caelo videntur minus difficilia magisque nobis obvia perfecte cognoscere: veluti quae sit caeli natura, magnitudo, numerus orbium, et inter eos ordo et differentia dignitatis, varietas motuum, denique astrorum numerus, eorumque inter se in magnitudine, luce, potestate et effectu comparatio. Atque huius difficultatis clarissimum facit indicium tanta opinionum varietas quantam esse his de rebus inter maximos Philosophos cernimus. Aristoteles certe Philosophorum omnium facile Princeps ingenue fatetur se multarum rerum caelestium non exquisitam scientiam, sed opinabilem et coniecturalem tantum notitiam tenere, et quia manifestis certisque rationibus destituatur, cogi se non raro probabilibus duntaxat argumentis et coniecturis uti. Videre haec licet apud ipsum Aristotelem in 2 libro de Caelo, textu 17, 34, 60 et 61. Hoc si est, qui credet Astrologis (quos solis luce clarius est nulla re comparandos esse maximis illis Philosophis) quod est in caelo abstrusissimum et iudicio summorum Philosophorum mortalibus incomprehensibile (veritatem dico rerum omnium futurarum) esse liquido cognitam explorateque perceptam? Deinde, rogemus istos Astrologos ut faciliores quasdam quaestiones de caelo nobis enodent: percunctemur ex ipsis an caelum sit natura quaedam simplex an composita ex materia et forma; utrum talis sit materia caeli qualis est rerum omnium sublunarium an omnino diversa; sit ne caelum animatum an inanimum; num sua vi et a se moveatur an extrinsecus ab Angelo; unde potissimum in caelis aestimari et iudicari debeat dignitatis eorum praestantia; quid causae sit cur non omnes orbes uno motu circumagantur, sed alii uno tantum, alii pluribus, alii vero paucioribus; aperiant nobis quam habeant propriam vim et potentiam singulae stellae in elementa, metalla, stirpes atque animantes. Haec, inquam, et alia horum similia sciscitemur ex istis Astrologis: profecto reperiemus ipsos doctrinae harum rerum plane rudes et prorsus expertes. Qui fit igitur credibile planiora haec et apertiora ignorantibus mortalium intelligentiae remotissima et occultissima esse comperta et explorata?
...from these things which I shall set down. First, it is very arduous and laborious to know perfectly even those things about the heaven which seem less difficult and more obvious to us: such as what is the nature of the heaven, its magnitude, the number of the orbs, and among them the order and difference of dignity, the variety of motions, and finally the number of the stars and their comparison among themselves in magnitude, light, power, and effect. And a most clear indication of this difficulty is made by the great variety of opinions which we see to be on these matters among the greatest Philosophers. Aristotle, certainly the easy Prince of all Philosophers, frankly confesses that of many celestial things he holds not an exact knowledge, but only an opinion-based and conjectural acquaintance, and that, because he is destitute of manifest and certain reasons, he is not seldom compelled to use only probable arguments and conjectures. These things may be seen in Aristotle himself, in the second book On the Heaven, texts 17, 34, 60, and 61. If this is so, who will believe that the Astrologers (who, it is clearer than the light of the sun, are in no way to be compared with those greatest Philosophers) have clearly known and ascertained that which is the most abstruse thing in the heaven, and—by the judgment of the greatest Philosophers—incomprehensible to mortals (I mean the truth of all future things)? Next, let us ask these Astrologers to untangle for us some of the easier questions about the heaven: let us inquire of them whether the heaven is a certain simple nature, or composed of matter and form; whether the matter of the heaven is such as is the matter of all sublunary things, or wholly different; whether the heaven is animate or inanimate; whether it is moved by its own force and of itself, or from without by an Angel; from what especially the excellence of their dignity in the heavens ought to be estimated and judged; what the cause is why all the orbs are not turned about by one motion, but some by one only, some by more, some by fewer; let them disclose to us what proper force and power the several stars have over the elements, metals, plants, and living things. These things, I say, and others like them let us ask of these Astrologers: we shall surely find them plainly rude and utterly inexperienced in the doctrine of these matters. How then is it credible that things the remotest and most hidden from the understanding of mortals have been ascertained and explored by those ignorant of these plainer and more open things?3



Postea, doceant nos isti defluxus et effectus qui nunc ex variis astris dimanant ad diversas et dissitas mundi regiones (sic enim fortasse credemus illis futuros syderum effectus praenuntiantibus): quis enim nescit proclivius et propensius esse praesentia nosse quam futura, praesertim mutabilia et quae varie possunt contingere, ob idque incerta? Exponant item nobis occultas et proprietates et vires quas habent res sublunares, quas miramur magis quam intelligimus in multis lapidibus, herbis et animalibus: haec enim, cum proxima sint atque nobis coniuncta et cunctis pene sensibus nostris subiecta, et quae quotidianis experimentis pervestigari et explorari possunt, planiorem intelligentiam et faciliorem habent explicatum; cognitio vero rerum Caelestium maximi laboris et difficultatis est, cum tam longe distet a nobis caelum, nec alio[...]...
Next, let these men teach us the influences and effects which now flow forth from the various stars to the diverse and distant regions of the world (for so perhaps we shall believe them when they foretell the future effects of the heavenly bodies): for who does not know that it is easier and more within reach to know present things than future—especially mutable things, and those that can come to pass in various ways, and are therefore uncertain? Let them likewise expound to us the hidden properties and forces which sublunary things have, which we admire rather than understand in many stones, herbs, and animals: for these, since they are near and joined to us and subject to almost all our senses, and can be investigated and explored by daily experiments, have a plainer understanding and an easier explanation; but the knowledge of Celestial things is of the greatest labor and difficulty, since the heaven is so far distant from us, nor by any other[...]4



...[al]io quam unico oculorum sensu mortalibus pateat: quem tamen saepe falli contingit propter tantam intervalli longinquitatem, vel summam vertiginis caeli velocitatem, vel pravam affectionem Medii aut visus, vel propter vitium astrolabii, tabularum et instrumentorum astronomicorum. Atque hoc etiam apud sacras litteras in cap. 9 lib. Sapientiae testatum legimus. Corpus, inquit, quod corrumpitur aggravat animam, et terrena inhabitatio deprimit sensum multa cogitantem. Et difficile aestimamus quae in terra sunt, et quae in prospectu sunt invenimus cum labore; quae autem in caelis sunt quis investigabit? Sensum autem tuum quis sciet, nisi tu dederis sapientiam, et miseris Spiritum sanctum tuum de altissimis? Extremum autem huius sententiae omnino redarguit Astrologos, qui humana omnia eventa, quorum multa ex secretissimo Dei consilio et voluntate pendent, divinare se posse profitentur.
...than by the single sense of the eyes does the heaven lie open to mortals: which sense, however, often happens to be deceived, on account of the great length of the interval, or the supreme swiftness of the heaven's whirling, or a faulty disposition of the Medium or of the sight, or on account of a defect of the astrolabe, of the tables, and of the astronomical instruments. And this too we read attested in the sacred writings, in chapter 9 of the book of Wisdom. The body, it says, which is corrupted weighs down the soul, and the earthly habitation presses down the mind that musers on many things. And with difficulty do we estimate the things that are on earth, and the things that are in our sight we find with labor; but the things that are in the heavens, who shall search out? And who shall know thy thought, unless thou give wisdom, and send thy Holy Spirit from on high? And the end of this saying wholly refutes the Astrologers, who profess that they can divine all human events—many of which depend on the most secret counsel and will of God.5



PRAETEREA, iactant Astrologi habere se innumerabilium annorum observationes rerum eventis comprobatas, e quibus ars ipsorum collecta et confecta sit: nam cum in omni praeteriti temporis spatio pene innumerabiles res eodem modo evenirent iisdem signis antegressis, ars est effecta eadem saepe animadvertendo atque notando; quare Chaldaeos ferunt quadringenta septuaginta millia annorum monumentis huiusmodi observationum Astrologicarum comprehensa habuisse. Verum, hoc quam sit commentitium et improbabile vel ex eo liquet quod Astrologi non potuerunt eiusmodi observationes et experientias—non dico millies ut ipsi iactitant, sed ne ter quidem bisve—colligere et comparare potuerunt: nam caeli facies et omnium signorum caelestium positura quae semel fuit, eadem omnino vel nunquam, vel non nisi post immensa annorum spatia, redire potest; quippe octavus orbis in quo sunt inerrantes stellae non ante sex et triginta annorum millia circuitum suum absolvit. Quin doctissimi quidam Mathematici optimis rationibus probarunt motus caeli esse inter se incommensurabiles, ob idque eandem caeli faciem eundemque stellarum positum saepius evenire non posse.
BESIDES, the Astrologers boast that they have observations of innumerable years, confirmed by the events of things, from which their art was collected and completed: for since, in all the space of past time, almost innumerable things came to pass in the same way, the same signs having gone before, their art was effected by often noting and marking these; wherefore they say the Chaldeans had four hundred seventy thousand years comprehended in the records of astrological observations of this kind. But how fictitious and improbable this is, is clear even from this, that the Astrologers could not have gathered and compared observations and experiences of this kind—I do not say a thousand times, as they themselves boast, but not even twice or thrice: for the face of the heaven, and the position of all the celestial signs, which once was, can return wholly the same either never, or only after immense spaces of years; since the eighth orb, in which are the fixed stars, does not complete its circuit before thirty-six thousand years. Nay, certain most learned Mathematicians have proved by the best reasons that the motions of the heaven are incommensurable among themselves, and on that account the same face of the heaven and the same position of the stars cannot recur more than once.6



HANC rationem Phauorinus Philosophus apud Gell. lib. 14 c. 1 paulo enucleatius, certe luculentius et elegantius tractat his verbis:
This reasoning Favorinus the Philosopher, in Aulus Gellius, book 14, chapter 1, treats a little more distinctly—certainly more lucidly and elegantly—in these words:7



Si Chaldaeorum isto modo coepta fieri observatio est, ut animadverteretur quo habitu, qua forma, quaque positura stellarum aliquis nasceretur; tum deinceps ab ineunte vita fortuna eius et mores et ingenium, et circumstantia rerum negotiorumque, et ad postremum finis etiam vitae spectaretur, eaque omnia, ut usu venerant, litteris mandarentur; ac postea longis temporibus cum ipsa illa eodem in loco eodemque habitu forent, eadem ceteris quoque eventura existimaretur qui eodem illo tempore nati fuissent. Si isto, inquit, modo observari coeptum est, et ex eaque observatione composita quaedam disciplina est, nullo id pacto potest procedere: dicant enim quot tandem annis, vel potius quot saeculis orbis hic observationis perfici quiverit. Constare quippe inter Astrologos dicebat, stellas istas quas erraticas dicerent quae esse omnium rerum fatales dicerentur, infinito, prope et innumerabili numero annorum ad eundem locum cum eodem habitu simul omnes, unde profecta[sunt]...
If the observation of the Chaldeans began to be made in this way—that it was noted in what posture, what form, and what position of the stars anyone was born; then thereafter, from the beginning of his life, his fortune and character and disposition, and the circumstances of his affairs and business, and at last even the end of his life, were observed, and all these, as they had come to pass, were committed to writing; and afterward, in long courses of time, when those same stars should be in the same place and the same posture, the same things were judged to be about to befall others also who had been born at that same time—if, he says, the observation began to be made in this way, and from that observation a certain discipline has been composed, it can by no means proceed: for let them say in how many years, or rather in how many ages, this cycle of observation could have been completed. For it was agreed among the Astrologers, he said, that those stars which they called wandering—which were said to be the determiners of the fates of all things—return all together to the same place with the same posture only after an infinite, well-nigh innumerable, number of years, whence they set out[...]8



...they set out, so that neither any continuous tenor of observation, nor any memory, nor any written records, could have endured for so great an age. Thus Favorinus.9
...[profecta] sunt, regredi, ut neque ullus observationis tenor, neque memoria ulla, neque effigies litterarum tanto aevo potuerint edurare. Sic Phauorinus.



Ad haec, licet Astrologi cognoscere possent singulares vires et defluxus cuiuslibet astri separatim, tamen quam vim habeant sydera cum defluxus diversorum astrorum una coëunt et permiscentur, vel in caelo vel in aëre vel in terra, vel etiam cum causis sublunaribus eorumque actionibus, ab ipsis nequaquam sciri potest. Audiat lector Origenem, cuius ex Commentariis super Genesim hanc Eusebius extremo lib. 6 de Praeparatione Evang. citat sententiam:
Besides, although the Astrologers could know the individual forces and influences of each star separately, yet what force the heavenly bodies have when the influences of diverse stars come together and are mingled—whether in the heaven, or in the air, or in the earth, or even with the sublunary causes and their actions—can by no means be known by them. Let the reader hear Origen, this opinion of whom, from his Commentaries on Genesis, Eusebius cites at the end of book 6 of the Preparation for the Gospel:10



Quae autem, inquit, commistione, compositione ac temperie diversorum aspectuum fieri asserunt, profecto concedent nullo modo sciri posse. Quomodo enim quantum diminuatur de laesione maligni aspectus propter aspectum benigni syderis percipies? et utrum auferat malignus quod a benigno conceditur, quoniam locum eius aspexerit, aut mutet, aut mixtura quaedam inde fiat, quis percipiet? quae omnia si quis altius inspiciat, facile credet non posse ista humano ingenio penitus percipi. Unde si quis harum rerum periculum fecerit, videbit in pluribus errare quam veritatem consequi Genethliacos. Quamobrem Esaias etiam, quasi haec omnibus impossibilia sint, ad filiam Chaldaeorum qui maxime ista profitentur ait, Adsint et salvam te faciant Astrologi, caeli Augures annuntient tibi quid eventurum sit. His enim verbis docemur vel diligentissimos in hac re Chaldaeos non posse praedicere quae velit unicuique genti Deus attribuere. Hactenus Origenes.
But the things, he says, which they assert to come about by the commixture, composition, and tempering of diverse aspects, they will assuredly grant cannot in any way be known. For how will you perceive by how much the harm of a malign aspect is diminished on account of the aspect of a benign star? and whether the malign one takes away what is granted by the benign, because it has looked upon its place, or changes it, or whether some mixture arises thence, who shall perceive? all of which, if anyone look at them more deeply, he will easily believe cannot be thoroughly perceived by human wit. Whence, if anyone make trial of these things, he will see the casters of nativities err in more cases than they attain the truth. Wherefore Isaiah too, as if these things were impossible to all, says to the daughter of the Chaldeans who most of all profess these arts, Let the Astrologers stand and save thee; let the augurs of heaven announce to thee what shall come to pass. For by these words we are taught that even the most diligent Chaldeans cannot foretell what God wills to assign to each nation. Thus far Origen.11



His accedit multas stellas quae vel non clare cernuntur, vel etiam nullatenus cernuntur; earum vero quae cernuntur paucas sibi esse cognitas, permultas vero necdum exploratas fatentur Astrologi. Qua ratione igitur ex paucis astris quorum vires norunt tam confidenter praenunciant futura, cum per aliorum syderum quae nesciunt influxus notorum sibi syderum effectus aut impediri aut variari possint? nisi forte astrorum quae latent ipsos nullas esse vires nullosque defluxus impudenter et absurde mentiantur. Certe constat inter Astrologos numerari in octavo caelo mille praeterque viginti duas stellas, quarum cum quaelibet maior sit terra, necesse est ingentem esse earum vim et potentiam: huiusmodi stellarum vel nullam vel perexiguam notitiam habent Astrologi, quippe cum ars eorum iudiciaria fere constet ex planetarum observationibus, in quibus tota propemodum versatur et consumitur. Vidit hoc, qua erat perspicacia ingenii, Seneca, et in lib. 2 Natural. quaestionum cap. 32 eleganter exposuit:
To these things is added that there are many stars which either are not clearly seen, or are not seen at all; and of those that are seen, the Astrologers confess that few are known to them, but very many are not yet explored. By what reasoning, then, do they so confidently foretell the future from the few stars whose forces they know, when, through the influxes of the other stars which they do not know, the effects of the stars known to them might be hindered or altered?—unless perchance they impudently and absurdly lie that the stars which are hidden from them have no forces and no influences. It is certainly agreed that among the Astrologers there are reckoned in the eighth heaven one thousand and twenty-two stars, each of which, since it is larger than the earth, must have a vast force and power: of such stars the Astrologers have either no knowledge or very little, since their judicial art consists almost entirely of the observations of the planets, in which it is engaged and consumed well-nigh wholly. Seneca saw this, with the perspicacity of his genius, and in book 2 of the Natural Questions, chapter 32, elegantly set it forth:12



Quid est aliud, inquit, quod errorem incutiat peritis natalium, quam quod paucis nos syderibus assignant, cum omnia quae supra nos sunt partem sibi nostri vindicent? Submissiora forsitan in nos propius vim suam dirigunt, et ea quae frequentius mota aliter nos, aliter cetera animalia prospiciunt; ceterum, et illa quae aut immota sunt aut propter velocitatem universo mundo parem immotis similia, non extra ius dominiumque nostri sunt. Haec Seneca.
What else is it, he says, that strikes error into the experts in nativities, than that they assign us to a few stars, when all the things that are above us claim a part of us for themselves? The lower ones perhaps direct their force more nearly upon us; and those which, being more frequently moved, look upon us in one way and the other animals in another; but those also which are either unmoved, or, by reason of a velocity equal to the whole world, are like to the unmoved, are not outside the right and dominion over us. Thus Seneca.13



SUPERIORIBUS annis vidimus stellam novam ante illud tempus nunquam in caelo visam, et iudicio Astrologorum in eodem loco ubi stel[lae fixae]...
In recent years we have seen a new star, never before that time seen in the heaven, and (by the judgment of the Astrologers) placed in the very region where the fix[ed stars]...14



...[stel]lae fixae lucent positam: haec cum ad aliquod tempus conspicua fuisset, repente tota ex aspectu nostro discessit et prorsus evanuit. Hanc stellam necesse est vel in caelo esse generatam et postea corruptam (idemque in aliis saepius evenire, longis tamen temporum intervallis, verisimile est), vel esse supra septem planetas alia sydera errantia quae proprios quidem meatus sed nobis tamen ignotos habeant, vel denique quas nos in octavo orbe stellas inerrantes et infixas putamus, eas quoque proprios circuitus et motus agere: de quo addubitasse olim Hypparchum, nobilissimum in Astrologia virum, locuples auctor et testis est Plinius in capite 25 libri secundi. Hipparchus, inquit, nunquam satis laudatus, novam stellam et aliam in aevo suo genitam deprehendit; eiusque motu qua die fulsit ad dubitationem est adductus, anne hoc saepius fieret, moverenturque et ea quas putamus affixas.
...the fixed stars shine: which star, when it had been visible for some time, suddenly departed wholly from our sight and utterly vanished. This star must either have been generated in the heaven and afterward corrupted (and it is likely that the same happens more often in other cases, but at long intervals of time); or there are, above the seven planets, other wandering stars which have indeed their own courses, but to us unknown; or, finally, that those which we think to be fixed and inserted stars in the eighth orb, these too perform their own circuits and motions: of which Hipparchus, a most noble man in Astrology, once doubted, as Pliny is a rich author and witness in chapter 25 of the second book. Hipparchus, he says, never sufficiently praised, detected a new star, and another generated in his own age; and, moved by its motion on the day on which it shone, he was led to doubt whether this happened more often, and whether those also which we think fixed were moved.15



Quid quod permagni ad artem suam referre censent Astrologi convenientiam et discrepantiam quae est inter duos Zodiacos, alterum octavi alterum noni caeli, exploratam habere? quae tamen ipsis nota esse non potest: quippe cum nonum caelum omni stella luceque careat, nec aliud de ipso quam motus, isque ex motu octavi caeli, deprehendi possit. Latet etiam Astrologos quemadmodum isti duo Zodiaci se habuerint in exordio mundi, quod tempus ab origine mundi ad hanc diem exactum certo teneri nequeat: nam ut annorum eius temporis ratio aliqua iniri et numerus colligi possit, dierum tamen et horarum non potest, quorum tamen subtilis et certa computatio isti doctrinae Astrologicae opus est.
What of this, that the Astrologers reckon it of very great importance to their art to have explored the agreement and discrepancy which there is between the two Zodiacs—the one of the eighth, the other of the ninth heaven? which, however, cannot be known to them: since the ninth heaven lacks all star and light, nor can anything of it be detected but its motion, and that from the motion of the eighth heaven. It is also hidden from the Astrologers how those two Zodiacs stood at the beginning of the world, because the time elapsed from the origin of the world to this day cannot be certainly held: for although some reckoning of the years of that time can be entered upon and a number gathered, yet of the days and hours it cannot—of which, nevertheless, a subtle and certain computation is needful to that astrological doctrine.16



IAM vero vix potest sine errore ullo notari et cognosci positus astrorum qui est in eo momento quo quisque nascitur. Etenim difficillimum est vel punctum temporis in quo quispiam oritur, vel in eo ipso puncto aspectum syderum omnium qui tunc viget observare: saepe namque caeli et stellarum aspectum nubila et crassorum vaporum interpositus vel adimunt nobis vel interturbant et infuscant; et, quod caput est, rapidissima caeli vertigo facit ut constellatio prius transvolet quam a nobis proprie annotetur, quippe per singula fere momenta alia et alia caeli facies et identidem diversa astrorum positura existit. Profitentur isti Astrologi se cuiusvis hominis eventa omnia praenunciare posse, dummodo sibi ortus eius certum tempus pernotescat: at eiusmodi tempus subtiliter et proprie, ita nimirum ut opus esset Astrologo, fere nescitur. Nam ut dicatur, exempli causa, Petrum esse natum vigesimo ab hinc anno, die Septembris ultimo, hora noctis decima vel ineunte vel media vel iam exeunte: at momentum illud, vel potius minimum illud tempus quo Petrus alvo matris fusus et in lucem editus est, nec obstetrix nec parentes seu cognati subtilissime annotatum et perspectum habent; qua tamen temporis illius subtilissima observatione et cognitione ad divinandum eget Astrologus.
Now indeed, the position of the stars which is at the moment in which each one is born can scarcely be noted and known without any error. For it is most difficult to observe either the point of time in which someone is born, or, in that very point, the aspect of all the stars which is then in force: for often the interposition of clouds and of thick vapors either takes away from us the aspect of the heaven and the stars, or disturbs and darkens it; and—what is the chief thing—the most rapid whirling of the heaven makes the constellation fly past before it is properly noted by us, since at almost every single moment a different face of the heaven and a different position of the stars exists. These Astrologers profess that they can foretell all the events of anyone's life, provided the certain time of his birth become known to them: but such time, subtly and properly—just as would be needful to the Astrologer—is generally unknown. For though it be said, for example, that Peter was born twenty years ago, on the last day of September, at the tenth hour of the night, whether beginning or middle or already ending: yet that moment, or rather that least span of time, in which Peter was poured forth from his mother's womb and brought forth into the light, neither the midwife nor the parents or kinsfolk have most exactly noted and observed; and yet of that most subtle observation and knowledge of that time the Astrologer has need for his divining.17



Non possum facere ut adscribere hoc loco praetermittam verba Basilii, quibus ipsa haec ratio quam nos strictim attigimus latius ab eo explicatur et acrius urgetur. Sic enim ille homilia 6 super Genesim scriptum reliquit:
I cannot bring myself to omit setting down in this place the words of Basil, by which this very argument, which we have touched briefly, is more fully explained by him and more keenly pressed. For thus he left it written in his sixth homily on Genesis:18



Genethliacae artis inventores, cum in temporis amplo spatio complures figuras suam ipsorum scientiam fugere percepissent, in angustum admodum temporis contraxere mensuras, ut minutissimo quoque et subitaneo articulo (quale est quod Apostolus dicit, In momento temporis, in ictu oculi) plurimum differentiae sit inter nativitatem et nativitatem. Ut is quidem qui hoc in momento genitus est, futurus sit Rex civitatum populorumque princeps, locupletissimus, praepotens; is autem qui natus est temporis sequentis momento, pauper quidam sit futurus, aut mendicus circulator, vel praestigiator, ex ostiis ostia permutans quotidiani consequendi causa victus. Quamobrem eo orbe qui signifer appellatur duodecim in partes diviso, cum in triginta dierum spatio partem sol eius globi transeat duodecimam quam inerrantem appellant, triginta in portiones singulas illas duodecim partes secuerunt; tum singulis portionibus illis in sexaginta minuta divisis, minuta haec singula rursum in alia sexaginta modo simili divisere. Posito igitur enixu eorum qui in lucem eduntur, videamus, obsecro, si hanc exactissimam temporis divisionem Auctores hi sibi valeant conservare. Nam simul atque editus pusio est, mas an femella sit obstetrix explorat; tum vagitum expectat infantis, nimirum indicium vitae eius qui natus recens est. Quot hoc tempore vis sexagesima praeterisse minuta? Dicit obstetrix deinde Chaldaeo partum qui editus est: quot minutissima momenta vis interea dum obstetrix loquitur praetercurrisse? praesertim si forte fortuna fuerit non in conclavi mulierum Chaldaeus ille praesens, sed in aedium atrio aut vestibulo, tempus horamque reponens. Et cum eum qui definiturus est diligenter tempus ac horam, exploratoria nimirum horarum percipere oporteat instrumenta, sive diurna sint sive nocturna: quot minutorum (hoc quoque tempore quaeso) praetervolat praeteritque examen? Compertum enim ea esse stella qua tempus horaque sit exploranda, non solum quanta in parte sit duodecima, sed etiam quam iuxta duodecimam portionem partis, in quotoque minuto sexagesima eorum, in qua subdivisa sunt singula sexagesima illa prima, necesse est. Atque hanc tamen adeo tenuem subtilemque temporis inventionem, quamquam attingere nequeunt, singulis in stellis erratibus faciendam esse necessario dicunt, ut qualem ad caelum adfixas stellas ipsa dispositionem habitudinemve haberent, qualisque ipsarum esset inter sese figura cum in lucem ederetur foetus, compertum sit tandem ac exploratum. Quae cum ita sint, si fieri non potest ut tempus illud exactissime quisquam attingat, variationeque vel brevissimi temporis fit ut tota via penitus aberretur: deridendi profecto non mediocriter esse videntur, tam ii qui studio huius indulserunt artis (quam in ratione rerum nusquam esse constat) quam illi qui hiantes ab illorum ore pendent intenti, perinde quasi omnia illi scire possint quae ipsis sunt eventura. Hactenus sunt quae Basilius eo loco adversus Astrologos disputat.
The inventors of the genethliac art, when over a long space of time they had perceived that very many configurations escaped their own science, contracted the measures of time into a very narrow compass, so that at each smallest and sudden instant (such as that of which the Apostle speaks, In a moment of time, in the twinkling of an eye) there is the greatest difference between one nativity and another. So that he indeed who is born in this moment shall be a King of cities and prince of peoples, most wealthy, most powerful; but he who is born at the moment of the following time shall be some poor man, or a begging mountebank, or a juggler, shifting from door to door for the sake of getting his daily food. Wherefore, that orb which is called the zodiac being divided into twelve parts—since in the space of thirty days the sun passes through the twelfth part of its globe, which they call the fixed part—they cut those twelve parts each into thirty portions; then, those several portions being divided into sixty minutes, they divided each of these minutes again into another sixty in a like manner. Granting, then, the bringing-forth of those who are brought into the light, let us see, I beseech you, whether these Authors can keep up for themselves this most exact division of time. For as soon as the little one is born, the midwife examines whether it is male or female; then she awaits the infant's cry, the sure sign of the life of him who is newly born. How many of the sixties of minutes do you suppose have passed in this time? The midwife then tells the Chaldean of the birth that has occurred: how many of the smallest moments do you suppose have run by meanwhile, while the midwife is speaking?—especially if by chance the Chaldean happens to be present not in the women's chamber, but in the hall or porch of the house, setting down the time and the hour. And since he who is to determine the time and hour diligently must use instruments for exploring the hours, whether they be for day or night: how many of the minutes (in this time too, I ask) does the examination let fly past and slip away? For it must needs be ascertained, by that star by which the time and hour are to be explored, not only in what twelfth part it is, but also how near it is to the twelfth portion of the part, and in what sixtieth of the minutes (into which each of those first sixtieths is subdivided). And yet this so slender and subtle discovery of time, which they cannot reach, they nevertheless necessarily say must be made for each of the wandering stars, so that it may at last be ascertained and explored what disposition or relation they bore to the stars fixed in the heaven, and what figure they had among themselves, when the offspring was brought into the light. Since these things are so, if it is impossible for anyone to reach that time most exactly, and a variation of even the briefest time makes one go utterly astray over the whole course: surely they seem to deserve no slight derision—both those who have given themselves to the study of this art (which, it is agreed, is nowhere in the reason of things), and those who gaping hang intent upon their lips, just as if those men could know all the things that are to befall them. Thus far are the things which Basil in that place disputes against the Astrologers.19
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	The second chapter of the anti-astrology disputation. ↩
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	Marginal gloss: "Isaia 47." Origen (in Eusebius, Praep. ev. 6): the astrologers must concede that the combined effect of diverse aspects cannot be known (how much a benign star lessens a malign aspect's harm, etc.); so whoever tests it finds the nativity-casters err more than they hit the truth. Isaiah 47:13 (‘Let the Astrologers stand and save thee...’) shows even the most diligent Chaldeans cannot foretell what God assigns each nation. ↩
	Many stars are seen dimly or not at all; the astrologers admit they know few and many remain unexplored. How then do they predict from the few they know, when the unknown stars' influxes could hinder or alter the known ones'? There are 1,022 stars in the eighth heaven, each larger than the earth and of vast power, yet the astrologers know little of them (their judicial art rests almost wholly on the planets). Seneca (Nat. quaest. 2.32): ↩
	Seneca, Naturales quaestiones 2.32: astrologers err by assigning us to a few stars, when all the heavenly bodies above us claim a share of us—not only the lower and faster ones, but even the fixed stars are not outside their dominion over us. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "De nova stella quae superioribus annis in caelo visa est." Pererius's eyewitness reference to a new star (the supernova of 1572, ‘Tycho's star,’ in Cassiopeia) seen among the fixed stars. Sentence continues onto the next page (catchword ‘lae fixae’). ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Duplex Zodiacus apud Astrologos." The new star implies either a star generated and corrupted in heaven, or wandering stars beyond the seven planets, or that the ‘fixed’ stars have their own motions—about which Hipparchus once doubted (Pliny, NH 2.25: ‘Hipparchus, never sufficiently praised, detected a new star... and was led to doubt whether even those we think fixed were moved’). ↩
	The astrologers think it crucial to know the agreement/discrepancy of the two Zodiacs (of the eighth and ninth heaven), yet cannot, since the ninth heaven is starless (only its motion, derived from the eighth's, is detectable). Nor can they know how the two stood at the world's beginning, since the exact time from creation is unknown—the years may be reckoned, but not the days and hours, which their art requires. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Quam difficile sit aspectum syderum qui in ortu cuiusque hominis viget annotare." The star-position at the moment of birth can scarcely be known without error: the exact instant is hard to observe (clouds and the heaven's rapid whirling let the constellation fly past). The astrologers claim to predict all if the exact birth-time is known—but it is not: ‘Peter born twenty years ago, last day of September, tenth hour of night’—yet the precise instant of birth neither midwife nor parents noted, though the astrologer needs exactly that. Continues onto the next page (catchword ‘NON’; signature I). ↩
	Marginal gloss: "B. Basilii argumentatio contra Astrologos." Pererius introduces a long quotation from Basil of Caesarea, Homily 6 of the Hexaemeron (On Genesis), which presses the argument about the unobservable moment of birth. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "1 Cor. 15" (the ‘In a moment, in the twinkling of an eye’ allusion = 1 Cor 15:52). Basil, Hexaemeron Homily 6: a sustained ridicule of the casters of nativities (Genethliaci). They subdivide the zodiac into 12 signs, each into 30 portions, each into 60 minutes, each minute into 60 seconds—yet at a real birth the midwife's checking the sex, awaiting the cry, and telling the (possibly distant) Chaldean let countless instants slip past unobserved. Since the exact moment can never be caught and the slightest error wrecks the whole reckoning, both the practitioners and their gaping clients deserve derision. (Catchword ‘Etiam’ leads to the next page.) ↩




Even if the Astrologers held the highest knowledge of celestial things, that they still cannot divine future events is proved by eight arguments. CHAPTER THREE

LatineEnglish


Even if the Astrologers held the highest knowledge of celestial things, that they still cannot divine future events is proved by eight arguments. CHAPTER THREE.1
Etiamsi Astrologi summam rerum caelestium cognitionem tenerent, non posse tamen eos futura divinare, probatur octo rationibus. CAPUT TERTIUM.



SED concedamus Astrologis quod ipsi falso et impudenter sibi arrogant, perfectam videlicet astrorum et caeli scientiam: hanc ipsam nunc contendo non posse certam futurarum rerum praenotionem et divinationem efficere; idque multis et validis rationibus confirmo. PRIMA RATIO. Vera est et trita in scholis illa Philosophorum sententia, Sicut res se habet ad esse, ita quoque se habet ad cognitionem; hoc est, propter quas causas quaeque res fit et est, per eas cognosci debet, si quidem perfectam eius rei scientiam adipisci volumus. Ad generationem autem futurorum effectuum particularium non modo concurrit caelum, sed etiam causa particularis: est enim caelum causa universalis, quo fit ut eius vis et efficientia sit etiam universalis et indeterminata ad producendum quoslibet effectus particulares; determinatur autem vis caeli per causas particulares. Quamobrem verissimum est illud quod dixit Aristoteles, Sol et homo generant hominem. Quin effectus particulares, licet quod attinet ad eorum effectionem et conservationem maxime pendeant ex causis universalibus, tamen quod pertinet ad propriam cuiusque eorum naturam et ad naturales proprietates, tam specificas quam individuales, magis particularem causam quam universalem aemulantur atque imitantur. Cum igitur praeter causas caelestes, ad producendos effectus futuros, opus sit etiam causa particulari efficiente et materia idonee praeparata, quorum si desit alterutrum prorsus nullus futurus est effectus: ex his necessario concluditur ad praenotionem futurorum effectuum caelestium causarum notitiam non esse satis. Atque hoc etiam quotidianis et manifestis experimentis constat. Cernimus enim agricolas eodem tempore et sub eodem syderum aspectu varia seminum genera in terram iacere, ex quibus tamen diversa nascuntur: quae sane diversitas non ad causas caelestes, sed ad diversas tantum species et vires seminum referri potest. Ad hanc eandem sententiam, in libro secundo de Genesi ad litteram cap. 17 ita scribit Augustinus:
BUT let us grant the Astrologers that which they falsely and impudently arrogate to themselves, namely a perfect knowledge of the stars and the heaven: this very thing I now contend cannot produce a certain foreknowledge and divination of future things; and this I confirm by many and strong reasons. FIRST REASON. True and well-worn in the schools is that saying of the Philosophers, As a thing stands toward being, so also it stands toward knowledge; that is, by the causes for which each thing comes to be and is, by those it must be known, if indeed we wish to attain a perfect knowledge of that thing. Now to the generation of particular future effects there concurs not only the heaven, but also a particular cause: for the heaven is a universal cause, whence it comes about that its force and efficacy is also universal and undetermined toward producing any particular effects whatsoever; but the force of the heaven is determined by the particular causes. Wherefore most true is that which Aristotle said, The sun and a man beget a man. Nay, particular effects, although as regards their production and conservation they depend chiefly on universal causes, yet as regards the proper nature of each of them and its natural properties, both specific and individual, imitate and emulate the particular cause rather than the universal. Since therefore, besides the celestial causes, there is need also of a particular efficient cause and of suitably prepared matter for producing future effects—and if either of these be lacking there will be no effect at all—from these things it is necessarily concluded that, for the foreknowledge of future effects, the knowledge of the celestial causes is not enough. And this too is established by daily and manifest experiments. For we see husbandmen at the same time and under the same aspect of the stars cast various kinds of seeds into the earth, from which nevertheless diverse things are born: which diversity surely can be referred not to the celestial causes, but only to the diverse species and forces of the seeds. To this same opinion, in the second book On Genesis according to the Letter, chapter 17, Augustine thus writes:2



Cum multa corpora diversorum generum, vel animantium vel herbarum et arbustorum, uno simul puncto temporis seminentur, unoque puncto temporis innumerabiliter multa nascantur, non tantum diversis sed etiam iisdem terrarum locis, tanta sunt varietates in progressibus, in actibus et passioni[bus eorum]...
When many bodies of diverse kinds—whether of animals, or of herbs and shrubs—are sown at one and the same point of time, and at one point of time innumerably many are born, not only in diverse but even in the same regions of the earth, so great are the varieties in their growths, in their actions, and in their passion[s]...3



...[passioni]bus eorum, ut vere isti (sicut dicitur) perdat sydera si ista considerent. Quid autem insulsius et hebetius quam, cum istis rebus convincuntur, dicere ad solos homines sibi subiiciendos fatalem stellarum pertinere rationem? Sic Augustinus.
...in their passions, so that truly such a man (as the saying goes) would lose the stars if he should consider these things. But what is more tasteless and dull than, when they are confuted by these facts, to say that the fatal reckoning of the stars pertains only to men, as to be made subject to themselves? Thus Augustine.4



Cuius extremum dictum paulo uberius tractat apud Gellium libro 14 capite primo Phauorinus: Si vita, inquit, mortisque hominum rerumque humanarum omnium tempus et ratio et causa in caelo et apud stellas foret, quid de muscis aut vermiculis aut echinis multisque aliis minutissimis terra marisque animantibus dicerent? an ista quoque iisdem quibus homines legibus nascerentur, iisdem ibidem extinguerentur? ut aut ranunculis quoque et culicibus nascendi Fata sint de caelestium syderum motibus attributa; aut si id non putarent, nulla ratio videretur cur ea syderum vis in hominibus valeret, si deficeret in ceteris.
Whose last saying Favorinus treats a little more fully in Gellius, book 14, chapter one: If the time and the reckoning and the cause, he says, of the life and death of men and of all human affairs were in the heaven and among the stars, what would they say of flies, or little worms, or sea-urchins, and many other most minute living creatures of land and sea? Would these too be born by the same laws as men, and in the same way be extinguished there? so that either to frogs also and gnats birth-fates are assigned from the motions of the celestial stars; or, if they should not think this, no reason would appear why that force of the stars should prevail in men, if it failed in the rest.5



SECUNDA RATIO. Si vera esset istiusmodi Astrologorum doctrina, necesse esset Geminos qui uno tempore concepti et nati sunt simillimos omnino fore: quod falsum esse satis perspicuum est; nam ut ceteram eorum dissimilitudinem taceam, evenit nonnunquam ut alter sit mas, alter vero femina. Cicero quidem in altero libro de Divinatione Proclum et Euristhenem reges Lacedaemoniorum fratresque geminos commemorat, quorum tamen et exitus vitae dissimilis et gloria rerum gestarum dispar fuit. Verum, in sacris litteris luculentissimum eius rei habemus exemplum: Iacob enim et Esau eodem concubitu (ut inquit Paulus Rom. 9) sati, eodemque tempore nati, dissimillimis tamen ingeniis, studiis, moribus et eventis fuerunt. Nec vero firmum est illud praesidium in quod refugiunt Astrologi cum hoc argumento urgentur, videlicet brevissimam illam moram quae inter Geminorum ortus intercedit, licet ea nobis perexigua videatur, in caelo tamen, ob eius vastitatem et rapidissimam conversionem, esse admodum insignem magnamque facere variationem. Hoc Nigidius Figulus declarabat exemplo rotae, quam incitatissime contortam, cum bis eodem loco signare atramento vel percutere summa celeritate conatus esset, cessante ipsius rotae circumactione, reperta sunt duo illa loca ab ipso percussa vel signata haud parvo se intervallo disiuncta. Hoc, inquam, praesidium et refugium infirmum est parumque tutum Astrologis. Etenim, licet in ortu Geminorum aliqua fuerit mora, in eorum tamen conceptu prorsus nulla fuit. Deinde, si tam brevi variatur ratio constellationis sub qua quisque nascitur, erit profecto proprium tempus ortus cuiuslibet Astrologis incomprehensibile. Denique, valebit hoc loco adversus Astrologos argumentatio illa Beati Gregorii:
SECOND REASON. If the doctrine of these Astrologers were true, it would be necessary that twins, who are conceived and born at one time, should be altogether most alike: which is clearly enough false; for, to say nothing of the rest of their unlikeness, it sometimes happens that one is male, the other female. Cicero indeed, in the second book On Divination, mentions Procles and Eurysthenes, kings of the Lacedaemonians and twin brothers, whose end of life, however, was unlike, and whose glory of deeds was unequal. But in the sacred writings we have a most brilliant example of the thing: for Jacob and Esau, begotten in one act of union (as Paul says, Romans 9), and born at one time, were nevertheless most unlike in dispositions, pursuits, morals, and fortunes. Nor indeed is that defense firm to which the Astrologers flee when they are pressed by this argument—namely, that the very brief delay which intervenes between the births of twins, although it seems to us very slight, is yet in the heaven, by reason of its vastness and most rapid revolution, very notable and makes a great variation. This Nigidius Figulus declared by the example of a wheel, which, spun about most swiftly, when he had tried at top speed to mark or strike it twice with ink in the same place, then, the wheel's turning having ceased, those two places struck or marked by him were found to be separated by no small interval. This defense, I say, and refuge is weak and not very safe for the Astrologers. For although there was some delay at the birth of the twins, yet in their conception there was none at all. Next, if the reckoning of the constellation under which each is born varies in so brief a time, then surely the proper time of anyone's birth will be incomprehensible to the Astrologers. Finally, that argument of Blessed Gregory will avail in this place against the Astrologers:6



Si propterea Iacob et Esau non censentur nati sub eadem constellatione, quod non simul nati sunt, sed unus post alterum; ob eandem profecto causam iudicandum erit nullum hominum sub eadem constellatione totum nasci, non enim totus simul ex utero procedit, particulatim et membratim:
If for this reason Jacob and Esau are not reckoned to have been born under the same constellation—because they were not born together, but one after the other—then surely for the same reason it must be judged that no man is born whole under the same constellation, for he does not come forth from the womb all at once, but part by part and limb by limb:7



primo enim effert caput, tum collum, deinde pectus, postremo pedes. Iacob enim proxime natus est post Esau manu plantam pedis eius tenens, perinde quasi (sicut inquit Augustinus libr. 2 de Genesi ad litteram capit. 17) unus infans instar duorum vel duplo longior nasceretur.
for first it puts forth the head, then the neck, then the breast, last the feet. For Jacob was born next after Esau, holding with his hand the sole of his foot, just as if (as Augustine says, in book 2 On Genesis according to the Letter, chapter 17) one infant were born in the likeness of two, or twice as long.8



VERUM, hanc rationem admodum diserte Phauorinus adversus Chaldaeos disputans exequutus est. Atqui id velim etiam, inquit, ut respondeant, si tam parvum atque rapidum est momentum temporis in quo homo nascens Fatum accipit, ut in eodem illo puncto sub illo circulo caeli plures simul ad eandem competentiam nasci non queant; et si idcirco Gemini quoque non eadem vitae sorte sunt, quoniam non eodem temporis puncto editi sunt: peto, inquit, respondeant, cursum illum temporis transvolantis qui vix cogitatione animi comprehendi potest, quonam pacto aut consulto assequi queant aut ipsi perspicere et deprehendere, cum in tam praecipiti dierum noctiumque vertigine minima momenta ingentes facere dicant mutationes? Sic Phauorinus.
BUT this argument Favorinus, disputing very eloquently against the Chaldeans, has pursued. And yet this too I would have them answer, he says: if the moment of time in which a man being born receives his Fate is so small and swift that at that same point, under that circle of the heaven, several cannot be born together to the same competence; and if for that reason twins also are not of the same lot of life, because they were not brought forth at the same point of time: I ask, he says, let them answer, by what means, whether by design they can attain, or themselves perceive and detect, that course of fleeting time which can scarcely be comprehended by the thought of the mind—when, in so headlong a whirl of days and nights, they say that the least moments make enormous changes? Thus Favorinus.9



Ipsum hoc argumentum de Geminis diligenter et subtiliter pertractat Augustinus libro quinto de Civitate Dei primis aliquot capitibus, atque in secundo libro de doctrina Christiana capite vigesimosecundo: et vero, maximum facessit negotium Astrologis. Si enim tam brevi temporis momento mutantur omnia, ut non diversa modo sed etiam adversa plerumque eveniant, quis de nato puero possit quicquam certi praedicere, cum illud temporis punctum quo vel conceptus vel natus est, ita uti est, nemini possit esse cognitum? Itaque, et magna in homines vi et potestate pollerent astra, quid ea tamen in singulorum hominum generatione et ortu efficerent incompertum esset nobis: quippe cum aspectus caeli et positus astrorum, qui est tempore quo quisque nascitur, certo deprehendi nequeat; incitatissimus enim caeli et astrorum motus tarditatem nostrae considerationis et observationis praetervolat et antevertit.
This very argument concerning twins Augustine treats carefully and subtly in the fifth book of the City of God, in some of the first chapters, and in the second book On Christian Doctrine, chapter twenty-two: and indeed it makes the greatest trouble for the Astrologers. For if all things are changed in so brief a moment of time that not merely diverse but even contrary things usually come to pass, who can foretell anything certain about a newborn boy, when that point of time at which he was either conceived or born, just as it is, can be known to no one? And so, even though the stars had great force and power over men, yet what they effect in the generation and birth of individual men would be unascertained by us: since the aspect of the heaven and the position of the stars, which is at the time when each one is born, cannot be certainly detected; for the most rapid motion of the heaven and the stars flies past and outstrips the slowness of our consideration and observation.10



TERTIA RATIO. Missos nunc facio Geminos, quorum interruptus partus aliquam praebuit latebram Astrologis: consideremus in praesentia quamplurimos prorsus eodem tempore et in eadem regione eodemque syderum aspectu et positura, ex diversis tamen parentibus progeneratos. De istis non potest astrologus ex observatione syderum non eadem eventa praenunciare, cum simul concepti et nati fuerint et sub eadem constellatione. At longe secus esse quotidiana demonstrat experientia: quam multi enim toto orbe simul et generantur in utero et in lucem eduntur, quorum deinde maxima est ingeniorum, studiorum, morum, religionis, casuum, denique vitae ac mortis eventorum dissimilitudo? Omnium Romanorum qui Cannensi pugna quamplurimi caesi sunt ab Annibale, idem fuit vitae exitus et interitus: quis autem existimet eodem illos omnes stellarum aspectu posituque fuisse natos? Idem dico de tot[...]
THIRD REASON. I now dismiss the twins, whose interrupted birth afforded some hiding-place to the Astrologers: let us for the present consider very many begotten at absolutely the same time, and in the same region, and under the same aspect and position of the stars, yet from different parents. Of these the astrologer cannot, from the observation of the stars, fail to foretell the same events, since they were conceived and born together and under the same constellation. But that it is far otherwise, daily experience demonstrates: for how many throughout the whole world are at the same time both begotten in the womb and brought forth into the light, of whom thereafter there is the greatest unlikeness of dispositions, pursuits, morals, religion, chances, and finally of the events of life and death? Of all the Romans who in very great numbers were slain at the battle of Cannae by Hannibal, there was the same end and destruction of life: but who would suppose that all those were born under the same aspect and position of the stars? I say the same of so many[...]11



de tot millibus Turcarum, qui navali pugna ab hinc octo et decem annos, memorabili ad immortalitatem victoria, a Christiana classe profligati et internecione deleti sunt: quorum omnium eandem fuisse rationem ortus, eandemque in generatione eorum viguisse caeli constellationem, stultum est dicere. An quo tempore natus est Homerus, Hippocrates, Aristoteles et Alexander Magnus, non eodem quoque alios complures natos esse putabimus? at quis illorum similis adhuc extitit? Phauorinus sic argumentationem hanc contexebat:
the same of so many thousands of Turks, who in the naval battle eighteen years ago—by a victory memorable to immortality—were routed by the Christian fleet and destroyed in utter slaughter: of all of whom to say that there was the same reckoning of birth, and that the same constellation of heaven prevailed at their generation, is foolish. Or shall we think that, at the time when Homer, Hippocrates, Aristotle, and Alexander the Great were born, very many others were not born at the same time also? yet which of them has hitherto proved like them? Favorinus wove this argument together thus:12



Quam multi homines utriusque sexus omnium aetatum, diversis stellarum motibus, in vitam editi regionibus sub quibus geniti sunt longe distantibus, omnes tamen isti, aut hiantibus terris, aut labentibus tectis, aut oppidorum expugnationibus, aut eadem in navi fluctu obruti, eodemque genere mortis eodemque ictu temporis intereunt? Quod scilicet nunquam eveniret, si momenta nascendi singulis attributa suas unumquodque leges haberent. Quod si quaedam in hominum morte atque vita, etiam diversis temporibus editorum, per stellarum pares quosdam postea conventus, paria nonnulla et consimilia posse dicuntur obtingere; cur non aliquando possint omnia quoque paria usu venire, ut existant per huiuscemodi stellarum concursiones et similitudines Socrates simul et Antisthenes et Platones multi, genere, forma, ingenio, moribus, vita omni et morte pari? quod nequaquam, inquit, prorsus fieri potest. Non igitur hac causa Chaldaei probe uti queunt adversus hominum impares ortus, interitus pares. Haec Phauorinus.
How many men of both sexes and of all ages, brought into life under diverse motions of the stars, in regions far distant under which they were born—how many of these, nevertheless, perish either by the gaping of the earth, or by falling roofs, or by the stormings of towns, or overwhelmed by the wave in the same ship, by the same kind of death and at the same instant of time? Which surely would never happen, if the moments of birth assigned to individuals each had their own laws. But if in the death and life of men—even of those brought forth at different times—some equal and very similar things are said to be able to befall, through certain later equal conjunctions of the stars; why could not all things also sometimes turn out equal, so that through such concurrences and likenesses of the stars there arise at once a Socrates and an Antisthenes and many Platos, equal in race, form, talent, character, in all of life and in death? which, he says, can by no means happen at all. Not for this cause, therefore, can the Chaldeans rightly avail against the unequal births and equal deaths of men. Thus Favorinus.13



QUARTA RATIO. Bardesanes Syrus, in doctrina rerum caelestium excellenter versatus, in eo dialogo quem rogatu amicorum de Fato et adversus Chaldaeos conscripsit, futilissimas esse astrologorum observationes et raro non ementientes eorum praedictiones, ad hunc fere modum (ut memorat Eusebius libro sexto de Praeparatione evangelica, capite octavo) demonstrabat:
FOURTH REASON. Bardesanes the Syrian, excellently versed in the doctrine of celestial things, in that dialogue which at the request of his friends he composed On Fate and against the Chaldeans, demonstrated that the observations of the astrologers are most futile, and their predictions seldom not lying, in about this manner (as Eusebius records in the sixth book of the Preparation for the Gospel, chapter eight):14



Apud Seras lex est prohibens occidere, fornicari et adorare simulacra: unde in illa regione nullum templum conspicitur, nulla mulier meretrix, nulla adultera, nemo fur, nemo homicida: nec voluntatem alicuius illorum ardentissima stella Martis, in medio caeli constituta, ad caedem hominis coëgit; nec Venus Marti coniuncta ut alienam quispiam solicitaret uxorem potuit efficere. Atqui singulis etiam apud eos diebus in medium caeli Martem pervenire necesse est, et in tanta regione singulis horis nasci homines non est negandum. Apud Indos autem et Bactros multa millia hominum sunt qui Brachmanes appellantur: hi tam traditione patrum quam legibus nec simulacra colunt, nec animatum aliquid comedunt, vinum aut cervisiam nunquam bibunt, ab omni demum malignitate absunt, soli Deo attendentes. At vero ceteri omnes Indi in eadem ipsa regione adulteriis, caede, temulentia, simulacrorum cultu involuuntur: inveniunturque ibi nonnulli, immo vero gens quaedam Indorum est in eodem climate habitans, qui homines venantes atque sacrificantes devorant: nec ulli planetarum quos felices ac bonos appellant a caede[...]
Among the Seres there is a law forbidding to kill, to fornicate, and to worship images: whence in that region no temple is seen, no harlot woman, no adulteress, no thief, no murderer; nor did the most ardent star of Mars, set in mid-heaven, force the will of any of them to the slaying of a man; nor could Venus joined to Mars bring it about that anyone should solicit another's wife. And yet it must needs be that Mars comes to mid-heaven among them too on each several day, and it cannot be denied that in so great a region men are born at every hour. But among the Indians and Bactrians there are many thousands of men who are called Brahmins: these, both by the tradition of their fathers and by their laws, neither worship images, nor eat anything that has had life, never drink wine or beer, and finally are far from all malice, attending to God alone. But indeed all the rest of the Indians in that very same region are wrapped up in adulteries, slaughter, drunkenness, the worship of images: and there are found there some—nay rather there is a certain nation of Indians dwelling in the same climate—who devour men as they hunt and sacrifice: nor do any of the planets which they call fortunate and good, from slaughter[...]15



...[a] caede ac sceleribus istis eos prohibent: nec maligni Brachmanas pellere ad malefaciendum potuerunt. Apud Persas lex erat filias, sorores, matres quoque ipsas in matrimonium ducere; nec in Perside solum, verum etiam quicumque Persarum ad alia climata orbis e patria exiverunt, nefanda haec diligenter matrimonia celebrarunt: quos, aliae gentes hoc scelus abominatae, Magussaeos appellant. Suntque usque ad hodiernum diem in media Aegypto, Phrygia Galatiaque plurimi Magussaei successione patrum eisdem sceleribus contaminati. Nec dicere possumus in terminis et domo Saturni, cum Saturno ipso in nativitatibus omnium, Marte aspiciente Venerem fuisse. Amazones viros non habent, sed tempore veris fines suos egredientes cum vicinis conveniunt. Unde omnes naturali lege eodem tempore pariunt, masculisque interfectis solas feminas alunt, bellicosaeque omnes similiter sunt, magnam exercitationis bellicae curam gerentes. Stultum autem est opinari omnes istiusmodi feminas prorsus iisdem natalitiis astris esse genitas. Fit hoc confirmatius argumento exemploque Iudaeorum, qui ubicumque terrarum et gentium sint nati aut versentur, inviolabili observatione et infantes suos octavo die circumcidunt, et omnem diem sabbathi feriatum festumque religiosissime agunt. Non sunt autem Iudaei omnes sub eadem constellatione procreati, nec eos a patriis legibus et institutis ulla vis et potentia caelestium corporum abstrahere potest. Sed quid dicemus de Christianis? qui innumerabiles toto orbe sparsi idem vitae genus atque doctrinam custodiunt, nec a disciplina quam ipsis Christus Dominus tradidit, vel promissis ullis, vel minis aut suppliciis, vel latum unguem amoveri possunt: an dicturi sunt Christianos omnes eodem astro esse natos? Sed illud maximum est argumentum, qui ante susceptam Christi disciplinam patrias leges et instituta studiosissime acerrimeque tenebant, eos postea factos Christianos, illis desertis abiectisque, longe diversam vitam agere, diversos mores induere, et diversissimam religionem et doctrinam colere. Itaque nec multas Parthi Christiani ducunt uxores, nec Medi canibus mortuos obiiciunt, nec Indi mortuos suos cremant, nec Persae cum sororibus aut cum filiabus nefario matrimonio miscentur, nec Aegyptii Apin aut canem aut hircum aut felem colunt: sed ubicumque sunt, eisdem legibus, moribus et institutis vivunt. Quid plura? singulis horis apud omnes gentes homines nascuntur: ubique autem leges atque mores propter liberam hominis potestatem praevalere videmus. Nec natalitia sydera nolentes Seras ad homicidium compellunt, aut Brachmanas ad esum carnium: nec Persas a sceleratis nuptiis removent: nec Medos prohibent vita defunctos canibus exponere: nec Parthos multas ducere uxores. Singula namque gentes, ut volunt et quando volunt, libertate sua utuntur, legibus moribusque obedientes.
...restrain them from that slaughter and from those crimes: nor could the malign planets drive the Brahmins to do evil. Among the Persians there was a law to take in marriage daughters, sisters, and even mothers themselves; nor in Persia only, but whoever of the Persians went out from their homeland to other climes of the world celebrated these nefarious marriages diligently: whom other nations, abominating this crime, call Magussaeans. And there are to this present day in the midst of Egypt, Phrygia, and Galatia very many Magussaeans, defiled by these same crimes by succession of their fathers. Nor can we say that, in the bounds and house of Saturn, Saturn himself was present at the nativities of all of them, with Mars beholding Venus. The Amazons have no husbands, but, going out from their borders in the season of spring, they come together with their neighbors. Whence all of them by a natural law bring forth at the same time, and, the males being killed, they rear the females alone, and all are alike warlike, taking great care for warlike exercise. But it is foolish to suppose that all such women were begotten under exactly the same natal stars. This is made more confirmed by the argument and example of the Jews, who, wherever in the world and among whatever nations they are born or live, by an inviolable observance both circumcise their infants on the eighth day, and keep every sabbath day as a holiday and feast most religiously. But the Jews are not all procreated under the same constellation, nor can any force or power of the celestial bodies draw them away from their ancestral laws and institutions. But what shall we say of the Christians? who, innumerable, scattered throughout the whole world, keep the same kind of life and doctrine, nor can they be moved a nail's breadth from the discipline which Christ the Lord delivered to them, either by any promises, or by threats or tortures: shall they say that all the Christians were born under the same star? But this is the greatest argument: that those who, before they took up the discipline of Christ, most studiously and keenly held their ancestral laws and institutions, these, afterward made Christians, with those things deserted and cast off, lead a far different life, put on different morals, and cultivate a most different religion and doctrine. And so neither do Parthian Christians take many wives, nor do the Medes throw their dead to dogs, nor do the Indians burn their dead, nor do the Persians mingle in nefarious marriage with sisters or with daughters, nor do the Egyptians worship Apis, or a dog, or a he-goat, or a cat: but wherever they are, they live by the same laws, morals, and institutions. What more? At every hour, among all nations, men are born: but everywhere we see laws and morals prevail, because of the free power of man. Nor do the natal stars compel the Seres, unwilling, to homicide, or the Brahmins to the eating of flesh; nor remove the Persians from their wicked nuptials; nor forbid the Medes to expose the dead to dogs; nor the Parthians to take many wives. For the several nations, as they wish and when they wish, use their own liberty, obedient to their laws and morals.16



Hactenus sunt quae ex disputatione Bardesanis adversus Astrologos commemoranda hoc loco censuimus. QUINTA RATIO. Stante libero arbitrio hominis et immortalitate animi nostri, ars ista nullo modo stare potest; si autem ea stet, illa funditus corruere necesse est: quo intelligere licet qualis istiusmodi ars existimanda sit, quae nisi pessundata et obtrita sublataque nostro[rum]...
Thus far are the things which, from the disputation of Bardesanes against the Astrologers, we have judged worth recording in this place. FIFTH REASON. With the free will of man and the immortality of our soul standing, that art can in no way stand; but if it stands, they must necessarily collapse from the foundation: whereby one may understand what an art of this kind is to be reckoned, which, unless the liberty and immortality of our [souls] be ruined and trampled and taken away[...]17



...[nostro]rum animorum libertate atque immortalitate, nihil progredi nec ullo modo consistere queat. Quod autem, si animus noster immortalis et in agendo liber sit, divinatio astrologica nulla esse possit, his argumentis concluditur. Primo, Astrologi profitentur se futuras hominum actiones eventaque ex suae artis observationibus praesentire et praenuntiare posse; hoc autem falsum est: futura enim quae ex libera hominis voluntate proficisci debent nullo modo possunt esse nota Astrologis. Nam vel cognoscerent futura in se ipsis, quod fieri non potest, quippe quae futura sunt nondum per se actu sunt; quod autem non est, prout non est, non intelligitur, sed prout aliquo modo est, nimirum potestate in suis causis. Nec praenosci queunt futura in ipsorum causis, quae tres sunt: Deus, caelum, voluntas humana. Quae autem ex Dei proposito, consilio et absoluta voluntate eventura sunt, ea nulli mortalium vel ex caelo vel alia quacunque ratione, nisi cui Deus ea voluerit aperire, cognita esse possunt. Quis enim, inquit Scriptura, cognovit sensum Domini? aut quis consiliarius eius fuit? et ut scriptum est in nono capite libri Sapientiae, Quae in prospectu sunt invenimus cum labore; quae autem in caelis sunt quis investigabit? sensum autem tuum quis sciet, nisi tu dederis sapientiam et miseris Spiritum sanctum tuum de altissimis? Ex caelo autem futura quae pendent ex voluntate hominis non possunt cognosci: tum quia caelum est causa universalis, quare futuri effectus particulares non nisi universaliter et indeterminate in caelo contineri et cognosci possunt; tum etiam quia caelum est causa corporalis et materialis, quare animus noster, qui per se incorporeus et expers materiae est liberque in agendo, caeli efficientiae ac operationi directe et necessario minime subiacebit. Voluntas porro humana, quae est proxima causa humanarum actionum respectu futurorum quae ex ipsa proficisci debent, per se indifferens et indeterminata est: multa enim acturi sumus de quibus nihil dum cogitavimus, nedum deliberavimus. Quomodo igitur causa indeterminata et indifferens potest definitam certamque futuri effectus cognitionem parere? Confirmatur hoc: exteriores actiones hominis pendent ex interioribus, ex deliberatione dico et electione; non potest igitur futura hominis actio exterior praenosci, nisi cognita sit futurae voluntatis electio unde illa proficisci debet. At futura hominis electio non potest alteri homini esse cognita; si enim propositum animi et deliberationem quam quis in praesens habet mente conceptam nemo alius scire potest, quanto minus scire poterit consilium, propositum et voluntatem alterius hominis, quae multos post annos futura est?
...by the liberty and immortality of our souls, can in no way advance nor in any way subsist. And that, if our soul is immortal and free in acting, there can be no astrological divination, is concluded by these arguments. First, the Astrologers profess that they can foresee and foretell the future actions and events of men from the observations of their art; but this is false: for the future things which ought to proceed from the free will of man can in no way be known to the Astrologers. For either they would know the future things in themselves, which cannot be, since the things that are future are not yet in act of themselves; and that which is not, in so far as it is not, is not understood, but only in so far as it is in some way, namely in potency in its causes. Nor can future things be foreknown in their causes, which are three: God, the heaven, the human will. But the things which are to come to pass from the purpose, counsel, and absolute will of God can be known to no mortal, either from the heaven or by any other means whatsoever, except to him to whom God shall have willed to reveal them. For who, says the Scripture, has known the mind of the Lord? or who has been his counselor? and as it is written in the ninth chapter of the book of Wisdom, The things that are in sight we find with labor; but the things that are in the heavens, who shall search out? and who shall know thy thought, unless thou give wisdom and send thy Holy Spirit from on high? But from the heaven the future things which depend on the will of man cannot be known: both because the heaven is a universal cause, wherefore future particular effects can be contained and known in the heaven only universally and indeterminately; and also because the heaven is a corporeal and material cause, wherefore our soul, which of itself is incorporeal and devoid of matter and free in acting, will by no means be directly and necessarily subject to the efficacy and operation of the heaven. The human will, moreover, which is the proximate cause of human actions in respect of the future things that ought to proceed from it, is of itself indifferent and indeterminate: for we are about to do many things of which we have as yet thought nothing, much less deliberated. How then can an indeterminate and indifferent cause beget a definite and certain knowledge of a future effect? This is confirmed: the exterior actions of man depend on the interior, on deliberation, I say, and choice; therefore a man's future exterior action cannot be foreknown unless the choice of his future will, whence it ought to proceed, be known. But a man's future choice cannot be known to another man; for if no one else can know the purpose of mind and the deliberation which one presently holds conceived in his mind, how much less will he be able to know the counsel, purpose, and will of another man, which is to be many years hence?18



DEINDE, aut consideratur homo ut vivit et operatur secundum rationem, aut secundum sensum et appetitum: si secundum rationem, sic homo non pendet e caelo, est enim mens et ratio expers materiae et incorporea; nullum autem corpus per se agere potest in id quod[...]
NEXT, man is considered either as he lives and acts according to reason, or according to sense and appetite: if according to reason, thus man does not depend on the heaven, for mind and reason are devoid of matter and incorporeal; but no body can of itself act upon that which[...]19



...[in id] quod est incorporeum. Ratio item libera est, suarumque actionum domina, et suo arbitratu ac voluntate potest ad hoc vel illud agendum seipsa applicare. Nam quamvis vel a caelo, vel ex naturali constitutione et temperatione sui corporis, vel aliunde instigetur ad male agendum, potest ea tamen reniti, et vi sua omnes instinctus, impulsus et irritamenta extrinsecus ei obiecta comprimere et irrita facere: quoniam contra quam incitatur agere. Hoc manifestum fit vel unius Socratis exemplo, qui ex naturali corporis affectione et comparatione et bardus et mulierosus erat; sed eiusmodi vitiosas naturae propensiones adeo animi robore et diligentiae magnitudine emendavit, ut omnium sui temporis prudentissimus et continentissimus sit habitus. Homo autem vivens secundum sensum et appetitum carnalem tam variabilem et incertam viam agit, ut qualis futurus sit nullo modo praedici queat. Quamobrem Salomon (quod est in trigesimo capite libri Proverbiorum) dixit alia quaedam sibi esse cognitu difficilia, illud autem esse prorsus ignotum, qualis sit via adolescentis in adolescentia sua. Est enim ea aetas adeo mollis et flexibilis in omnes partes, adeo vagans et errans per omnia et nulla in re diu perseverans, ut nulla certa ratione modoque regi et duci, sed quocunque impellit cupiditas illuc inconsulte et temere rapi videatur: quo fit ut facilius sit divinare quid acturus sit qui vivit secundum rationem et virtutem, quam quid sit acturus qui rationis et virtutum regula et lege posthabita suas duntaxat cupiditates sectatur. Sicut etiam facilius est divinare quid facturus sit Rex qui secundum rectam rationem iustasque leges imperat, quam quid facturus sit Tyrannus qui omnia pro suo commodo et libidine administrat. Qua ratione igitur Astrologi certa scientia consequi possunt ea quae nihil ratum, firmum, fixumque et certum habent?
...upon that which is incorporeal. Reason, likewise, is free, and the mistress of its own actions, and by its own judgment and will can apply itself to doing this or that. For although it be instigated to do evil, whether by the heaven, or by the natural constitution and temperament of its body, or from elsewhere, it can yet resist, and by its own force suppress and render void all the instincts, impulses, and incitements thrown upon it from without: since it can act contrary to that to which it is incited. This becomes manifest even by the single example of Socrates, who, from the natural affection and composition of his body, was both dull and prone to women; but he so amended such vicious propensities of nature, by the strength of his mind and the greatness of his diligence, that he was held the most prudent and most continent of all in his time. But the man living according to sense and carnal appetite pursues so variable and uncertain a way that what he is to become can in no way be predicted. Wherefore Solomon (which is in the thirtieth chapter of the book of Proverbs) said that certain other things were difficult for him to know, but that this was wholly unknown—what is the way of a young man in his youth. For that age is so soft and flexible in all directions, so wandering and straying through all things and persevering long in nothing, that it seems to be ruled and led by no fixed reason or measure, but to be snatched, inconsiderately and rashly, wherever desire impels it: whence it comes about that it is easier to divine what he will do who lives according to reason and virtue, than what he will do who, the rule and law of reason and the virtues being set aside, follows only his own desires. Just as it is also easier to divine what a King will do who rules according to right reason and just laws, than what a Tyrant will do who administers all things for his own advantage and lust. By what reasoning, then, can the Astrologers attain by certain knowledge those things which have nothing settled, firm, fixed, and certain?20



AD HAEC, aut istud Fatum caeleste et potentia syderum potest ab homine impediri, ita ut effectus eius non eveniat, aut nullo modo impediri potest. Si potest impediri et non evenire: ergo, sicut effectus est incertus, ita praedictio eius certa esse non potest. Si non potest impediri: ergo nullum est liberum arbitrium, et ex eo conficitur animum nostrum esse materialem atque mortalem, utpote syderum potestati necessario subiectum. Nec vero, si ita res haberet, quicquam prodessent hominibus praedictiones Astrologorum: quid enim iuvaret nosse tanto ante futura, si ea nullo modo declinari et caveri possent? quin, ut ego censeo, plus mali quam boni afferrent nobis, quos necesse esset non solum praesentibus malis torqueri, sed etiam tam longinqua et inevitabili eorum expectatione acerbissime cruciari. Probe hoc intellexit Seneca, licet non minorem quam Astrologi syderibus in homines vim et potentiam tribueret: in libro enim 13 Epistolarum, octogesima nona epistola, ita scri[psit]...
BESIDES, either that celestial Fate and power of the stars can be impeded by man, so that its effect does not come to pass, or it can in no way be impeded. If it can be impeded and not come to pass: therefore, just as the effect is uncertain, so its prediction cannot be certain. If it cannot be impeded: therefore there is no free will, and from this it is concluded that our soul is material and mortal, as being necessarily subject to the power of the stars. Nor indeed, if the matter stood thus, would the predictions of the Astrologers profit men anything: for what would it help to know the future so long beforehand, if these things could in no way be turned aside and guarded against? nay, as I judge, they would bring us more of evil than of good, since we should needs be tormented not only by present evils, but also be most bitterly racked by so distant and inevitable an expectation of them. Seneca well understood this, although he attributed to the stars no less force and power over men than the Astrologers do: for in the thirteenth book of the Epistles, the eighty-ninth letter, he wrote thus[...]21



...[scri]psit: Venio nunc ad illum qui caelestium notitia gloriatur. Frigida Saturni quo se se stella receptet, Quos ignis caeli Cyllenius erret in orbes. Hoc scire quid proderit? ut solicitus sim cum Saturnus et Mars ex contrario stabunt, aut cum Mercurius vespertinum faciet occasum vidente Saturno? Potius hoc discam, ubicunque sunt ista, propitia esse nec posse mutari. Agit illa continuus ordo Fatorum, et inevitabilis cursus. Per statas vices remeant, effectus rerum omnium aut movent sydera aut notant: sed sive quicquid eventi faciunt, quid immutabilis rei notitia proficiet? sive significant, quid refert providere quod effugere non possis? scias ista, nescias: fient. Haec Seneca.
...wrote: I come now to that man who glories in the knowledge of celestial things. Into what sign the cold star of Saturn betakes itself, through what orbs the Cyllenian fire wanders. What will it profit to know this? that I should be anxious when Saturn and Mars stand opposed, or when Mercury makes its evening setting while Saturn looks on? Rather let me learn this: that, wherever those stars are, they are propitious and cannot be changed. A continuous order of the Fates drives them, and an inevitable course. They return in fixed turns; they either cause the effects of all things, or they mark them: but whether they bring about whatever happens, what will the knowledge of an unchangeable thing profit? or whether they signify it, what does it matter to foresee what you cannot escape? whether you know these things or do not know them: they will come to pass. Thus Seneca.22



Sed vide quam argute ac philosophice hanc ipsam sententiam brevissimis verbis conclusit Phauorinus:
But see how wittily and philosophically Favorinus concluded this very thought in the briefest words:23



Aut adversa, inquit, eventura dicunt, aut prospera. Si dicunt prospera et fallunt, miser fies frustra expectando. Si adversa dicunt et mentiuntur, miser fies frustra timendo. Si vera respondent, eaque sunt non prospera, iam inde ex animo miser fies antequam e Fato fias. Si felicia promittunt, eaque eventura sunt, tum plane duo erunt incommoda: et expectatio te spe suspensum fatigabit, et futurum gaudii fructum spes tibi iam defloraverit. Nullo igitur pacto utendum est istiusmodi hominibus res futuras praesagientibus. Sic Phauorinus.
Either, he says, they foretell adverse things, or prosperous. If they say prosperous and deceive, you will be made wretched by waiting in vain. If they say adverse and lie, you will be made wretched by fearing in vain. If they answer truly, and the things are not prosperous, you will already be made wretched in your mind before you are made so by Fate. If they promise happy things, and these are to come to pass, then there will plainly be two disadvantages: both expectation will weary you, kept in suspense by hope, and hope will already have deflowered for you the fruit of the future joy. In no way, therefore, are men of this kind, who presage future things, to be employed. Thus Favorinus.24



VERUM, illud maxime arguit praedictionum astrologicarum vanitatem: etenim audent etiam Astrologi praedicere et promittere aliquem futurum, verbi gratia, summum Pontificem. Atqui provectio alicuius ad summum Pontificatum non ex ipsius vel alterius unius hominis voluntate aut potestate pendet, sed ex voluntate atque suffragiis plurimorum Cardinalium, quorum munus est creare summum Pontificem. Quapropter ut certo praenunciari possit Petrum, verbi causa, fore Papam, non satis est nosse compositionem astrorum quae in caelo fuit nascente Petro; sed simul etiam opus esset Astrologo perspectos et cognitos esse omnes syderum positus et constellationes sub quibus nati sunt quorumcumque voluntatum et suffragiorum concursus ad creandum illum Papam futurus est necessarius. Quare, si verum est quod narrat in Augusto Suetonius, Nigidium Figulum, in eiusmodi astrologia nobilissimum apud Romanos, accepta hora partus Augusti observatisque natalitiis eius astris exclamasse Dominum orbis esse natum: profecto existimandum est id eum nec scienter nec certa aliqua ratione, sed temere ac fortuito dixisse, et casu factum esse ut ita contigerit sicut ille praedixerat. Promotio namque Augusti per multos honorum gradus ad summum usque principatum[...]
BUT this most of all proves the vanity of astrological predictions: for the Astrologers dare even to predict and promise that someone will be, for example, Supreme Pontiff. And yet the advancement of anyone to the supreme Pontificate depends not on his own or any one other man's will or power, but on the will and votes of very many Cardinals, whose office it is to create the Supreme Pontiff. Wherefore, that it may be certainly foretold that Peter, for example, will be Pope, it is not enough to know the composition of the stars which was in the heaven when Peter was born; but at the same time it would be necessary for the Astrologer to have examined and known all the positions and constellations of the stars under which were born all those whose concurrence of wills and votes will be necessary for creating that Pope. Wherefore, if what Suetonius relates in his Augustus is true—that Nigidius Figulus, most noted among the Romans in this kind of astrology, when the hour of Augustus's birth had been received and his natal stars observed, exclaimed that the master of the world had been born—it must surely be reckoned that he said it neither knowingly nor by any certain reasoning, but rashly and by chance, and that it happened by accident that it turned out as he had predicted. For the promotion of Augustus, through many degrees of honor up to the supreme principate[...]25



...[ad summum usque principatum] et Monarchiam, ex multorum hominum studio, gratia et opera pendebat, ut ad tantum Augusti dominatum et imperium certo praenoscendum atque praenunciandum solius Augusti generationis et ortus consideratio satis esse nequaquam potuerit. Neque enim natalitia Augusti sydera vim ullam habere potuerunt in eos qui fuere Augusti suffragatores adiutoresque ad consequendum principatum: scilicet multi eorum compluribus annis vel ante vel post Augustum nati fuerant. SEXTA RATIO. Omnis scientia et ars versatur in iis rebus quae aut semper aut certe frequenter ita contingunt ut ab ea doceantur; quae autem extra haec sunt et rarissime accidunt, ea quia nihil habent fixum et certum propterea nullam possunt scientiam vel artem efficere. Cum igitur praedictiones Astrologorum fere sint falsae, nec nisi perquam raro veridicae sint, satis liquet eas non ex arte aliqua et certis observationibus proficisci, sed inscienter et inconsulte ac temere ab illis effutiri. Quamobrem Phauorinus identidem commonebat ut caverent homines ne qua ipsis Chaldaei ad faciendam fidem irreperent, quod viderentur quaedam interdum vera effutire aut spargere:
...and the Monarchy, depended on the zeal, favor, and effort of many men, so that, for so great a dominion and empire of Augustus to be certainly foreknown and foretold, the consideration of Augustus's generation and birth alone could by no means have been enough. For the natal stars of Augustus could have no force over those who were the supporters and helpers of Augustus for attaining the principate: namely, many of them had been born several years either before or after Augustus. SIXTH REASON. Every science and art is occupied with those things which either always, or at least frequently, so come to pass that they may be taught by it; but the things which are outside these and happen most rarely, because they have nothing fixed and certain, can on that account constitute no science or art. Since therefore the predictions of the Astrologers are mostly false, and are truthful only very rarely, it is plain enough that they proceed not from any art and sure observations, but are blabbed by them ignorantly, inconsiderately, and rashly. Wherefore Favorinus repeatedly warned that men should beware lest the Chaldeans by some means creep into their confidence, because they seemed sometimes to blab or scatter some true things:26



Non enim comprehensa, aiebat, neque definita neque percepta dicunt, sed lubrica atque ambagiosa coniectatione nitentes, inter falsa atque vera pedetentim quasi per tenebras ingredientes eunt: et aut multa tentando incidunt repente imprudentes in veritatem, aut ipsorum qui eos consulunt multa credulitate ducente perveniunt callide ad ea quae vera sunt: et idcirco videntur in praeteritis rebus quam futuris veritatem facilius imitari. Ista tamen omnia quae aut temere aut astute vera dicunt, prae ceteris, inquit, quae mentiuntur, pars ea non sit millesima. Haec Phauorinus apud Gellium.
For they speak, he said, things neither grasped, nor defined, nor perceived, but, leaning on slippery and roundabout guesswork, they go advancing step by step, as if through darkness, between false things and true: and either by much trying they suddenly fall, unaware, upon the truth, or, the great credulity of those who consult them leading the way, they cunningly arrive at the things which are true: and for that reason they seem to imitate the truth more easily in past things than in future. Yet all those things which they say truly, whether rashly or cunningly, compared with the others, he says, which they lie about, are not a thousandth part. Thus Favorinus in Gellius.27



Sed audi quid in eandem sententiam libro 2 de Divinatione scriptum sit apud Ciceronem. Quid plura, inquit, quotidie refelluntur Chaldaei? quam multa ego Pompeio, quam multa Crasso, quam multa huic ipsi Caesari a Chaldaeis dicta memini—neminem eorum nisi senectute, nisi domi, nisi cum claritate esse moriturum—ut mihi permirum videatur quenquam extare qui etiam nunc credat iis quorum praedicta quotidie videat re et eventis refelli. Seneca in eo libello cuius inscriptio est Ludus in mortem Claudii Caesaris, initio introducit Mercurium apud Parcas mortem Claudii procurantem; et ut obiter Chaldaeorum illudat vanitati, inter alias rationes quibus conatur Mercurius Parcas inducere ad necem Claudii hanc affert, ne toties videlicet miseri Chaldaei mentiantur: Patere, inquit, Mathematicos aliquando verum dicere, qui illum postquam princeps factus est omnibus annis omnibus mensibus efferunt. Praedicebant enim illi Mathematici Claudium singulis annis et mensibus moriturum: quod etiam nostri temporis Astrologis contingit, a quibus mortes summorum Pontificum in singulos annos atque adeo menses praenuntiari audimus et ridemus. B. Ambrosius libro 4 in Hexameron capite 7:
But hear what was written to the same effect in the second book On Divination in Cicero. What more, he says? the Chaldeans are refuted daily. How many things I remember said by the Chaldeans to Pompey, how many to Crassus, how many to this very Caesar—that none of them would die except in old age, except at home, except in glory—so that it seems to me most strange that anyone still exists who even now believes those whose predictions he sees daily refuted by fact and outcomes. Seneca, in that little book whose title is The Game on the Death of Claudius Caesar, at the beginning brings in Mercury procuring the death of Claudius before the Fates; and, to mock in passing the vanity of the Chaldeans, among the other reasons by which Mercury tries to induce the Fates to the slaying of Claudius, he brings forward this—that the wretched Chaldeans, namely, may not so often lie: Allow, he says, the astrologers at last to speak truth, who, ever since he was made prince, every year, every month, carry him out to burial. For those astrologers used to predict that Claudius would die in each several year and month: which befalls the astrologers of our time also, by whom we hear the deaths of the Supreme Pontiffs foretold for each several year and even month—and we laugh. Saint Ambrose, in the fourth book on the Hexameron, chapter seven:28



Cum, inquit, ante dies paucos esset sermo de pluvia, quae fore utilis diceretur, ait quidam, Ecce Neomenia dabit eam; et quamvis cupidi essemus imbrium, tamen eiusmodi assertiones veras esse nolebam. Denique delectatus sum quod nullus imber offusus est, donec precibus Ecclesiae datus, manifestaret non de initiis Lunae sperandum esse, sed de providentia et misericordia Creato[ris]...
When, he says, a few days before, there was talk of rain, which was said to be going to be useful, a certain man said, Behold, the New Moon will give it; and although we were desirous of showers, yet I did not want assertions of this kind to be true. In short, I was delighted that no rain was poured out, until, granted to the prayers of the Church, it might make manifest that one must hope not from the beginnings of the Moon, but from the providence and mercy of the Creato[r]...29



...of the Creator: by which example both the vanity of that astrology was confuted, and the efficacy of Christian piety and the power of religious prayers was proved in very fact.30
...[Creato]ris: quo exemplo et vanitas istius astrologiae confutata est, et efficacia Christianae pietatis visque religiosarum precum re ipsa comprobata.



ALBUMAZAR, princeps huiusce superstitionis Astrologicae, ex observatione et praeceptis huius artis praedixit Christianam legem duraturam non plus annos mille quadringentos sexaginta: sed bene habet, quod post id temporis, exacti iam anni 128, falsam esse illius praedictionem aperte demonstrat. Abraham Iudaeus praenunciavit ex observationibus astrologicis expectatum a Iudaeis Messiam venturum anno post Domini nostri ortum millesimo quadringentesimo sexagesimoquarto: quod nimirum tum futura esset eadem astrorum compositio quae fuerat olim cum Moses ex Aegypto populum Hebraeum eduxit: cuius praedictionis vanitatem dies ipsa redarguit. Petrus de Aliaco scriptum relinquit, quo anno generale Concilium celebratum est Constantiae ad tollendum schisma quod multos annos afflixerat Ecclesiam, praedixisse Astrologos eius temporis nullam fore in Ecclesia pacem et concordiam, sed habitu caeli et conformatione astrorum praesignificari maximas fore dissensiones, ingenti cum religionis Christianae detrimento et exitio. Atqui per illud Concilium Constantiense diuturnum illud et perniciosum schisma eo anno extinctum est, pace ac tranquillitate Ecclesiae reddita. Qui eventus plane contrarius praedictionibus Astrologorum sane multum movere debuerat Petrum Aliacensem, ut is nullam deinceps isti Astrologiae fidem haberet: praesertim vero cum ipsemet, vel suis deceptus observationibus vel alienis occupatus et circumventus opinionibus, veritus fuerit ne illud tam grave et odiosum schisma brevi Antichristum mundo pareret.
Albumasar, the prince of this astrological superstition, from the observation and precepts of this art predicted that the Christian law would last no more than one thousand four hundred and sixty years: but it is well, that, after that time, 128 years now being completed, it plainly demonstrates his prediction to be false. Abraham the Jew foretold from astrological observations that the Messiah awaited by the Jews would come in the year one thousand four hundred sixty-four after the birth of our Lord: because, namely, there would then be the same composition of the stars which there had been of old, when Moses led the Hebrew people out of Egypt: the vanity of which prediction the very day has refuted. Pierre d'Ailly leaves it in writing that, in the year in which the General Council was held at Constance to take away the schism which had afflicted the Church for many years, the Astrologers of that time predicted that there would be no peace and concord in the Church, but that, by the disposition of the heaven and the configuration of the stars, the greatest dissensions were foresignified, with vast detriment and ruin to the Christian religion. And yet, through that Council of Constance, that long and pernicious schism was extinguished in that very year, peace and tranquillity being restored to the Church. Which outcome, plainly contrary to the predictions of the Astrologers, ought surely to have moved Pierre d'Ailly much, to have no faith thereafter in that astrology: but especially, since he himself—whether deceived by his own observations, or preoccupied and circumvented by others' opinions—had feared that so grave and hateful a schism would shortly bring forth Antichrist into the world.31



Albumazar, istorum Astrologorum coryphaeus, nescio quas Saturni revolutiones dilaudat: affirmat enim, quoties Saturnus denas sui orbis conversiones perfecerit, hoc est expletis annis trecentis, semper magnas quasdam res et admodum insignes evenire. Post Alexandrum enim, inquit, annis trecentis apparuit Arelafor filius Bel, qui Persas contrivit; et proxime post, transactis aliis trecentis annis, apparuit Iesus magister et dux Christianorum. O turpe ἀνιστορησίαν! O incredibilem temporum inscitiam! Nam nec tunc fuit iste filius Bel qui Persas fregerit et afflixerit, et Christus Dominus noster non sexcentis annis post Alexandrum (ut iste mentitur) sed trecentis dumtaxat et viginti annis post Alexandri mortem natus est. Quanquam quis miretur in hoc lapsum Albumazarem, cum tam insigniter erraverit in Ptolomeo Mathematico, quem facit unum de Ptolomaeis Aegypti regibus qui post Alexandrum Magnum Aegyptiis imperarunt? cum in confesso sit nec Ptolomaeum Mathematicum fuisse regem, et cum Hadriano Imperatore floruisse, novissimo Ptolomaeorum Aegypti regum plus centum et sexaginta annis posteriorem.
Albumasar, the coryphaeus of those Astrologers, praises certain revolutions of Saturn (I know not what): for he affirms that, as often as Saturn has completed ten circuits of its orb—that is, three hundred years being completed—always certain great and very notable things come to pass. For three hundred years after Alexander, he says, there appeared Arelafor son of Bel, who crushed the Persians; and next after, three hundred more years having passed, there appeared Jesus, the master and leader of the Christians. O shameful ignorance of history (ἀνιστορησίαν)! O incredible ignorance of the times! For neither was there then that son of Bel who broke and afflicted the Persians, and Christ our Lord was born not six hundred years after Alexander (as this man lies), but only three hundred and twenty years after the death of Alexander. Although, who would wonder at Albumasar's slip in this, when he erred so notably about Ptolemy the Mathematician, whom he makes one of the Ptolemies, kings of Egypt, who ruled the Egyptians after Alexander the Great? when it is in confession that Ptolemy the Mathematician was no king, and flourished under the emperor Hadrian, more than one hundred and sixty years later than the last of the Ptolemy kings of Egypt.32



Iactant item Astrologi nullam fuisse apud homines ullo tempore mutationem legum, nullius Prophetae nobilis adventu, nullam novae relig[ionis]...
The Astrologers likewise boast that there was never among men, at any time, a change of laws, by the coming of any noble Prophet, nor any introduction of a new relig[ion]...33



...[novae] religionis introductionem, nullam magnorum regnorum conversionem, denique nullum insignem et memorabilem casum aut eventum, quin magna aliqua coniunctio syderum, praecipue vero Saturni et Iovis, praecesserit. Haec, inquiunt, constellatio nascentem orbem initiavit; illa praeparavit diluvium; alia Abraham vel Mosem genuit; illa Iesu adventum praenuntiavit; alia Mahumeti legem antecessit: quae quam sint futilia, commentitia et erroris plena, vel uno hoc argumento constare potest.
...introduction of a new religion, nor any conversion of great kingdoms, nor finally any notable and memorable accident or event, but that some great conjunction of the stars—especially, indeed, of Saturn and Jupiter—went before. This constellation, they say, inaugurated the nascent world; that one prepared the flood; another begot Abraham or Moses; that one foretold the coming of Jesus; another preceded the law of Mahomet: which things, how futile, fabricated, and full of error they are, can be established even by this one argument.34



PETRUS Aliacensis, istiusmodi figmentis stultissime credens ac vanissime gaudens, in libro suo de Concordia historiae et astrologiae, ad id quod ex sensu Astrologorum proxime docuimus probandum, hoc quasi fundamentum supponit: Ab initio mundi usque ad diluvium fluxisse annos bis mille ducentos quadraginta duos; a diluvio autem ad Christi Domini adventum et ortum, ter mille centum et duos annos. Hoc posito, probare nititur quicquid in orbe terrarum valde memorandum et insigne quodcumque tempore acciderit, eodem tempore magnam aliquam constellationem in caelo apparuisse. At enimvero, cum perspicue falsa sit computatio annorum qua velut fundamento illorum ratio et doctrina fulcitur, nonne consequens est quae ducuntur et pendent ex illa computatione esse falsa? Etenim ab Adamo ad diluvium non plus mille sexcentos quinquaginta sex annos praeteriisse constat ex sacris litteris, pauciores nempe quam illi numerant annis prope sexcentis: quo fit ut constellationem quam aiunt isti fuisse in exordio mundi sexcentis annis mundum praecessisse necesse sit. Deinde, tempus quod inter diluvium interfuit et Christi Domini adventum, ne numerum quidem bis mille quadringentorum annorum implevit. Ex quo efficitur ut coniunctio astrorum quam aiunt ducentis annis antegressam diluvium, non nisi sexcentis octoginta quattuor annis post diluvium potuerit existere.
Pierre d'Ailly, most foolishly believing and most vainly rejoicing in such fictions, in his book On the Concord of History and Astrology, for proving that which we have just now taught from the sense of the Astrologers, lays down this as a kind of foundation: that from the beginning of the world up to the flood there flowed two thousand two hundred forty-two years; but from the flood to the coming and birth of Christ the Lord, three thousand one hundred and two years. This being laid down, he strives to prove that whatever very memorable and notable thing happened anywhere on earth at any time, at that same time some great constellation appeared in the heaven. But in truth, since the computation of years on which, as on a foundation, their reasoning and doctrine is propped up, is plainly false, is it not consequent that the things drawn and depending from that computation are false? For from Adam to the flood it is established from the sacred writings that no more than one thousand six hundred fifty-six years passed—fewer, namely, than they reckon by nearly six hundred years: whence it comes about that the constellation which these men say was at the beginning of the world must have preceded the world by six hundred years. Next, the time which intervened between the flood and the coming of Christ the Lord did not even fill the number of two thousand four hundred years. From which it is effected that the conjunction of the stars which they say preceded the flood by two hundred years could have existed only six hundred eighty-four years after the flood.35



Praeterea dicunt quartam coniunctionem maximam fuisse annis nongentis quadraginta duobus post diluvium, sexdecim nimirum annis ante natum Abraham: quem tamen liquet ex sacra Chronologia ducentis nonaginta duobus annis natum esse post diluvium: quare necesse est quartam illam coniunctionem sexcentis triginta annis post Abrahae ortum contigisse. Ad haec, notarunt illi sextam coniunctionem magnam ducentos vigintiquinque annos fuisse ante Christum, nimirum falso: nituntur enim supradicta computatione annorum a diluvio ad Christi adventum, quam nos mendosam esse ostendimus; quin si veram sequamur Chronologiam, necesse esset sextam illam coniunctionem sexcentis ferme annis post Christi Domini ortum contigisse. Postremo, quam fuerit Petrus Aliacensis verae Christianae Chronographiae rudis et prorsus expers, vel hoc uno indicio manifestum esse potest: affirmat anno ab ortu Christi septingentesimo, ad quod[...]
Besides, they say the fourth great conjunction was nine hundred forty-two years after the flood, namely sixteen years before Abraham was born: whom, however, it is clear from the sacred Chronology was born two hundred ninety-two years after the flood: wherefore it is necessary that that fourth conjunction happened six hundred thirty years after the birth of Abraham. To these things, they noted the sixth great conjunction to have been two hundred twenty-five years before Christ—falsely, of course: for they rely on the aforesaid computation of years from the flood to the coming of Christ, which we have shown to be faulty; nay, if we follow the true Chronology, it would be necessary that that sixth conjunction happened nearly six hundred years after the birth of Christ the Lord. Lastly, how rude and utterly inexperienced Pierre d'Ailly was in true Christian Chronography can be made manifest even by this one indication: he affirms that in the seven hundredth year from the birth of Christ, at which[...]36



...[ad quod] tempus septimam coniunctionem magnam refert, natam esse in Ecclesia pestem Haereticorum, maxime vero eam quae fuit Arrianorum: quorum tamen haeresis circa annum Domini trecentesimum exorta, ante sexcentesimum extincta est. Quid igitur tam multas istorum praedictiones nixas mendacissimis Chronologis inanes et mendaces esse dubitet? SED quid ego falsarum praedictionum exempla colligo, quorum plena est et Historia omnium temporum et referta vita communis? Equidem reor, quam difficile est praedictiones aliquas Astrologorum de futuris rerum humanarum eventis (etiam casu ac fortuito) veras invenire, tam facile reperiri posse innumera eorum praedicta perspicue falsa et rebus ipsis eventisque confutata. Scite dixit Cato, mirari se quod non rideret Aruspex Aruspicem cum vidisset: quota enim quaeque res evenit praedicta ab his? aut si evenit quidpiam, quid afferri potest cur non casu id evenerit? Quod de Aruspicibus Cato dixit, id profecto perquam belle quadrat in astrologos: ut mirum videri debeat, cum mendaci homini ne verum quidem dicenti credere soleamus, quo modo illis, si vel unum eorum praedictum verum evasit, simpliciter credamus, et non ex multis potius falsis uni fidem derogemus, quam ex uno quod casu verum evenit velimus innumerabilia falsa confirmare.
...to which time he refers the seventh great conjunction, [saying] that there was born in the Church a plague of Heretics, but especially that which was of the Arians: whose heresy, however, having arisen about the three hundredth year of the Lord, was extinguished before the six hundredth. Who therefore would doubt that so many of these men's predictions, propped on most lying chronologies, are empty and false? But why do I gather examples of false predictions, of which both the History of all ages is full and common life is crammed? Indeed I think that, as difficult as it is to find any predictions of the Astrologers about the future events of human affairs true—even by chance and accident—so easy is it to find innumerable of their predictions plainly false and confuted by the very facts and outcomes. Cato wittily said that he wondered the soothsayer did not laugh when he had seen another soothsayer: for how few of the things predicted by these men come to pass? or if anything does happen, what can be brought forward why it did not happen by chance? What Cato said of the soothsayers fits the astrologers most aptly: so that it ought to seem strange, since we are not wont to believe a lying man even when he tells the truth, how we should simply believe them, if even one of their predictions has turned out true—and should not rather deny credit to the one on account of the many false ones, than wish to confirm innumerable falsehoods by the one that turned out true by chance.37



Verum dicet aliquis Astrologos nonnunquam esse veridicos, et ea praedicere quae rei confirmet eventus. Praedicunt sane, sed inconsulte, inscienter, temere: quis enim est qui totam diem iaculans non aliquando collimet? Verissime dici potest de Astrologis quod olim dixit quidam de oraculis Apollinis, quae vera fuissent memoria teneri et praedicari, quae autem falsa, neminem recordari aut taceri ab omnibus: nam qui veritatem illorum oraculorum defendebant, pauca quaedam vera crebro sermone usurpabant, pleraque falsa silentio premebant; qui autem omnia contemnebant, nec vera nec falsa curabant. Sed causas cur praedicta Chaldaeorum saepe vera esse videantur, extrema hac disputatione aperiemus. SEPTIMA RATIO. Si haec divinatrix Astrologia vera esset et certa, sine dubitatione ulla pars esset Philosophiae omnium nobilissima et hominibus optatissima atque honoratissima: tum propter materiae quam tractat (caelum dico et sydera) dignitatem atque praestantiam, tum propter futurarum rerum, potissime autem vitae hominum et mortis et casuum et eventorum praenotionem; quas res noscendi avidissimi sunt et curiosissimi mortales. At cum ea doctrina omni tempore a praestantissimis quibusque Philosophis, quinetiam Astrologis, contempta, derisa et damnata fuerit: maximum profecto argumentum est eam futilem et inanem et ab omni ratione, fide ac probitate vacuam ab illis esse iudicatam. Xenophon, in libro de dictis Socratis (quod etiam refert Eusebius libro[...]
But someone will say that the Astrologers are sometimes truthful, and predict things which the outcome of the matter confirms. They predict, certainly, but inconsiderately, ignorantly, rashly: for who is there that, hurling all day long, does not sometimes hit the mark? It can be most truly said of the Astrologers what someone once said of the oracles of Apollo: that the ones which had been true were held in memory and proclaimed, but the false ones no one remembered, or they were passed over in silence by all: for those who defended the truth of those oracles harped in frequent talk on the few true ones, and pressed down the many false ones in silence; while those who despised them all cared neither for the true nor the false. But the causes why the predictions of the Chaldeans often seem to be true, we shall disclose at the end of this disputation. SEVENTH REASON. If this divinatory Astrology were true and certain, it would without any doubt be the noblest part of all Philosophy, and the most desired and most honored by men: both on account of the dignity and excellence of the subject which it treats (the heaven, I mean, and the stars), and on account of the foreknowledge of future things—but especially of the life and death and chances and events of men; things which mortals are most eager and curious to know. But since that doctrine has, in every age, been despised, derided, and condemned by all the most excellent Philosophers—nay, even by Astrologers—it is surely the greatest argument that it has been judged by them futile and empty, and void of all reason, faith, and honesty. Xenophon, in his book on the sayings of Socrates (which Eusebius also reports in book[...]38



...[Eusebius] libro decimoquarto de Praeparatione Evangelica capite quarto, tradit Socratem dicere solitum cognitionem futurarum rerum quae in potestate Dei sunt non esse hominibus procurandam: neque enim posse homines eas res cognoscere, nec Deo gratum esse si, quae ille occultavit, ea mortales velint nimis studiose curioseque rimari. Pythagoras, Democritus et Plato, longissimis peregrinationibus susceptis, Persarum magos, sapientes Chaldaeorum Aegyptiorumque sacerdotes adierunt, a quibus occultiora quaedam vel ad disciplinas Mathematicas vel ad religionem cultumque Deorum pertinentia cognoverunt: divinatricem autem Astrologiam vel discere ab illis neglexerunt, vel si eam quoque didicerunt, certe nunquam ea usos esse ipsos ex eorum scriptis manifeste perspicitur. ARISTOTELES, qui vir et quantus? quam solers, quam subtilis et copiosus in doctrina rerum Caelestium? quam, cum aliquot libris diligenter explicuerit, nusquam tamen de istiusmodi Astrologia verbum ullum fecit. Cum autem in libris Meteororum et de Partibus atque Generatione animalium, praesertim autem in libro Problematum, multarum rerum obscurarum et admirabilium causas perquirat, ad nullius quaestionis enodationem vel admirandi cuiusquam effectus explicationem istius Astrologiae opera et praesidio est usus. Quin, multa sunt in eius scriptis quae istam Astrologorum doctrinam omnino convellant, veluti est illud:
...[Eusebius] in the fourteenth book of the Preparation for the Gospel, chapter four, relates that Socrates was wont to say that the knowledge of future things which are in the power of God is not to be procured by men: for men cannot know those things, nor is it pleasing to God if mortals wish too studiously and curiously to pry into the things which He has hidden. Pythagoras, Democritus, and Plato, having undertaken very long travels, went to the Magi of the Persians, the wise men of the Chaldeans, and the priests of the Egyptians, from whom they learned certain more hidden things pertaining either to the Mathematical disciplines or to the religion and worship of the Gods: but divinatory Astrology they either neglected to learn from them, or, if they did learn it also, it is clearly seen from their writings that they certainly never used it. Aristotle—what a man, and how great! how skillful, how subtle and copious in the doctrine of Celestial things!—how, although he expounded these diligently in several books, yet nowhere made any mention at all of astrology of this kind. And although in the books of the Meteorologica, and On the Parts and Generation of Animals, but especially in the book of Problems, he investigates the causes of many obscure and wonderful things, for the unraveling of no question or the explanation of any wonderful effect did he use the help and aid of this Astrology. Nay, there are many things in his writings which wholly overthrow that doctrine of the Astrologers, such as this:39



futurorum contingentium non esse certam et definitam veritatem; quae per accidens quaeque raro vel ad utrumlibet contingunt non posse scientia comprehendi; versari in rebus humanis casum et fortunam quae fugiant certam hominis intelligentiam; particularium et corruptibilium effectuum causas proximas et proprias esse particulares atque corruptibiles, ob idque ad perfectam eorum cognitionem non satis esse caelestes et universales causas contemplari; caelum non aliter agere in ea quae sunt infra lunam nisi per motum et lumen. Nec usquam fere indicavit Aristoteles, praeter solem et lunam, vim et efficientiam aliorum syderum. Illud quoque docuit decretis Astrologorum valde contrarium: caelestia signa etiam corporeorum et sensibilium effectuum per alias causas averti et impediri posse. CICERO libro secundo de Divinatione laudat Eudoxum, aetate Platonis et Aristotelis Principem Astrologorum; item Panaetium Stoicum, Archelaum etiam et Cassandrum ac Scylacem Halicarnasseum, Astrologorum sui temporis nobilissimos, qui totam hanc rationem Astrologiae repudiarunt. Avicenna, qui post Hippocratem et Galenum Principatum Medicinae obtinet, libro ultimo primae Philosophiae negat Astrologis esse credendum in divinatione futurorum, quia ipse nec puncta caelestia[...]
that there is no certain and determinate truth of future contingents; that the things which happen by accident, and which happen rarely or in either of two ways, cannot be grasped by science; that chance and fortune are at work in human affairs, which escape the certain understanding of man; that the proximate and proper causes of particular and corruptible effects are themselves particular and corruptible, and that on that account, for the perfect knowledge of them, it is not enough to contemplate the celestial and universal causes; that the heaven acts upon the things which are beneath the moon in no other way than by motion and light. Nor did Aristotle almost anywhere indicate, besides the sun and the moon, the force and efficacy of the other stars. He also taught this, very contrary to the tenets of the Astrologers: that the celestial signs even of corporeal and sensible effects can be averted and impeded by other causes. Cicero, in the second book On Divination, praises Eudoxus, in the age of Plato and Aristotle the Prince of Astrologers; likewise Panaetius the Stoic, and Archelaus too, and Cassander and Scylax of Halicarnassus, the most noted astrologers of their time, who repudiated this whole scheme of Astrology. Avicenna, who after Hippocrates and Galen holds the Princedom of Medicine, in the last book of the First Philosophy denies that the Astrologers are to be believed in the divination of future things, because they neither hold the celestial points[...]40



...[puncta] caelestia teneant, neque naturas rerum inferiorum plane necessarias ad faciendum iudicium de rebus futuris perspectas habeant, neque nitantur demonstrationibus sed probationibus oratoriis et poëticis. Ptolemaeus, quem isti huius artis principem et ducem sequi se dicunt, in libro primo de Iudiciis cap. 3, Non est, inquit, putandum omnia a supernis causis directo derivari necessitate quadam inviolabili, ut nulla alia vis, quin ita operentur, obsistere valeat. Idem tractatu suo quem vulgo appellant Centiloquium, hoc est centum sententiarum, prima eius sententia sic habet, Soli nomine divino afflati praedicunt futura particularia. Quinta vero sententia huiusmodi est, Potest is qui sciens est multos stellarum effectus avertere quando naturam earum noverit, ac seipsum ante illorum eventum rite praeparaverit: unde manavit illa multorum sermonibus trita sententia, Sapiens dominabitur astris. Porphyrius in libro de Oraculis confessus est exquisitam rerum futurarum scientiam ex inspectione syderum non mortalibus modo, sed multis etiam deorum esse incomprehensibilem. Idem in vita Plotini scribit eum, cum in ista Astrologia satis multum temporis, studii et operae posuisset, deprehendisse tandem Astrologorum iudiciis et divinationi futurarum rerum non esse credendum; eamque divinationem tum sermonibus, tum scriptis confutavisse: quod manifestum est cuivis legenti eius libros de Fato et Providentia, maxime vero eum qui inscriptus est, An stellae aliquid agant.
...the celestial points, nor have a clear view of the natures of the inferior things, fully necessary for making a judgment about future matters; nor do they rely on demonstrations, but on oratorical and poetical proofs. Ptolemy, whom these men say they follow as the prince and leader of this art, in the first book On Judgments, chapter 3, says: One must not think that all things are derived directly from the higher causes by a certain inviolable necessity, such that no other force is able to resist their so operating. The same man, in his treatise which they commonly call the Centiloquium—that is, of a hundred sayings—his first saying runs thus: Only those inspired by a divine name foretell particular future things. And the fifth saying is of this kind: He who is knowing can avert many effects of the stars when he has known their nature, and has duly prepared himself before their event: whence flowed that saying worn smooth in the talk of many, The wise man will rule the stars. Porphyry, in his book On Oracles, confessed that exact knowledge of future things from the inspection of the stars is incomprehensible not only to mortals, but even to many of the gods. The same man, in the Life of Plotinus, writes that Plotinus, when he had spent a good deal of time, study, and labor on this Astrology, at last discovered that the judgments and divination of future things of the Astrologers are not to be believed; and that he confuted that divination both in speech and in writings: which is manifest to anyone reading his books On Fate and Providence, but especially that one which is entitled, Whether the Stars Do Anything.41



Si haec porro Astrologia vera esset et certa, plurimum sane adiumenti afferret provisione futurorum ad bene regendam et administrandam rempublicam, ob eamque causam magno in honore et gloria fuissent Astrologi apud Reges et rerum publicarum Principes: at contra prorsus evenit. Nam severissimis multorum Principum decretis et edictis explosam et damnatam et gravissimis suppliciis addictam eam artem invenimus. Quoties Astrologi seu Chaldaei Roma eiecti sunt principe Diocletiano, Constantino, Theodosio, Valentiniano, praesertim autem Iustiniano! quibus huius artis studium et exercitatio non solum ut inanis et veritatis expers iudicata est, sed etiam ut civitatibus et societati hominum noxia et pestilens semper visa est detestabilis. Sed quid attinet in re manifesta, quae turbam testium non desiderat, longiorem orationem ponere? Audeo dicere, post hominum memoriam vix fuisse quemquam ullo tempore vel magnitudine ingenii, vel praestantia doctrinae, vel pru[dentiae civilis excellentia]...
If, further, this Astrology were true and certain, it would surely bring very much help, by the provision of future things, toward well ruling and administering the commonwealth, and for that reason the Astrologers would have been in great honor and glory among Kings and the Princes of commonwealths: but quite the contrary has happened. For we find that art exploded and condemned by the severest decrees and edicts of many Princes, and subjected to the gravest punishments. How often were the Astrologers, or Chaldeans, cast out of Rome under the prince Diocletian, Constantine, Theodosius, Valentinian, but especially Justinian! by whom the study and practice of this art was not only judged empty and void of truth, but was even always seen as detestable, as harmful and pestilent to cities and to the society of men. But what need is there, in a manifest matter which requires no crowd of witnesses, to set down a longer speech? I dare to say that, within the memory of men, there has scarcely been anyone at any time, whether by greatness of genius, or excellence of learning, or pru[dence...]42



...[pru]dentiae civilis excellentia, vel eximia morum integritate, vel denique insigni aliquo nobilem ac memorabilem virum, qui natalitia Chaldaeorum praedicta non quasi meras nugas et quisquilias flocci fecerit penitusque contempserit. Vulgus modo stolidum, ad intelligendum hebes, infirmum ad iudicandum, facile credulum, et nova miraque audiendi et noscendi curiosum, istis nugatoribus et aures et fidem libenter adhibet. Gaudent etiam hisce commentis levissima quaedam ingenia, lucri magis quam veritatis cupida, in republica litterarum turbulenta ac seditiosa, et sapientiae optimatibus semper infensa, rerumque utilium et aliis notarum fastidiosa, novarum autem et ignotarum atque adeo etiam incomprehensibilium avidissima: denique quibus non tam cordi et curae est vera nosse, quam videri vulgo ea ipsos scire quae summi philosophiae antistites nescire se confitentur. Hanc rationem egregio sancti Ambrosii dicto concludam. Ita scribit Ambrosius libr. 4 in Hexameron capit. 4:
...by excellence of civil prudence, or by remarkable integrity of morals, or finally by some notable distinction—a noble and memorable man, who did not count the predicted nativities of the Chaldeans as mere trifles and refuse, and utterly despise them. Only the stupid crowd—dull of understanding, weak in judging, easily credulous, and curious to hear and learn new and marvelous things—willingly lends both its ears and its faith to those triflers. Certain very light minds too delight in these fictions—minds greedy of gain rather than of truth, turbulent and seditious in the commonwealth of letters, always hostile to the nobles of wisdom, fastidious of useful things and of things known to others, but most avid of new and unknown things, and even of incomprehensible ones: minds, in short, to which it is not so much at heart and a care to know true things, as to seem to the crowd to know themselves those things which the highest masters of philosophy confess that they do not know. I shall conclude this argument with an excellent saying of Saint Ambrose. Thus writes Ambrose, in the fourth book on the Hexameron, chapter 4:43



Sapientia Chaldaeorum telae araneae comparatur, in quam si culex aut musca inciderit, exuere se non potest. Si vero validiorum animantium ullum genus incurrisse visum est, pertransivit et casses rupit, infirmos atque inanes laqueos dissipavit. Talia sunt retia Chaldaeorum, ut in his infirmi haereant, validiores sensu offensionem habere non possint. Itaque vos qui validiores estis, cum videritis mathematicos, dicite, Telam araneae texunt, quae nec usum aliquem potest habere nec vincula, si tu non quasi culex aut musca lapsu tuae infirmitatis incurras, sed quasi passer aut columba casses invalidos praepetis volatus celeritate dissolvas.
The wisdom of the Chaldeans is compared to a spider's web, into which, if a gnat or a fly has fallen, it cannot extricate itself. But if any kind of stronger living creature has been seen to run into it, it has passed through and broken the toils, and scattered the weak and empty snares. Such are the nets of the Chaldeans, that in them the weak stick fast, while the stronger in mind can take no hurt. And so you, who are stronger, when you have seen the mathematicians, say: They weave a spider's web, which can have neither any use nor any binding-force—unless you, like a gnat or a fly, by the slip of your own weakness run into it; but, like a sparrow or a dove, by the swiftness of your soaring flight you dissolve their feeble snares.44



OCTAVA RATIO. Fundamenta et firmamenta huius artis aut nulla sunt aut certe infirmissima et fragilissima: haec igitur ars nulla ratione firma et stabili utitur ad divinandum; quamobrem nullam quoque apud homines auctoritatem, fidem ac probabilitatem habere debet. Primum fundamentum istius doctrinae est astra habere qualitates omnes elementorum: partim enim esse frigida, partim humida et sicca, si non formaliter saltem virtualiter, hoc est si non actu saltem effectu, si non in se habendo eas qualitates certe habendo facultates earum qualitatum effectrices: Saturnum aiunt esse frigidum, Martem siccum, Lunam humidam. Verum hoc et ratio confutat et experientia. Ratio quidem, quoniam sicut astra omnia sunt lucida et ex se lucem fundunt, ita quoque calida esse omnia et calefacere necesse est: lux enim, non sicut omnis per se calefacit, ita frigefacere aut per se humectare vel exsiccare potest. Stemus decretis Astrologorum aientium, ut Lunam, itidem cetera sydera a sole mutuata fulgere. Si igitur omnium astrorum una est eademque lucis origo et ratio, qui potest esse tam multiplex, dissimilis atque discrepans ratio et potestas agendi? Experientia item hoc ipsum redarguit: in plenilunio enim, cum est lumen Lunae plenissimum, noctes quoque (Aristotele et experientia teste) calidiores existunt. Sed Astrologi praeter lucem alias in caelo et syderibus vires atque facultates, et a luce et inter se multum diversas, mirandorumque operum causas, quas influentias appellant, commenti sunt. Novitium sane inventum, nulli veterum vel philosophorum vel Astrologorum unquam probatum, ac si licet ex eorum scriptis coniecturam facere, ne notum quidem illis. Postquam vero a recentioribus Astrologis influentiae inventae et palam probatae, ab aliis quoque doce[ri]...
EIGHTH REASON. The foundations and supports of this art are either none, or certainly most weak and fragile: this art, therefore, uses no firm and stable reasoning for divining; wherefore it ought also to have no authority, faith, or probability among men. The first foundation of that doctrine is that the stars have all the qualities of the elements: for some, they say, are cold, some humid and dry—if not formally, at least virtually; that is, if not in act, at least in effect; if not by having those qualities in themselves, certainly by having the faculties productive of those qualities: they say Saturn is cold, Mars dry, the Moon humid. But both reason and experience confute this. Reason, indeed, because, just as all the stars are luminous and pour out light from themselves, so it is also necessary that they all be hot and heat-giving: for light, just as all of it heats of itself, cannot in the same way cool, or of itself moisten or dry. Let us stand by the tenets of the Astrologers, who say that the other stars, like the Moon, shine with light borrowed from the sun. If, then, the origin and principle of the light of all the stars is one and the same, how can the principle and power of acting be so manifold, dissimilar, and discrepant? Experience too refutes this very thing: for at the full moon, when the light of the Moon is fullest, the nights also (by the witness of Aristotle and of experience) turn out warmer. But the Astrologers have invented, besides light, other forces and faculties in the heaven and the stars—much diverse both from light and among themselves—and causes of wondrous works, which they call influences. A novel invention indeed, never approved by any of the ancient philosophers or Astrologers, and—if one may make a conjecture from their writings—not even known to them. But after influences had been invented and openly maintained by the more recent Astrologers, by others too they are taug[ht]...45



...[doce]ri et defendi coeptae sunt, qui ex Lycaeo paulo gravior et probatior Philosophus non eas repudiavit atque damnavit? Festive quidam Asylum ignorantiae eas appellavit: ad influentias enim quasi ad unicum perfugium sese recipiunt, et hanc se in latebram coniiciunt quicumque mirabilium effectuum proprias et naturales causas (vulgaribus ingeniis nec in philosophia exercitatis occultas) solerter investigare ac reperire non possunt. Et vero, si admittuntur influentiae, vix dici potest quantopere debilitetur robur Philosophiae, deteratur eius dignitas, auctoritas elevetur, minuatur existimatio, denique studium eius apud homines cultusque languescat. Quid enim attinet in occultis rerum causis perquirendis et eruendis praeclara ingenia Philosophorum tanto studio et conatu laborare, cum in proclivi sit cuiuslibet effectus ex caelestibus influentiis rationem petere et afferre? quis enim effectus est, cuius naturalis et vera causa paulo obscurior et abstrusior est, quem non per istiusmodi influentias nullo negocio liceat explicare? Cur magnes ferrum ad se rapit? confestim respondebitur, quia propria eius influentia caelestis eam illi virtutem indidit. Unde Remora tantulus piscis vim habet sistendi incitatissimum navigium? in promptu est responsio, nimirum a caelesti quadam influentia, quae tanta pisciculum illum vi ac potestate roboravit. Quid moror? nullum erit problema, nihil in natura rerum adeo reconditum et ab intelligentia nostra remotum, denique nihil de his quorum pervestigatio summorum Philosophorum ingenia fatigavit et torsit, quod non quivis e circulo Astrologorum indoctorum hominum uno verbo (scilicet per istas influentias) expedire queat.
...began to be taught and defended, what graver and more approved Philosopher from the Lyceum did not repudiate and condemn them? Someone wittily called them the Asylum of Ignorance: for to influences, as to their one refuge, they betake themselves, and cast themselves into this hiding-place, whoever cannot skillfully investigate and find the proper and natural causes of wonderful effects (hidden to vulgar minds not exercised in philosophy). And indeed, if influences are admitted, it can scarcely be told how greatly the strength of Philosophy is weakened, its dignity worn away, its authority lessened, its esteem diminished, and finally how the study and cultivation of it among men languishes. For what is the use of the illustrious minds of the Philosophers laboring with so much zeal and effort in searching out and digging up the hidden causes of things, when it is downhill work to seek and supply the reason of any effect from celestial influences? for what effect is there, whose natural and true cause is a little more obscure and abstruse, which it is not permitted to explain with no trouble through influences of this kind? Why does the magnet draw iron to itself? it will at once be answered: because its proper celestial influence has implanted that power in it. Whence has the Remora, so tiny a fish, the power to stop a most rapid ship? the answer is ready: namely, from a certain celestial influence, which has strengthened that little fish with so much force and power. Why do I delay? there will be no problem, nothing in the nature of things so recondite and remote from our understanding—nothing, in short, of those things whose investigation has wearied and racked the minds of the greatest Philosophers—which anyone from the circle of unlearned astrologer-men cannot dispatch with one word, namely by these influences.46



VERUM labor equidem longius: revertar igitur ad propositum. Si Saturnus, quia lucidus est, per lucem calefacit, quomodo idem per influentiam frigefacit? nonne absurdum est in eodem astro duas esse facultates, unam calefaciendi alteram frigefaciendi, non diversas modo sed etiam adversas et contrarias? Cernimus ita esse natura comparatum ut omnibus in rebus, in quibus duae insunt differentiae vel proprietates (ut more philosophico loquar)—una generalis et quae uni rei communis est cum aliis multis, altera specialis et propria eius rei (cuiusmodi sunt in homine sentientem esse et rationalem)—ut semper differentia et proprietas specialis nobilior et perfectior sit generali, ut quae illam contrahit et determinat, novae perfectionis gradum et rationem ipsi adiungens; sicut patet in praedicto exemplo hominis, in quo rationale nobilius est quam sentiens. At contra omnino se habet res in hac mirabili Astrologorum doctrina. Etenim docent ipsi in Saturno (exempli causa) duas esse proprietates seu facultates agendi: unam generalem et communem ei cum omnibus astris, quae est vis illuminandi et per illuminationem calefaciendi; alteram[...]
But I labor too long: I will therefore return to my purpose. If Saturn, because it is luminous, heats by light, how does the same star cool by influence? is it not absurd that in the same star there are two faculties, one of heating, the other of cooling, not merely diverse but even opposite and contrary? We see it so arranged by nature that, in all things in which there are two differences or properties (to speak in the philosophical manner)—one general, which is common to one thing with many others, the other special and proper to that thing (such as, in man, to be sentient and to be rational)—the special difference and property is always nobler and more perfect than the general, as that which contracts and determines it, adjoining to it a new degree and rationale of perfection; as is clear in the aforesaid example of man, in whom the rational is nobler than the sentient. But quite the opposite holds in this marvelous doctrine of the Astrologers. For they teach that in Saturn (for example) there are two properties or faculties of acting: one general and common to it with all the stars, which is the power of illuminating and, through illumination, of heating; the other[...]47



...[alte]ram specialem et propriam Saturni, qua ratione differt ab aliis astris, quae est facultas frigefaciendi vel aliqua alia vis alicuius influentiae. Certum autem est lucem caelestem multo nobiliorem esse quacumque alia qualitate caelesti, et facultatem calefaciendi praestantiorem esse facultate refrigerandi. Praeterea, duas esse in re quapiam facultates et proprietates ei rei naturales, quarum altera (ut diximus) sit generalis, altera particularis, inter se contrarias (quales sunt in Saturno secundum istos, potestas calefaciendi per lucem et refrigerandi per influentiam), nec fert natura rerum, et id fieri non posse ratio ipsa decernit. Nam ut in corpore multiformi et quod Graeci vocant Heterogeneum, secundum diversas partes inesse queant contrariae qualitates et facultates—quemadmodum contingit corpori humano in cerebro et in corde—id tamen convenire non potest in astrum Saturni, quod est secundum omnes partes unius formae ac naturae: neque enim una pars eius habet lucem, altera vero influentiam, sed ut totum est praeditum luce, ita convenit in eo toto esse influentiam. Ne multa (non enim consentaneum est alieno loco de influentiis adversus Astrologos subtiliter disputare), satis argumenti est ad tollendas influentias omnium quae in natura rerum efficiuntur, tametsi nova, singularia et mirabilia videantur: veras, naturales et proprias causas atque rationes ex duobus principiis caelestibus, quae omnibus sunt conspicua experimentis quotidianis explorata (motum dico et lucem), plene cumulateque ac probabilissime peti et duci posse. Figuras porro et effigies stellarum, quas designant Astrologi in Zodiaco, similitudinem reddentes quorundam animalium vel hominum, magnam vim habere in ortu cuiusque censent Astrologi: cum tamen per se ac natura sua non sint tales, sed sola eorum imaginatione constent, ab ipsis eo modo confictae et figuratae; possent enim fingi etiam ad similitudinem aliorum animalium, domuum, turrium, mensarum aliarumve rerum; quare valde frivolum et ridiculum est in eiusmodi figuris quicquam momenti ad divinandum esse positum existimare.
...the other special and proper to Saturn, by which principle it differs from the other stars, which is the faculty of cooling, or some other force of some influence. But it is certain that celestial light is far nobler than any other celestial quality, and that the faculty of heating is more excellent than the faculty of cooling. Moreover, that there should be in any thing two faculties and properties natural to that thing, of which one (as we said) is general, the other particular, and contrary to one another (such as in Saturn, according to these men, are the power of heating by light and of cooling by influence)—neither does the nature of things bear it, and reason itself decides that it cannot happen. For although in a multiform body, and one which the Greeks call Heterogeneous, contrary qualities and faculties can reside in different parts—as happens in the human body, in the brain and in the heart—yet this cannot suit the star of Saturn, which is, in all its parts, of one form and nature: for one part of it does not have light and another influence, but as the whole is endowed with light, so it is fitting that in the whole there be influence. In short (for it is not suitable, in a place foreign to it, to dispute subtly of influences against the Astrologers), there is argument enough to do away with influences: that the true, natural, and proper causes and rationales of all things which are produced in the nature of things—though they seem new, singular, and wonderful—can be fully, abundantly, and most probably sought and drawn from two celestial principles, which are conspicuous to all, explored by daily experiments: I mean motion and light. Furthermore, the figures and effigies of the stars which the Astrologers mark out in the Zodiac, rendering the likeness of certain animals or men, the Astrologers reckon to have great force at the birth of each: although in themselves and by their own nature they are not such, but consist only in the imagination of those men, so feigned and figured by them; for they could also be feigned to the likeness of other animals, of houses, towers, tables, or other things. Wherefore it is very frivolous and ridiculous to think that any weight for divining is placed in figures of this kind.48



SECUNDUM fundamentum Astrologorum est natalitia cuiusque astra esse observanda: ex his enim omnes vitae casus et eventus provideri et praenotari posse. Sed quis non videt fundamentum hoc esse infirmissimum? cur enim Astrologi non potius observent tempus et caeli atque syderum statum quo quisque in utero conceptus, formatus et animatus est? cum in eo plus momenti esse videatur ad divinandum: quippe tunc primum existit homo, et tunc primum vis caelestis in homine recipitur et imprimitur. Etenim ante (eorum per novem menses quisque fuit in utero) potestati et actioni caelorum subiectus. Cur item non considerant[...]
The SECOND foundation of the Astrologers is that the natal stars of each one are to be observed: for from these all the chances and events of life can be foreseen and foreknown. But who does not see that this foundation is most weak? for why do the Astrologers not rather observe the time, and the state of the heaven and the stars, in which each one was conceived, formed, and animated in the womb? since in that there seems to be more weight for divining: for then first the man exists, and then first the celestial force is received and impressed in the man. For before (for nine months each one was in the womb) he was subject to the power and action of the heavens. Why, likewise, do they not consider[...]49



...[Astro]logi alias constellationes et defluxus caelestes qui contingunt homini saepius post ortum? Cum plerumque usu veniat ut illae virtutes caelestes insigniores sint effectu et valentiores ad immutandum hominem quam quae tempore ortus eius fuerunt: effectum enim illum et defluxum astrorum nascenti homini impressum necesse est variari, commutata saepius humani corporis temperatione, vel ob alias potentes constellationes, vel ob educationem, vel ob variam vivendi consuetudinem et rationem, vel ob leges patrias, ad quarum normam cogitur quisque vitam, mores, studia et actiones conformare. Quid quod fortasse nihil illius materiae primigeniae, quam quisque in ortu habuit, reliquum sit in extrema aetate? hoc enim visum est et magnis et multis Philosophis: nec Sanctus Thomas in prima parte, quaestione ultima, articulo primo, abnuere videtur. Quo concesso, vis illius primi defluxus et effectus caelestis, in ortu hominis ei indita et impressa, necessario tandem evanescit tota: nisi fingat quispiam eiusmodi virtutem caelestem migrare ex subiecto in subiectum, tanquam ex domo in domum mutando domicilia; aut, cum praesentit interitum suum, aliam pro se sui similem et quasi vicariam virtutem substituere.
...the Astrologers the other constellations and celestial influxes which befall a man more often after birth? Since it usually comes about that those celestial powers are more notable in effect, and more potent to change a man, than those which existed at the time of his birth: for that effect and influx of the stars, impressed on the man as he is born, must necessarily be varied, the temperament of the human body being often changed—whether on account of other powerful constellations, or on account of education, or on account of a varied custom and manner of living, or on account of the ancestral laws, to whose norm each one is compelled to conform his life, morals, pursuits, and actions. What of this, that perhaps nothing of that primal matter, which each one had at birth, remains in extreme old age? for this has seemed so to great and many Philosophers: nor does Saint Thomas, in the first part, the last question, the first article, seem to deny it. This being granted, the force of that first celestial influx and effect, implanted and impressed on the man at his birth, must necessarily at last vanish entirely: unless someone imagines that a celestial power of this kind migrates from subject to subject, as if changing dwellings from house to house; or, when it foresees its own destruction, substitutes in its place another power like itself and, as it were, vicarious.50



PLUS autem esse ponderis, aut certe non minus, in conceptu hominis quam in ortu, magister istorum Ptolemaeus locuples testis est. Is enim in tertio Apotelesmatum ita scribit:
But that there is more weight, or at least no less, in the conception of a man than in his birth, their master Ptolemy is a rich witness. For in the third book of the Apotelesmata he writes thus:51



Cum principium temporale hominis aliquod statuatur, natura quidem et per se illud erit principium cum semen utero genitali admittitur; potentia vero et secundum accidens, cum hora partus infans egreditur. Qui igitur horam admissi seminis vel casu vel observatione deprehenderit, illam sequi potius debet in proprietatibus corporis et animi dignoscendis, considerando quae sint eo tempore stellarum configurationes: cum enim semel a principio semen ex ambientis aëris affectione certa qualitate disponitur, licet per consequentis conformationis tempora varietur, quoniam tamen propriam cognatamque materiam naturaliter sibi asciscit, magis etiam primae suae qualitatis dispositioni assimilabitur. Haec inibi Ptolemaeus.
When some temporal beginning of a man is to be established, that will indeed by nature and of itself be the beginning when the seed is admitted into the genital womb; but in potency and by accident, when at the hour of birth the infant comes forth. Whoever therefore has detected the hour of the admitted seed, whether by chance or by observation, ought rather to follow it in discerning the properties of body and soul, considering what the configurations of the stars are at that time: for since once, from the beginning, the seed is disposed to a certain quality by the condition of the surrounding air, although it be varied through the times of the consequent formation, yet, because it naturally draws to itself its own kindred matter, it will be assimilated still more to the disposition of its first quality. Thus far Ptolemy in that place.52



Quibus verbis non obscure docet primum et naturale atque efficacissimum hominis principium esse seminis admissionem hominisque conceptum, atque huic principio potissime insistendum et inhaerendum esse ad praenoscendas hominum affectiones et eventus, tam qui ad corpus quam qui ad animam pertinent. Sed quia bene noverat Ptolemaeus punctum illud temporis vel admissi seminis vel conceptus vix cognosci posse ab Astrologis, ne illorum iudicia et divinationes quas ipsi ducunt ex ortu hominis infirmare videretur, mox subiecit, Qui autem horam ignorant principii seminalis, eos necesse est sequi principium nativitatis. Haly nobilis Astrologus in eo libro quem scripsit de Electionibus ingenue fatetur efficaciam decernendi Fatum ho[minis]...
By which words he teaches not obscurely that the first and natural and most efficacious beginning of a man is the admission of the seed and the conception of the man, and that one must chiefly insist and adhere to this beginning for foreknowing the affections and events of men, both those which pertain to the body and those which pertain to the soul. But because Ptolemy well knew that that point of time, whether of the admitted seed or of the conception, can scarcely be known by the Astrologers, lest he should seem to undermine their judgments and divinations which they draw from the birth of a man, he at once added: But those who are ignorant of the hour of the seminal beginning, it is necessary for them to follow the beginning of nativity. Haly, a noble Astrologer, in that book which he wrote On Elections, frankly confesses that the efficacy of deciding the Fate of a m[an]...53



...[ho]minis esse in hora conceptionis: sed quia haec nescitur ab Astrologis, propterea eos ad horam nativitatis confugisse. Quin, cum Astrologi praemuntur argumento geminorum (quorum cum idem sit ortus, dispar tamen eventus et exitus est), respondere solent diversitatem eventuum qui sunt in Geminis ex diversitate conceptus eorum esse profectam.
...of a man is in the hour of conception: but because this is not known by the Astrologers, therefore they have taken refuge in the hour of nativity. Nay, when the Astrologers are pressed by the argument of twins (whose birth, though it be the same, yet their outcome and end is different), they are wont to answer that the diversity of the events which are in twins arose from the diversity of their conception.54



SED vide quousque progressa sit istorum audacia et impudentia: etiam urbium, non hominum modo, fata profitentur hac arte posse praenosci et praenunciari; observata enim astrorum compositione quae fuit cum urbes conderentur, posse earum casus eventusque omnes prospici ac praenotari. Fecit hoc in urbe Roma, rogatu Varronis, quidam Tarutius Mathematicus, ut in Romulo tradit Plutarchus: quam historiam libro 2 de Divinatione his verbis Cicero enarrat:
But see how far the audacity and impudence of these men has gone: they profess that even the fates of cities, not of men only, can be foreknown and foretold by this art; for, the composition of the stars which existed when the cities were founded being observed, all their chances and events can be foreseen and foreknown. A certain Tarutius the Mathematician did this for the city of Rome, at the request of Varro, as Plutarch relates in his Romulus: which history Cicero, in the second book On Divination, narrates in these words:55



Quidam L. Tarutius Firmanus, familiaris noster, in primis Chaldaicis rationibus eruditus, urbis etiam nostrae natalem diem repetebat ab iis Parilibus quibus eam a Romulo conditam accepimus, Romamque, cum esset in iugo Lunae, natam esse dicebat, nec eius fata canere dubitabat. O vim maximam erroris! etiamne urbis natalis dies ad vim stellarum et lunae pertinebat? Fac in puero referre, ex qua affectione caeli primum spiritum duxerit: num hoc in latere aut camento, ex quibus urbs effecta, potuit valere? Ita Cicero.
A certain Lucius Tarutius Firmanus, our friend, deeply learned in Chaldean reckonings, traced back the birthday even of our own city to that feast of Pales on which we have received that it was founded by Romulus, and said that Rome was born when it was in the yoke of the Moon, and did not hesitate to chant its fates. O the greatest power of error! did even a city's birthday pertain to the force of the stars and of the moon? Grant that it matters, in a child, from what condition of the sky he drew his first breath: could this have had any force in the brick or mortar of which the city was made? Thus Cicero.56



VERUM, quaererem equidem ex istis Astromanticis num velint eorum divinationem etiam in animantibus et stirpibus valere ut in homine. Si negent, prodent scilicet suam inscitiam et suae artis infirmitatem, inanitatem atque fallaciam. Cur enim non aequaliter valeat in stirpibus atque in homine? immo cur non plus valeat? stirpes namque multo magis quam homo a caelestium corporum potestate et efficientia naturali necessitate pendent. Et cum minus multa et varia atque incerta stirpibus quam homini soleant accidere, facilior profecto esse deberet eorum divinatio quae stirpibus quam quae homini sunt eventura. Sin vero annuunt similiter in stirpibus ut in hominibus valere Astrologicam divinationem, amice rogarem ipsos ut diligentissime observarent statum caeli et astrorum, eo videlicet tempore quo vel prunus vel cerasus vel pyrus sereretur, aut cum sementis tritici fieret, et ex illa caeli observatione promerent etiam prognostica de illis arboribus: scilicet, ut divinarent quantam illae arbores prunorum, cerasorum et pyrorum copiam essent laturae; quantus item, ex illa tritici semente, spicarum, et in singulis spicis quantus granorum numerus esset proventurus. Haec si negent a se posse praenosci, fateantur etiam necesse est non posse ab ipsis futuros hominum casus eventusque provideri.
But I would indeed ask of these Astromancers whether they want their divination to avail also in living creatures and plants, as in man. If they deny it, they will of course betray their ignorance, and the weakness, emptiness, and fallacy of their art. For why should it not avail equally in plants as in man? nay, why should it not avail more? for plants depend much more than man, by natural necessity, on the power and efficacy of the celestial bodies. And since fewer and less varied and less uncertain things are wont to happen to plants than to man, the divination of the things that are to befall plants ought surely to be easier than of those that are to befall man. But if they grant that Astrological divination avails in plants similarly as in men, I would amicably ask them to observe most diligently the state of the heaven and the stars, namely at that time when a plum, or cherry, or pear tree is planted, or when a sowing of wheat is made, and from that observation of the heaven to bring forth also prognostics about those trees: namely, to divine how great an abundance of plums, cherries, and pears those trees would bear; likewise how great a number of ears, from that sowing of wheat, and in each ear how great a number of grains, would come forth. If they deny that these can be foreknown by them, they must also of necessity confess that the future chances and events of men cannot be foreseen by them.57



TERTIUM fundamentum eorundem Astrologorum est artem hanc suam certissimis innumerabilium saeculorum experimentis et constantissimis observationibus esse comprobatam: aiunt enim hanc disciplinam profectam esse ab Aegyptiis et Babyloniis seu Chaldaeis, morta[libus]...
The THIRD foundation of the same Astrologers is that this art of theirs has been confirmed by the most certain experiments of innumerable ages, and by the most constant observations: for they say that this discipline went forth from the Egyptians and the Babylonians, or Chaldeans, mort[als]...58



...[morta]lium omnium antiquissimis. Tradit enim Aristoteles in lib. 2 de Caelo textu 60, et extremo libro 1 Meteororum, Aegyptios omnium hominum vetustissimos haberi; et in principio operis Metaphysicorum affirmat Aegyptios, omnium hominum vetustissimos, Mathematica studia tractare et colere coepisse. Iactabant etiam olim Astrologi Chaldaeos quadringenta et septuaginta annorum millia in periclitandis experiendisque pueris, quicumque nascerentur, posuisse. Verum adeo in aperto et in promptu sunt omnibus istorum mendacia, ut a nobis ea vel confutari vel etiam indicari non sit opus. Etenim ab exordio mundi ad hanc diem necdum sex millia annorum effluxerunt. Ab origine vero gentis Chaldaeae (hoc est, post eversionem turris Babel, facta nempe linguarum divisione) non sunt adhuc quatuor millia annorum completa. Picus Mirandulanus in cap. 2 lib. 12 adversus astrologos, testes ad redarguendam Astrologorum mentitam vetustatem adhibet Hypparchum et Ptolemaeum, principes sane Astronomiae: qui ubi pro dogmate aliquo constituendo veterum observationes afferunt, nullas profecto afferunt vetustiores iis quae sub Nabuchodonosor Chaldaeorum rege apud Aegyptios et Babylonios fuere; ab initio autem imperii regis Nabuchodonosori ad praesentem annum, qui ab ortu Domini nostri agitur millesimus quingentesimus octogesimus octavus, non plus bis mille ducentos et triginta duos annos praeteriisse constat. Porro commentitiam Aegyptiacarum observationum antiquitatem perbelle ridet et redarguit Augustinus in cap. 40 lib. 18 de Civitate Dei: ita enim scribit:
...the most ancient of all mortals. For Aristotle relates, in the second book On the Heaven, text 60, and at the end of the first book of the Meteorologica, that the Egyptians are held the oldest of all men; and at the beginning of the Metaphysics he affirms that the Egyptians, the oldest of all men, began to treat and cultivate the Mathematical studies. The Astrologers also once boasted that the Chaldeans had spent four hundred and seventy thousand years in testing and experimenting on children, whoever were born. But the falsehoods of these men are so open and obvious to all that there is no need for them to be confuted, or even pointed out, by us. For from the beginning of the world to this day not yet six thousand years have flowed by. And from the origin of the Chaldean nation (that is, after the overthrow of the tower of Babel, when the division of tongues was made) not yet four thousand years are complete. Pico della Mirandola, in chapter 2 of book 12 against the astrologers, brings forward, to refute the lying antiquity of the Astrologers, Hipparchus and Ptolemy, princes indeed of Astronomy: who, when they bring forward the observations of the ancients for establishing some doctrine, bring forward none older than those which were under Nebuchadnezzar, king of the Chaldeans, among the Egyptians and Babylonians; and from the beginning of the reign of King Nebuchadnezzar to the present year—which from the birth of our Lord is reckoned the one thousand five hundred and eighty-eighth—it is established that not more than two thousand two hundred and thirty-two years have passed. Furthermore, the fictitious antiquity of the Egyptian observations Augustine very wittily ridicules and refutes in chapter 40 of the eighteenth book of the City of God: for he writes thus:59



Frustra vanissima praesumptione garriunt quidam dicentes, ex quo rationem syderum comprehendit Aegyptus, amplius quam centum annorum millia numerari. In quibus enim libris istum numerum collegerunt, qui non multum ante annorum duo millia litteras magistra Iside didicerunt? non enim parvus auctor est in historia Varro qui hoc prodidit. Sic Augustinus.
In vain do some chatter, with a most vain presumption, saying that, from the time when Egypt grasped the science of the stars, more than a hundred thousand years are reckoned. For in what books did they gather that number—they who, not much before two thousand years ago, learned letters with Isis for their mistress? for no small authority in history is Varro, who reported this. Thus Augustine.60



Sed huic disputationi, in qua octo rationibus probare voluimus divinationem Astrologicam esse contrariam verae Philosophiae, finem hoc loco statuemus.
But to this disputation, in which by eight arguments we have wished to prove that astrological divination is contrary to true Philosophy, we shall here set an end.61
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	Conclusion of Gregory's argument (Homily 10 on the Gospels): since a man is born not all at once but limb by limb (head first, then neck, breast, feet), no one is born ‘whole’ under a single constellation. Jacob, born right after Esau holding his heel, is as if (Augustine, De Gen. ad litt. 2.17) one infant born like two, or twice as long. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Phauorinus apud Aulum Gellium libro 14 cap. 1." Favorinus (Gellius 14.1) presses the same point: if the birth-instant is so small and swift that two cannot share it to the same lot (and twins differ because not born at the very same point), how can the astrologers ever catch—by design or observation—that fleeting instant scarcely graspable in thought, when they themselves say the least moments make enormous changes amid the headlong whirl of day and night? ↩
	Augustine treats the twins-argument carefully (City of God bk 5, first chapters; De doctrina Christiana 2.22), and it gravely troubles the astrologers: if all changes in so brief a moment that even contrary outcomes usually follow, no one can predict anything certain about a newborn, since the exact point of his conception or birth can be known to no one. Even if the stars had great power, what they do at each birth would stay unknown, for the heaven's swift motion outstrips our slow observation. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Tertia ratio." THIRD REASON: setting twins aside (whose interrupted birth gave the astrologers a hiding-place), consider the very many begotten at the same time, in the same region, under the same star-aspect, but of different parents—the astrologer must foretell the same events for them, yet daily experience shows the opposite: countless people conceived and born together differ greatly in character, pursuits, morals, religion, fortunes, and the events of life and death. All the Romans slain at Cannae by Hannibal had the same end of life—yet who would think they were all born under the same star-aspect? Continues onto the next page (catchword ‘de tot’; signature I 3). ↩
	Continuation of the Third Reason. The reference to ‘the naval battle eighteen years ago’ in which the Christian fleet annihilated the Turks is the Battle of Lepanto (7 Oct 1571)—dating the composition of this part to c. 1589. Many were born at the same hour as Homer, Hippocrates, Aristotle, and Alexander, yet none turned out like them. Pererius now quotes Favorinus. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Phauorinus apud Aulum Gellium libro 14 cap. 1." Favorinus (Gellius, Noctes Atticae 14.1): so many people, born under diverse stars in far-distant regions, perish together at one instant and by one kind of death (earthquake, falling roof, town-storming, shipwreck)—impossible if each birth-moment had its own laws. And if equal outcomes can befall men born at different times via later star-conjunctions, then everything could turn out equal—a second Socrates, Antisthenes, many Platos all alike—which is impossible. So the Chaldeans cannot fairly argue from men's unequal births and equal deaths. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Quarta ratio. Bardesanis disputatio adversus Astrologos." FOURTH REASON: Bardesanes the Syrian (Bardaisan of Edessa), in his dialogue On Fate against the Chaldeans, showed the astrologers' observations futile and their predictions lying—as recorded by Eusebius, Praep. ev. 6.8 (the so-called ‘Book of the Laws of Countries’): ↩
	Bardesanes, On Fate (in Eusebius, Praep. ev. 6.8). The block quote refutes astral determinism from the fixed laws of whole peoples. The Seres (Chinese/Far-Eastern) forbid murder, fornication, and idolatry—so none of these crimes occur there, though Mars reaches mid-heaven daily and people are born at every hour. The Brahmins of India and Bactria worship no idols, eat nothing that lived, drink no wine or beer, attend to God alone—while the rest of the Indians in the same region wallow in adultery, slaughter, drunkenness, and idolatry (one nation even devours men). The block quote spans printed pp. 254–256. Continues onto the next page (catchword ‘caede’). ↩
	Conclusion of Bardesanes' argument (Eusebius, Praep. ev. 6.8): whole nations keep fixed customs against what the stars would supposedly compel. The Persians married daughters, sisters, even mothers (their émigré ‘Magussaeans’ still do so in Egypt, Phrygia, Galatia); the Amazons keep no husbands, bear at one season, rear only daughters, all warlike. The Jews everywhere circumcise on the eighth day and keep the sabbath—not all born under one star. The Christians, innumerable worldwide, keep one life and doctrine, immovable by promises, threats, or tortures; and converts abandon their fierce ancestral customs entirely. So free human power, not the stars, prevails over custom everywhere. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Quinta ratio." Closing the Bardesanes citation. FIFTH REASON: free will and the soul's immortality cannot coexist with astrology—if the art stands, they collapse; so one sees what to think of an art that can subsist only by overthrowing the liberty and immortality of our souls. Continues onto the next page (catchword ‘rum’). ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Rom. 11. et Isaia 40." The core of the Fifth Reason: if the soul is immortal and free, astrology is impossible. Futures from free will can't be known in themselves (not yet in act), only in their causes; and the three causes of futures are God, heaven, and human will. (a) What depends on God's absolute will is known to no mortal but by revelation—Rom 11:34 / Isa 40:13 ‘Who has known the mind of the Lord?’; Wisdom 9:16–17. (b) From heaven, will-dependent futures can't be known: heaven is a universal cause (containing particulars only indeterminately) and corporeal (whereas the soul is incorporeal, free, not subject to it). (c) The will, the proximate cause, is indifferent and indeterminate; external acts depend on inner choice, and no one can foreknow another's future choice when no one can even know the resolve another presently holds. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Hominem, ut operatur secundum rationem, non e caelo, nec alia ex causa ulla praeter Deum, per se necessario pendere." Man considered as living by reason vs. by sense/appetite: if by reason, he does not depend on the heaven, for mind and reason are immaterial and incorporeal—and no body can of itself act on the incorporeal. Continues onto the next page (catchword ‘id quod’). ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Quam sit instabilis vita et actiones hominis viventis non secundum rationem, sed secundum sensum." Reason is free, mistress of its own acts; though instigated to evil by the heaven or bodily temperament, it can resist and nullify all external impulses. Witness Socrates—by nature dull and lustful, yet by strength of mind made the most prudent and continent of his age. But the man living by sense and carnal appetite is so variable that what he'll become can't be predicted: Solomon (Prov 30:18–19) found ‘the way of a young man in his youth’ utterly unknown. So it is easier to divine what a man of reason (or a just King) will do than what a lust-driven man (or a Tyrant) will do. How then can astrologers have certain knowledge of what has nothing fixed? ↩
	Marginal glosses: "Pulchrum dilemma adversus Astrologos"; "Si Astrologorum praedictiones verae et certae essent, profecto inutiles et damnosae essent hominibus." A neat dilemma: either this celestial Fate can be impeded by man (so its effect fails to occur), or it cannot. If it can, the effect is uncertain and so the prediction cannot be certain. If it cannot, there is no free will, and the soul is material and mortal, necessarily subject to the stars. And even so, true predictions would profit men nothing—indeed bring more harm than good, racking us with the inevitable expectation of foreseen evils. Seneca grasped this (though granting the stars great power), in the Epistles bk 13, letter 89. Sentence breaks at ‘ita scri[psit]’ (catchword ‘psit’; signature K). ↩
	Conclusion of the Seneca quotation begun on the previous page (Epistles—Ep. 88 in modern numbering, on the liberal arts). The verse couplet (‘Frigida Saturni... Cyllenius erret in orbes’) is carried with line breaks; ‘Cyllenian fire’ = Mercury. Seneca's point: whether the stars cause or merely signify events, foreknowledge of the unavoidable is useless. The ‘[scri]psit’ completes ‘scripsit’ from the catchword of the prior page. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Phauorinus apud Aulum Gellium libr. 14 cap. 1." Lead-in to Favorinus's celebrated dilemma against consulting astrologers. ↩
	Favorinus's dilemma (Gellius, Noctes Atticae 14.1): every astrological prediction makes you wretched—a false prosperous one (vain waiting), a false adverse one (vain fearing), a true adverse one (anticipated grief), and even a true prosperous one (anxious suspense, and joy spoiled in advance by hope). So such men should never be consulted. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Inanis praedictio Nigidii Figuli de futuro Augusti dominatu." The papal-election argument: to predict a man will be Pope, one must know not only his nativity but the nativities of all the Cardinals who will elect him—impossible. So Nigidius Figulus's reported exclamation at Augustus's birth (Suetonius, Aug. 94, ‘the master of the world is born’) was a lucky guess, not knowledge. Sentence continues onto the next page (catchword ‘multi’). ↩
	Marginal glosses: "Sexta ratio. Ars et scientia in his versantur quae semper aut plurimum eveniunt; non est Astromantia"; "Phauorinus apud Aulum Gellium libro 14 cap. 1." Augustus's rise depended on many men's help (born years before/after him), so his nativity alone could not foretell it. SIXTH REASON: every science treats of what happens always or usually; astrology's predictions, mostly false and only rarely true, come from no art but rash blabbing. Favorinus warns against trusting the Chaldeans' occasional lucky truths: ↩
	Favorinus (Gellius 14.1): the Chaldeans grasp, define, and perceive nothing, but grope between true and false ‘as if through darkness’—stumbling on truth by trial, or led to it by their clients' credulity; so they hit the truth more easily about the past than the future. Yet their occasional truths are not a thousandth part of their lies. ↩
	Cicero (De Divinatione 2): the Chaldeans told Pompey, Crassus, and Caesar each would die old, at home, in glory—all refuted by events. Seneca's satire Ludus in mortem Claudii Caesaris (the Apocolocyntosis): Mercury urges the Fates to kill Claudius so ‘the astrologers may for once tell the truth,’ since they had ‘buried’ him every year and month since his accession. The same with our astrologers, who foretell popes' deaths yearly—and are laughed at. (Leads into the Ambrose quote that follows.) ↩
	Ambrose, Hexameron 4 (cap. 7). The block quote spans printed pp. 259–260. A few days before, someone predicted useful rain ‘at the New Moon’; though longing for showers, Ambrose did not want the astrological assertion to come true—and was glad no rain fell until it was granted to the Church's prayers. Continues onto the next page (catchword ‘Creato’). ↩
	Conclusion of Ambrose's quote (Hexameron 4): the rain came only when granted to the Church's prayers, showing one must hope from the Creator's providence, not the Moon's phases—thereby refuting astrology's vanity and proving the power of Christian prayer. ↩
	A catalogue of failed astrological predictions. Albumasar (Abu Maʿshar) predicted the Christian law would last no more than 1,460 years—refuted, 128 years now past that term. Abraham Judaeus (Abraham ibn Ezra) predicted the Jews' Messiah would come in A.D. 1464 (when the astral configuration of the Exodus would recur)—refuted by the day itself. Pierre d'Ailly records that astrologers predicted no peace at the Council of Constance—yet that Council ended the Great Western Schism that very year; an outcome that should have shaken d'Ailly's faith in astrology (he had even feared the schism would soon bring forth Antichrist). ↩
	Albumasar's ‘great Saturn-revolutions’ (every 300 years a great event): he claimed that 300 years after Alexander appeared ‘Arelafor son of Bel’ who crushed the Persians, and 300 years after that, Jesus. Pererius retorts with the Greek ἀνιστορησίαν (anistorēsian, ‘want of historical knowledge’): no such ‘son of Bel’ existed then, and Christ was born only 320 years after Alexander's death, not 600. Albumasar also confused Ptolemy the astronomer (who flourished under Hadrian, no king) with the Ptolemy kings of Egypt—an error of 160+ years. ↩
	Marginal gloss (overleaf): "Aliquot errata circa Chronologiam Albumazaris." The astrologers' boast that no great event ever occurred without a great conjunction of stars preceding. Continues onto the next page (catchword ‘relig’). ↩
	The great-conjunction theory: the astrologers assign every world-historical event (the creation, the flood, Abraham/Moses, Christ's coming, Mahomet's law) to a great conjunction of stars, especially Saturn and Jupiter. Pererius will refute it from a single argument (the false chronology underlying it). ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Quam multa peccaverit contra veram Chronographiam Petrus Aliacensis in suis rationibus Astrologicis." Pierre d'Ailly, in De Concordia astronomiae cum historica narratione, posits 2,242 years from creation to the flood, and 3,102 from the flood to Christ. Pererius refutes both from Scripture's chronology: only 1,656 years from Adam to the flood (nearly 600 fewer), so the supposed creation-conjunction would precede the world by 600 years; and fewer than 2,400 years from flood to Christ, so the conjunction said to precede the flood by 200 years would actually fall 684 years after it. ↩
	More chronological refutation: d'Ailly's ‘fourth great conjunction’ (942 years after the flood, 16 before Abraham) is wrong, since Scripture puts Abraham's birth 292 years after the flood—so it falls 630 years after Abraham. The ‘sixth great conjunction’ (225 years before Christ) is likewise false (resting on the bad flood-to-Christ count); on true chronology it would fall ~600 years after Christ. A final proof of d'Ailly's ignorance of chronography is coming. Continues onto the next page (catchword ‘tempus’; signature K 3). ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Lepidum Catonis dictum, ut refert Cicer. lib. 2 de Divinatione, in Astrologos belle competens." Pierre d'Ailly's seventh great conjunction supposedly produced the heresies, chiefly Arianism—yet Arianism arose c. A.D. 300 and died before 600. History and daily life teem with such failed predictions. Cato's famous quip (Cicero, De Div. 2.51) that he wondered one haruspex did not laugh on seeing another fits the astrologers: since we disbelieve a liar even when truthful, one true prediction should not win them credit against their countless false ones. ↩
	Marginal glosses: "Nos et hos. Lector."; "Septima ratio. Astromantiam omni tempore a viris sapientibus, prudentibus, quin etiam Astrologis esse contemptam, damnatam." Objection: astrologers are sometimes truthful. Answer: yes, but rashly—who, hurling all day, never hits the mark? Like Apollo's oracles, the true ones are remembered, the false hushed up. (The causes of their apparent successes will be given at the disputation's end.) SEVENTH REASON: were astrology true, it would be the noblest, most-honored part of philosophy; yet it has in every age been despised even by philosophers and astrologers—proof it is futile. Continues onto the next page (catchword ‘libro’). ↩
	Socrates (Xenophon, Memorabilia 1.1; via Eusebius, Praep. ev. 14.4) said knowledge of the future in God's power is not to be sought—men cannot know it, nor does God like such prying into what He hid. Pythagoras, Democritus, and Plato visited the Persian Magi, Chaldean sages, and Egyptian priests, learning hidden mathematics or religion—but neglected or never used divinatory astrology. Aristotle, so subtle in celestial doctrine, never mentions this astrology in the Meteorologica, De Partibus/Generatione animalium, or Problemata; indeed his teachings overthrow it. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Sententia Aristotelis, qua Astromantiam e medio tollunt." Aristotle's anti-astrology tenets: future contingents have no determinate truth; the accidental/rare/either-way can't be grasped by science; chance and fortune escape certain knowledge; particular corruptible effects have particular corruptible proximate causes (so universal celestial causes don't suffice); heaven acts on sublunars only by motion and light; he names no star-force besides sun and moon; and celestial signs can be averted by other causes. Cicero (De Div. 2) names astrologers who rejected the art—Eudoxus, Panaetius, Archelaus, Cassander, Scylax of Halicarnassus. Avicenna (Metaphysics, last book) denies the astrologers should be believed. Continues onto the next page (catchword ‘caelestia’). ↩
	Avicenna concludes: astrologers grasp neither the celestial points nor the natures of inferior things, and rely on rhetorical/poetic, not demonstrative, proofs. Ptolemy himself (Tetrabiblos/‘De Iudiciis’ 1.3) denies an inviolable astral necessity; his Centiloquium, saying 1 (‘only the divinely inspired foretell particulars’) and saying 5 (the knowing man can avert star-effects) yield the proverb ‘Sapiens dominabitur astris’ (‘the wise man will rule the stars’). Porphyry (De Oraculis) confessed exact star-divination is incomprehensible even to many gods; his Life of Plotinus reports Plotinus rejected and refuted astrology (esp. in his treatise ‘Whether the Stars Do Anything,’ Enneads 2.3). ↩
	Marginal glosses: "Professores divinandi futura ex astris, publicis multorum Principum decretis esse civitatibus eiectos"; "Cui generi hominum praedictiones Astrologorum arrideat et probentur, cui autem minime." Were astrology true it would aid governing the state, so kings would honor astrologers—yet the opposite: severe imperial decrees condemned it. The Chaldeans were repeatedly expelled from Rome under Diocletian, Constantine, Theodosius, Valentinian, and especially Justinian, the art judged empty and pestilent to society. Pererius adds that scarcely any truly great man ever valued it. Continues onto the next page (catchword ‘dentiae’). ↩
	Scarcely any truly great man (of genius, learning, civic prudence, or integrity) ever valued the Chaldeans' predictions but utterly despised them as trifles. Only the dull, credulous crowd—and certain light minds, greedy for gain and novelty, hostile to true wisdom, eager to seem to know what the greatest philosophers confess they do not—give ear to these triflers. Pererius concludes the Seventh Reason with Ambrose (Hexameron 4.4): ↩
	Ambrose, Hexameron 4 (cap. 4): astrology is a spider's web—gnats and flies (the weak) stick fast, but stronger creatures break through and scatter the snares. So the strong-minded, seeing the astrologers, should say they weave a useless web, harmless to the soaring sparrow or dove who passes through by sheer swiftness of flight. ↩
	Marginal glosses: "Octava ratio. Tria fundamenta Astromantiae convelluntur"; "Non esse ponendas in caelo influentias." EIGHTH REASON: the art's foundations are none or fragile. The FIRST foundation—that the stars have all the elemental qualities (Saturn cold, Mars dry, Moon humid)—is refuted by reason (all stars shine, so all must be hot; light heats but cannot of itself cool/moisten/dry; if all share one borrowed solar light, their powers cannot be so diverse) and by experience (nights are warmer at the full moon). The astrologers' answer—‘influences’ (influentiae), hidden powers besides light—is a recent invention unknown to the ancients. Continues onto the next page (catchword ‘doce’; signature L). ↩
	Once ‘influences’ were taught, the graver Peripatetic philosophers rejected them; someone wittily called them ‘the Asylum of Ignorance’ (Asylum ignorantiae)—the refuge of those who cannot find true natural causes. Admitting them saps philosophy: why labor for hidden causes when any effect can be ascribed to a celestial influence? Why does the magnet draw iron, or the tiny Remora stop a ship? ‘A celestial influence.’ No problem is so deep that an unlearned astrologer cannot dispatch it with one word: ‘influences.’ ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Argumentatio contra influentias." The argument against ‘influences’: if Saturn heats by light, how does it also cool by influence?—two contrary faculties in one star is absurd. By nature, where a thing has a general and a special property, the special is always nobler (as rational over sentient in man). But the astrologers reverse this: in Saturn the general faculty (illuminating + heating) and a special faculty (cooling)... Continues onto the next page (catchword ‘alteram’). ↩
	The influences-argument concluded: Saturn's special faculty (cooling) would be contrary to its general one (heating by light)—but light is nobler than any other celestial quality, and two contrary natural faculties cannot coexist in a uniform body (unlike a ‘heterogeneous’ body, e.g. the human, with contrary qualities in brain and heart). So ‘influences’ should be discarded: all natural effects can be derived from two principles known by daily experience—motion and light. Likewise the zodiac figures (animal/human shapes) have no real power: they exist only in the astrologers' imagination and could as well be figured as houses or tables. ↩
	Marginal glosses: "Alterum Astromantiae fundamentum"; "Quam inane sit natalitia cuiusque hominis astra observare ad divinandum." The SECOND foundation: each one's natal stars are to be observed. But this is most weak: why not rather observe conception (when one is formed and animated in the womb), which seems weightier for divining—for then the man first exists and first receives the celestial force, having been subject to the heavens for the nine months in the womb? Continues onto the next page (catchword ‘Astro’). ↩
	Marginal gloss: "An aliquid primigeniae materiae hominis maneat per totam vitam." Why don't the astrologers consider the constellations befalling a man after birth—often more potent to change him than those at birth? The birth-impression must vary as the body's temperament changes (by other constellations, education, custom, ancestral laws). And perhaps nothing of one's primal birth-matter remains in old age (so great philosophers held, and Aquinas, Summa I, q. 119, a. 1, seems not to deny)—in which case the birth-influx vanishes entirely, unless one absurdly imagines it migrating from body to body or substituting a vicarious power. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Plus esse momenti in conceptu hominis quam in eius ortu. Ptolemaeus." Pererius now turns the astrologers' own master against them: Ptolemy himself (Tetrabiblos/Apotelesmata, bk 3) testifies that conception weighs more than (or at least as much as) birth: ↩
	Ptolemy, Apotelesmatica (Tetrabiblos) 3.1: the natural, essential beginning of a man is conception (when the seed is admitted to the womb); birth is only a potential, accidental beginning. So whoever knows the hour of conception should follow it in judging the body and soul; for the seed, once given a quality by the surrounding air, keeps assimilating to that first disposition as it draws its kindred matter. ↩
	Pererius's gloss: Ptolemy plainly makes conception the first, natural, most efficacious principle—but, knowing that exact point can scarcely be known, he added the dodge that those ignorant of the conception-hour must follow the birth-hour. Haly (Ali ibn Ridwan), in his book On Elections, likewise admits the power to decide a man's Fate lies in conception. Continues onto the next page (catchword ‘minis’). ↩
	Conclusion of the Haly citation: the power to decide a man's Fate lies in conception, but since astrologers cannot know it, they fall back on the birth-hour. And when pressed by the twins-argument (same birth, different outcomes), they answer that the difference came from a difference of conception—conveniently appealing to a conception they admit they cannot determine. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Tarutius mathematicus, qui omnia quae urbi Romae contigerunt, ex constellatione sub qua ea urbs a Romulo condita est, ad vim Astrorum referebat." The astrologers' audacity extends to predicting the fates of cities from their founding-horoscope. Tarutius the Mathematician cast Rome's nativity at Varro's request (Plutarch, Romulus 12); Cicero (De Div. 2) tells the story: ↩
	Cicero, De Divinatione 2.98: L. Tarutius Firmanus, learned in Chaldean astrology, cast a horoscope for Rome itself—dating its founding to the Parilia (feast of Pales) and saying it was ‘born with the Moon in the yoke,’ and chanting its fates. Cicero's scorn: even if a child's first breath under a given sky mattered, what force could the stars have on the brick and mortar of a city? ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Cur observatio astrologica non valeat aeque in stirpibus et animalibus quam in hominibus?" The animals-and-plants argument: does astrology work for plants and animals too? If not, the astrologers betray their art's emptiness—for plants depend even more than man on the heavens, and fewer things befall them, so divining about them should be easier. If yes, let them observe the sky when a plum/cherry/pear tree is planted or wheat sown, and predict the exact crop—how many plums, ears, and grains. Since they cannot, they must admit they cannot foresee men's futures either. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Tertium fundamentum Astromantiae." The THIRD foundation: that the art is confirmed by the most certain experiments of countless ages and constant observations, the discipline having come from the Egyptians and Babylonians (Chaldeans). Continues onto the next page (catchword ‘morta’; signature L 3). ↩
	Marginal gloss: "De vetustate Astrologiae apud Aegyptios et Chaldaeos." Refuting the Third Foundation (immemorial observations). The astrologers claim vast antiquity—Aristotle holds the Egyptians the oldest and first mathematicians, and they boast of 470,000 years of Chaldean infant-testing. But from creation to now is not yet 6,000 years; from the Chaldean nation's origin (after Babel) not yet 4,000. Pico (Disputationes 12.2) cites Hipparchus and Ptolemy: the oldest observations are those under Nebuchadnezzar, and from his reign to the present year—A.D. 1588 (which dates Pererius's composition)—only 2,232 years. Augustine (City of God 18.40): ↩
	Augustine, City of God 18.40: the Egyptian boast of 100,000 years of star-knowledge is absurd—in what books was it recorded, when the Egyptians learned letters (from Isis) less than 2,000 years before? (citing Varro). ↩
	Pererius closes the disputation of the eight reasons (Caput Tertium) that judicial astrology is contrary to true philosophy. ↩




That the stars are not only not causes, but not even signs, of future things. CHAPTER FOUR
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That the stars are not only not causes, but not even signs, of future things. CHAPTER FOUR.1
Non modo astra non esse causas, sed nec esse signa rerum futurarum. CAPUT QUARTUM.



BEATUS Augustinus libro 5 de Civitate Dei capit. 1 tradit fuisse opinionem quorumdam non mediocriter doctorum hominum, quibus visum est non esse quidem astra causas humanorum eventuum, sed esse tamen eorum vera et certa signa. Origenes quidem certe in tomis suis super Genesim (sic enim memorat Eusebius libro sexto de praeparatione Evangelica capite nono), cum explanaret verba illa quae[...]
Blessed Augustine, in the fifth book of the City of God, chapter 1, relates that there was an opinion of certain not-mediocrely learned men, to whom it seemed that the stars are not indeed causes of human events, but are nevertheless their true and certain signs. Origen indeed, certainly, in his tomes on Genesis (for so Eusebius records, in the sixth book of the Preparation for the Gospel, chapter nine), when he was explaining those words which[...]2



...[verba illa] quae sunt in primo capite libri Geneseos, Et erunt in signa (e quibus videlicet verbis huius nostrae disputationis argumentum pertexuimus), prodidit astra esse a Deo posita in caelo ut per varios aspectus et coniunctiones praesignificarent quae consequentibus temporibus, tum universe tum sigillatim, eventura essent, non tamen ea efficerent. Itaque caelum esse dixit velut quendam librum in quo Deus depinxit atque descripsit quaecumque in toto mundani aevi decursu, suo quaeque tempore, futura sunt. Ad hoc probandum citat Origenes librum quendam cui titulus erat Narratio Ioseph, olim apud multos in auctoritatem et fidem receptum: in quo Iacob Patriarcha inducitur filios suos alloquens hunc in modum, Legi, inquit, in tabulis caeli quaecumque contingent vobis et filiis vestris. Plotinus autem condiscipulus Origenis idem sensit, idque docet in libro qui inscriptus est, Verum stellae aliquid agant; in libro autem de Fato cap. 6 hunc praeterea stellarum usum esse tradit, ut qui illas suspiciant et quasi litteras considerent (qui nimirum huiusmodi litteraturam noverunt) futura legant, ex ipsis figuris comparatione quadam analogica eorum significationem et intellectum solerter indagantes. Quin Porphyrius affirmat, cum ipse de se interficiendo vehementer cogitaret, Plotinum hoc caelitus providisse et a tanto facinore eum prohibuisse.
...those words which are in the first chapter of the book of Genesis, And let them be for signs (from which words, namely, we have woven the theme of this our disputation), he set forth that the stars were placed by God in the heaven so that, by their various aspects and conjunctions, they might presignify the things which, in the succeeding times, both universally and singly, were to come to pass—yet not bring them about. And so he called the heaven, as it were, a certain book in which God has painted and described whatever things, in the whole course of the world's age, are to be, each in its own time. To prove this, Origen cites a certain book whose title was The Narration of Joseph, once received among many into authority and credit: in which the Patriarch Jacob is brought in addressing his sons in this manner: I have read, he says, in the tablets of heaven whatever things shall befall you and your sons. And Plotinus, the fellow-disciple of Origen, held the same, and teaches it in the book which is entitled, Whether the Stars Do Anything; and in the book On Fate, chapter 6, he relates that this, besides, is the use of the stars: that those who look up at them and consider them as letters (those, namely, who know literature of this kind) may read the future, skillfully tracing out their signification and meaning from the figures themselves by a certain analogical comparison. Porphyry even affirms that, when he was vehemently thinking of killing himself, Plotinus foresaw this from heaven, and kept him from so great a crime.3



HANC sententiam Iulius Sirenus libro 9 de Fato cap. 35 minime damnandam censet, et, quo probabilem esse ostendat, aliquot ex divina Scriptura productis sententiis eam ornat atque confirmat. Hoc enim, inquit, non obscure indicat Esaias, cum ait in cap. 34, Complicabuntur sicut liber caeli. Qua oratione significatur caelos post diem iudicii convolvendos esse atque complicandos, quasi nunc caeli instar cuiusdam libri sint explicati et aperti nobis, haud dubie ad legendum. Eodem pertinet illud quod est in Psalmo 25, Annunciabunt caeli iustitiam eius; et in Psalmo 18, Caeli enarrant gloriam Dei; et quod est in 1 capite libri Genes. de stellis, Ut sint in signa; et in Psal. 88, Confitebuntur tibi caeli mirabilia tua Domine. Nec vero, inquit Origenes, haec opinatio tollit liberum hominis arbitrium, non magis profecto quam praedicta futurarum rerum a sanctis Prophetis edita, vel praescientia omnium rerum quae est in Deo. Plotinus scientiam astrorum, ea ratione ut astra signa sunt humanorum eventuum, contingere homini aiebat vel singulari quodam Dei munere, vel propter eximiam Astrologiae peritiam: ad eam enim comparandam opus esse acerrima indagatione summaque solertia.
This opinion Julius Sirenus, in the ninth book On Fate, chapter 35, judges by no means to be condemned; and, that he may show it to be probable, he adorns and confirms it with several sentences brought forward from the divine Scripture. For this, he says, Isaiah indicates not obscurely, when he says, in chapter 34, They shall be folded together like the book of heaven. By which saying it is signified that the heavens, after the day of judgment, are to be rolled up and folded, as though now the heavens, after the manner of a certain book, were unrolled and open to us, doubtless for reading. To the same purpose belongs that which is in Psalm 25, The heavens shall announce his justice; and in Psalm 18, The heavens declare the glory of God; and that which is in the first chapter of the book of Genesis concerning the stars, Let them be for signs; and in Psalm 88, The heavens shall confess thy wonders, O Lord. Nor indeed, says Origen, does this opinion take away the free will of man—no more, surely, than the predictions of future things put forth by the holy Prophets, or the foreknowledge of all things which is in God. Plotinus said that the science of the stars (in this respect, that the stars are signs of human events) comes to a man either by some singular gift of God, or on account of an extraordinary skill in Astrology: for to acquire it there is need of the keenest searching and the highest cleverness.4



IULIUS autem Sirenus ne Augustinum quidem ab hac opinione abhorruisse putat, quippe in 2 libro contra Manichaeos cap. 21, cum is ageret de hominibus quorum, dum sunt in corpore mortali, occulta sunt corda, ita scribit:
But Julius Sirenus thinks that not even Augustine abhorred this opinion, since in the second book Against the Manichaeans, chapter 21, when he was treating of men whose hearts, while they are in the mortal body, are hidden, he writes thus:5



For we must not believe that in those celestial bodies thoughts can lie hidden as they lie hidden in these bodies of ours; but, just as some movements of the soul appear in the countenance, and especially in the eyes[...]6
Neque enim in illis corporibus caelestibus sic latere posse cogitationes credendum est, quemadmodum in his corporibus latent, sed sicut nonnulli motus animorum apparent in vultu, et maxime in oculis[...]



...in the hidden eyes—so, in that transparency and simplicity of the celestial bodies, I do not think that the movements of the soul can lie hidden at all. Thus Augustine there.7
...[in] oculis occultis, sic in illa perspicuitate ac simplicitate caelestium corporum omnes omnino motus animi latere non arbitror. Haec ibi Augustinus.



VERUM, si quis locum hunc non prorsus inconsiderate legat, plane comperiet Augustinum per caelestia corpora non intelligere orbes caelestes, sed corpora beatorum hominum post resurrectionem caelesti gloria et immortalitate donata; et ponere eum discrimen inter homines in hisce caducis corporibus viventes, et eosdem post resurrectionem in glorificatis corporibus immortalem et beatam vitam agentes: quod illi arcana cordium multiplici simulatione callide tegant et occultent, ideoque saepe alios fallant; in his vero manifesta erunt omnium corda omnibus, omnisque prorsus aberit simulatio, fictio atque deceptio. Atque hunc esse verborum Augustini germanum intellectum ex proxime consequentibus eius verbis palam est: haec enim subtexuit:
But, if anyone read this passage not altogether inconsiderately, he will plainly find that Augustine, by celestial bodies, does not understand the celestial orbs, but the bodies of the blessed men, after the resurrection endowed with celestial glory and immortality; and that he sets a distinction between men living in these perishable bodies, and the same men after the resurrection, leading an immortal and blessed life in glorified bodies: namely, that the former cunningly cover and hide the secrets of their hearts by manifold simulation, and therefore often deceive others; but in the latter the hearts of all will be manifest to all, and all simulation, fiction, and deception will be utterly absent. And that this is the genuine sense of Augustine's words is plain from his immediately following words: for he subjoined these:8



Itaque illi merebuntur habitationem illam et commutationem in angelicam formam, qui etiam in hac vita, cum possint sub tunicis pelliceis occultare mendacia, oderunt tamen ea, et callent flagrantissimo amore veritatis, et hoc solum tegunt quod ii qui audiunt ferre non possunt; sed nulla mentiuntur. Venit enim tempus ut nihil etiam contegatur: Nihil est enim occultum quod non manifestabitur. Sic Augustinus.
And so those will merit that dwelling and the change into the angelic form, who, even in this life—although they could hide lies beneath their garments of skin—yet hate them, and are versed with a most ardent love of truth, and conceal only that which those who hear cannot bear; but they tell no lies. For the time comes when nothing at all shall be covered over: for nothing is hidden which shall not be made manifest. Thus Augustine.9



Quare cum Augustinus satis explicate et aperte loquatur de corporibus hominum glorificatis, non autem de caelis vel astris, demiror sane Iulium Sirenum tam incogitanter et oscitanter legisse hunc locum, vel ut propter eum maxime Augustino affinxerit huiusmodi sententiam, cuius nec ullum eo loci vestigium apparet, et extat apud eundem in libro quinto de Civitate Dei copiosa et gravis confutatio. CAETERUM, astra esse signa rerum futurarum censeo equidem non solum esse alienum a vera philosophia, sed etiam sacris litteris contrarium. Ac licet complures earum rationum quas superiori capite tractavimus etiam valeant ad hoc probandum, novis tamen aliquot argumentis quae proprie eiusmodi sententiam refellant hoc loco utendum est. Principio, quod est naturale signum alicuius rei, id vel eius rei causam vel effectum esse, vel utrumque ab eadem superiori et communi causa proficisci necesse est: nam quod praeter haec quartum membrum fingi posset (videlicet, ut illud signum necessario sit coniunctum cum causa rei ab illo significatae), id non est diversum a tertio membro: talis enim connexio et coniunctio non aliter esse potest quam ut causa illa prius ex se pariat id quod est signum, deinde id quod est signatum; aut ut idem quod causam excitat vel admovet ad agendum, simul etiam adhibeat et applicet id quod est signum ad praesignificandum: utrumque autem horum ad omnem causam refertur. Hinc igitur argumentari licet ad hunc modum: Si caeli et sydera sunt signa omnium rerum sublunarium, vel sunt earum rerum causa (sed hoc negat ista opinio), vel sunt effectus (quod nec illi dicent, nec ullus hominum sanae mentis audebit dicere), aut, quod tantummodo reliquum est, tam caelestia quam sublu[naria]...
Wherefore, since Augustine speaks explicitly and openly enough of the glorified bodies of men, and not of the heavens or stars, I marvel indeed that Julius Sirenus read this passage so thoughtlessly and drowsily, or that on its account he chiefly fastened upon Augustine a sentence of this kind, of which not even any trace appears in that place—while in the same author, in the fifth book of the City of God, there exists a copious and weighty refutation of it. Moreover, that the stars are signs of future things I judge to be not only foreign to true philosophy, but even contrary to the sacred writings. And although several of those reasons which we treated in the previous chapter also avail to prove this, yet some new arguments, which properly refute a sentence of this kind, must be used in this place. First: that which is a natural sign of some thing must be either the cause of that thing, or its effect, or both must proceed from the same higher and common cause: for as to a fourth member that might be feigned besides these (namely, that the sign be necessarily conjoined with the cause of the thing signified by it), that is no different from the third member: for such a connection and conjunction can be in no other way than that that cause first of itself produces the thing which is the sign, then the thing which is signified; or that the same thing which rouses or moves the cause to act, at the same time also employs and applies the thing which is the sign for presignifying: and both of these are referred to the cause. Hence, then, one may argue in this manner: If the heavens and stars are signs of all sublunary things, either they are the cause of those things (but this the said opinion denies), or they are the effect (which neither will they say, nor will any man of sound mind dare to say), or—what alone remains—both the celestial and the sublu[nary]...10



...[sublu]naria ab eadem superiori et communi causa proveniant: quemadmodum Iris signum est serenitatis, non quia sit eius causa vel effectus, sed quia eadem est communis utriusque causa. At causam communem caelestium corporum et sublunarium necesse est esse vel corpoream vel incorpoream: corpoream quidem nullam (opinor) ponent isti, nullum enim corpus superius caelis est; relinquitur igitur omnia referant ad causam incorpoream, hoc est vel Deum vel Angelos qui movent caelos: ita ut, dum Angeli caelos movent, in ipsorum caelorum statu habituque, et in syderum positu et conformatione, quasi quibusdam suis nutibus et tanquam notis atque signis inibi descriptis, eventa rerum humanarum praenotent atque praemonstrent. At enimvero id multis de causis non est credibile. Etenim qui sic opinantur, fateri eos oportet induci homines ab Angelis ad maxima scelera et execranda flagitia.
...both the celestial and the sublunary proceed from the same higher and common cause: just as the rainbow is a sign of fair weather, not because it is its cause or effect, but because the same thing is the common cause of both. But the common cause of the celestial and the sublunary bodies must be either corporeal or incorporeal: corporeal indeed none (I suppose) will these men posit, for no body is higher than the heavens; it remains, therefore, that they refer all things to an incorporeal cause—that is, either God, or the Angels who move the heavens: so that, while the Angels move the heavens, in the state and condition of the heavens themselves, and in the position and configuration of the stars (as if by certain nods of their own, and as by marks and signs there described), they would foreknow and foreshow the events of human affairs. But in truth this, for many reasons, is not credible. For those who think thus must confess that men are led on by Angels to the greatest crimes and execrable misdeeds.11



Ad hoc, Philosophia docet, necnon et Theologia idem tradit, Angelorum nullam esse actionem quam vocant transeuntem, et quae proxime ab ipsis provenit, aliam quam motum localem; nec Angelos posse quicquam proxime agere praeterquam movere motu locali. Angelos vero qui circumvolvunt orbes caelestes non aliter circa res sublunares operari censent Philosophi et Theologi quam per motum et lumen caeli: nam influentias a lumine omnino diversas paulo superius sustulimus. Per motum et lumen caeli omnes futuros effectus rerum sublunarium clare, distincte certoque praemonstrari nemo dicet qui verisimilia et credibilia loqui velit. Deinde, cum eiusdem causae duo effectus se invicem necessario indicant, ut ab eadem causa sic eodem quoque modo ab illa provenire debent; alioquin fieri non potest ut se invicem certo indicent. A Deo autem et Angelis quae in corporibus caelestibus fiunt, ea necessario et invariabiliter se habent; quae autem in his quae sunt infra lunam, valde mutabiliter, et ut ita loquar, defectibiliter contingunt.
To this, Philosophy teaches, and Theology likewise hands down the same: that there is no action of the Angels which they call transient, and which proceeds proximately from them, other than local motion; nor can the Angels do anything proximately except move by local motion. And the Angels who revolve the celestial orbs, the Philosophers and Theologians judge, work upon sublunary things in no other way than through the motion and light of the heaven: for influences altogether diverse from light we did away with a little above. That through the motion and light of the heaven all future effects of sublunary things are clearly, distinctly, and certainly foreshown, no one will say who wishes to speak likely and credible things. Next, since two effects of the same cause necessarily indicate each other [only when], as from the same cause, so also in the same way, they ought to proceed from it; otherwise it cannot happen that they certainly indicate each other. But the things which are done by God and the Angels in the celestial bodies hold themselves necessarily and invariably; whereas the things which happen in those that are beneath the moon happen very mutably, and (so to speak) defectibly.12



HINC alia quoque subtexuntur argumenta. Etenim, quomodo astra, quae sunt certo numero comprehensa et semper unius modi et necessario ac immutabiliter ita se habent, signa esse possunt omnium rerum futurarum, quae propemodum infinitae sunt multitudine ac varietate et inter se plurimum differentes atque discrepantes? quomodo eadem syderum positura et conformatio, sub qua vel Gemini vel alii quamplurimi eodem puncto temporis nascuntur, potest esse certum signum proprie et distincte praesignificans tot tamque varios ac dissimiles casus et eventus qui in illis cernuntur? quare, si astra sunt signa rerum futurarum, earundem quoque causas esse fatendum est; quod si causas esse negamus, etiam signa esse negandum est. Dices, cometas qui in sublimi aëre generantur signa esse quae insignes admodum casus futuros portendant, quorum tamen cometae nec causae sint nec effectus: quare idem quoque astris accidere respectu rerum sublunarium non esse incredibile. At ego[...]
Hence other arguments too are subjoined. For how can the stars—which are comprehended in a fixed number, and are always of one manner, and hold themselves necessarily and immutably—be signs of all future things, which are well-nigh infinite in multitude and variety, and most greatly differing and discrepant among themselves? how can the same position and configuration of the stars, under which either twins or very many others are born at the same point of time, be a certain sign properly and distinctly presignifying so many and so various and dissimilar chances and events as are seen in them? wherefore, if the stars are signs of future things, it must be confessed that they are also their causes; but if we deny that they are causes, it must also be denied that they are signs. You will say: comets, which are generated in the upper air, are signs that portend very notable future chances, of which, nevertheless, the comets are neither causes nor effects: wherefore the same may also befall the stars with respect to sublunary things, and this is not incredible. But I[...]13



cometas certa signa humanorum casuum et eventuum nunquam concedam, licet hoc tam vulgo persuasum sit quam est a Sapientibus improbatum. Quod si hoc, cum vulgo consentiens, opinarer, dicerem cometas a stellis rerum futurarum effectricibus excitari, ut eas res antegressi praemonstrent. De stellis autem secus est, his enim nulla est corporea causa superior. SED quid multis moror? coguntur istius opinionis Auctores (quanquam id minime velint) Fati necessitatem inducere, et sane magis etiam quam qui stellas faciunt causas rerum sublunarium. Etenim, ut stellae causae sint eorum quae fiunt infra lunam, non ideo tamen Fati necessitas exsistet: quod enim illarum afflatu defluxuque in terris esset efficiendum, id posset vel contrariis materiae affectionibus vel obstantibus causis particularibus impediri. At si astra naturaliter futurarum rerum signa sunt, omnino evenire necessarium est quod ab illis significatur, alioquin essent signa inania et fallacia. Et cum Deus ea instituisset ad significandum, et in caelo tanquam in quodam volumine ea descripsisset veluti notas futurarum rerum indices, si eventus rerum cum illarum significationibus non congruerent, vel Deus earum auctor et institutor ignorans esset futurorum eventuum, vel fallax. Denique, si astra praesignificant quae futura sunt, aut praemonstrant quae facienda sunt a causis particularibus, non quidem omnibus sed aliquibus tantum (sed hoc improbabile est ac figmenti simile: cur enim stellae praenotent futuros effectus aliquarum particularium causarum potius quam aliarum? vel cur non similiter praemonstrent omnes, cum omnium similis ratio sit?); aut stellae praesignificant omnes futuros effectus causarum omnium particularium: hoc si est, nullae profecto reliquae fient causae per quas, quo minus eveniat quod a stellis praesignificatur, impediri et prohiberi queat. Ex quo fit necessario ut omnia quae infra Lunam fiunt immutabili necessitate Fati nexa vinctaque teneantur: quod nec istius sententiae defensores sentiunt, et id sentire impium est.
I will never grant that comets are certain signs of human chances and events, although this is as much persuaded to the vulgar as it is disapproved by the Wise. But if I held this, agreeing with the vulgar, I would say that comets are excited by the stars, the producers of future things, so that, going before, they foreshow those things. But concerning the stars it is otherwise, for to these there is no corporeal cause superior. But why do I delay over many things? The Authors of that opinion are compelled (although they least wish it) to introduce the necessity of Fate—and indeed even more than those who make the stars causes of sublunary things. For, granting that the stars are causes of the things that happen below the moon, not for that reason will the necessity of Fate exist: because what was to be effected on earth by their breathing and influx could be impeded either by contrary affections of the matter, or by obstructing particular causes. But if the stars are naturally signs of future things, it is altogether necessary that what is signified by them come to pass, otherwise they would be empty and fallacious signs. And since God had instituted them for signifying, and had described them in the heaven as in a certain volume, like marks indexing future things, if the outcomes of things did not agree with their significations, either God their author and institutor would be ignorant of future events, or deceitful. Finally, if the stars presignify the things that are to be: either they foreshow the things that are to be done by particular causes—not by all indeed, but by some only (but this is improbable and like a fiction: for why should the stars foreknow the future effects of some particular causes rather than of others? or why should they not foreshow all alike, since the reasoning of all is alike?); or the stars presignify all the future effects of all particular causes: and if this is so, there will surely be no remaining causes by which it could be impeded and prohibited that what is presignified by the stars should come to pass the less. From which it follows necessarily that all things which happen below the Moon are held bound and fettered by the immutable necessity of Fate: which neither do the defenders of that opinion hold, and to hold it is impious.14



TESTIMONIUM autem illud Esaiae productum est 34 cap., Caeli sicut libri complicabuntur, quod, inter cetera Scripturae testimonia paulo superius commemorata, solum habere aliquid difficultatis et nonnihil negocii facessere videtur: varie interpretatum reperio, ita tamen ut nulla interpretatio quae modo vel probati sit Auctoris vel sit ipsa probabilis quicquam illi sententiae suffragetur. Iustinus martyr, respondens ad quaestionem nonagesimam quartam Orthodoxorum, qua quaerebatur quemadmodum intelligendum esset quod dicitur ab Esaia fore ut caelum aliquando velut liber complicaretur, sic ait:
But that testimony of Isaiah which was brought forward, in chapter 34, The heavens shall be folded together like a book, alone, among the other testimonies of Scripture mentioned a little above, seems to have some difficulty and to cause some little trouble: I find it variously interpreted, yet so that no interpretation—which is either of an approved Author, or is itself probable—gives any support to that opinion. Justin Martyr, answering the ninety-fourth question of the Orthodox, in which it was asked how that should be understood which is said by Isaiah, that the heaven would one day be folded up like a book, speaks thus:15



Quemadmodum caeli creationem divina littera per similitudinem conferunt aliquando cum pellis extensione, dicentes, Qui extendit caelum sicut pellem; aliquando cum firmato fumo, Caelum, inquit, ceu fumus firmatum est; aliquando cum rotunditate camera, Qui extendit, inquit, caelum velut cameram: sic e diverso caeli dissolutionem per comparationem conferunt cum[...]
Just as the divine Scripture compares the creation of the heavens, by a likeness, sometimes with the stretching out of a skin, saying, Who stretches out the heaven like a skin; sometimes with firmed smoke, The heaven, it says, is firmed like smoke; sometimes with the roundness of a vault, Who stretches out, it says, the heaven like a vault: so, conversely, it compares the dissolution of the heavens, by a comparison, with[...]16



...it compares with other things: as in Isaiah, with a scroll to be rolled up and folded together; as in David, in Psalm 101, with a garment growing old and being changed. Thus Justin.17
...[per comparationem conferunt] cum aliis rebus: ut apud Esaiam cum volumine involvendo et implicando, sicut apud Davidem Psalmo 101 cum vestimento veterascente et commutando. Sic Iustinus.



Hieronymus vero super illis verbis haec scribit:
But Jerome writes these things upon those words:18



Considerandum quod non dicat interire caelos, sed replicari sive complicari quasi librum: ut, postquam omnia peccata aperta fuerint et relecta, complicentur qui prius aperti fuerant, ut nequaquam ultra scribantur in eis delicta multorum. In Scriptura enim dicuntur caeli annunciare iustitiam Dei, revelare iram eius, et probare ac testificari hominum scelera.
It must be considered that he does not say that the heavens perish, but that they are rolled back or folded together like a book: so that, after all sins have been opened and re-read, those which had before been opened may be folded together, that the offenses of the many be no longer written in them. For in Scripture the heavens are said to announce the justice of God, to reveal His wrath, and to prove and testify the crimes of men.19



SANCTUS Thomas et Nicolaus de Lyra aliter exponunt. Complicabuntur, inquiunt, caeli tanquam liber, hoc est, non exercebunt ultra Ethnici Astromantiam suam, nec posthac ex astris divinare audebunt eventa hominum, quasi legerent in syderibus descriptos casus et eventus futuros. Alii sic interpretantur: Non patebit amplius introitus in regnum caelorum, sed ianua caelestis clausa erit. Sunt etiam qui explanent hoc modo: Ministerium et usus caelorum atque syderum exhibitus homini ante diem iudicii, postea esse desinet: nam licet non prorsus interibunt caeli, alio tamen statu erunt, et quibus nunc funguntur ministeriis et obsequiis hominum causa, ab illis post diem iudicii quoquo modo vacabunt; quae vocatio pulchre declaratur ab Isaia similitudine libri, quem, posteaquam eo usi sumus nec amplius nobis usui futurus est, complicare et claudere solemus.
Saint Thomas and Nicholas of Lyra expound it otherwise. The heavens shall be folded together, they say, like a book—that is, the heathen will no longer practice their astromancy, nor henceforth will they dare to divine from the stars the events of men, as though they were reading in the stars the chances and events written there. Others interpret thus: An entrance into the kingdom of the heavens will lie open no more, but the heavenly door will be closed. There are also those who explain it in this way: The ministry and use of the heavens and stars, exhibited to man before the day of judgment, will afterward cease: for although the heavens will not utterly perish, they will yet be in another state, and from the ministries and services which they now perform for the sake of men, they will after the day of judgment in some way rest; which cessation is beautifully declared by Isaiah through the likeness of a book, which, after we have used it and it is to be of no further use to us, we are wont to fold up and close.20



NEC displicet mihi interpretatio eorum qui aiunt illa similitudine declarari tantam fore divinae irae et vindictae demonstrationem adversus gentes de quibus illic Esaias loquitur, tantam rerum omnium perturbationem et confusionem, tantam denique hominum tristitiam dolorem et conflictationem, ut prae magnitudine moeroris atque doloris et prae animi perturbatione et oppressione videantur hominibus caelestia lumina restringui, stellae de caelo cadere, motusque earum conturbari, denique caelum complicari et recedere: nam quod hic dicitur complicari, in Apocalypsi dicitur recedere vel abire. Sic enim habes in capite sexto, Et caelum recessit sicut liber involutus.
Nor does the interpretation of those displease me who say that by that likeness is declared that so great will be the demonstration of divine wrath and vengeance against the nations of whom Isaiah there speaks, so great the perturbation and confusion of all things, and finally so great the sadness, grief, and distress of men, that, through the magnitude of mourning and grief, and through the perturbation and oppression of mind, the heavenly lights seem to men to be restrained, the stars to fall from heaven, and their motions to be disturbed, and finally the heaven to be folded together and to recede: for what is here said to be folded together, in the Apocalypse is said to recede or depart. For so you have it in the sixth chapter, And the heaven departed like a scroll rolled up.21



SED, quo planior sit et facilior ad intelligendum etiam non valde doctis similitudo libri qua usus est Esaias, sciendum est apud Hebraeos antiquitus libros sacros diversa forma scribi et compingi solitos esse quam nunc scribuntur libri apud nos. Habebant enim unum duntaxat folium sive membranam oblongam, quae circa cylindrum sive axem ligneum circumplicabatur, instar lineae telae radio textorio circumvolutae. Videbantur autem huiusmodi libri aliquam referre caelorum similitudinem et imaginem: quia, sicut axem illum ligneum qui in medio voluminis est complures ipsius membranae ceu spirae, altera super alteram, ambiunt et circundant, ita hanc terram, quae medium totius universi axem tenet, caelestes orbes alter super alterum, collocati in orbem, circumplectentur. Verum de testimonio Esaiae satis dictum sit: cuius cum an[...]
But, that the likeness of a book which Isaiah used may be plainer and easier to understand even to the not very learned, it must be known that among the Hebrews the sacred books were anciently wont to be written and bound in a different form than the books are now written among us. For they had only a single leaf or oblong membrane, which was folded around a cylinder or wooden axis, after the manner of a linen cloth wound around a weaver's beam. And books of this kind seemed to bear some likeness and image of the heavens: because, just as several coils, as it were spirals, of the membrane itself encircle and surround, one over another, that wooden axis which is in the middle of the roll, so the celestial orbs, set one over another in a circle, would encompass this earth, which holds the central axis of the whole universe. But let enough have been said of the testimony of Isaiah: whose [expositions], although [many]...22



...[cuius cum] an multae ac variae sint expositiones, nulla earum tamen mirificos istos astrorum Lectores, interpretes ac Vates adiuvat.
...whose expositions, however many and various they are, yet none of them aids those marvelous Readers, interpreters, and Prophets of the stars.23



Translator’s notes
	The fourth chapter, refuting the milder view that the stars, though not causes, are at least certain signs of future events. ↩
	Augustine (City of God 5.1) records the opinion of certain learned men that the stars are not causes but true and certain signs of human events. Origen (in his Genesis commentaries, per Eusebius, Praep. ev. 6.9), expounding Gen 1:14 (‘and let them be for signs’)... Continues onto the next page (catchword ‘quae’). ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Liber qui inscribebatur Narratio Ioseph, ab Origene citatus." Origen, expounding Gen 1:14 (‘let them be for signs’—the disputation's theme), held the stars set by God to presignify future events by their aspects and conjunctions, not to cause them—heaven being like a ‘book’ in which God described all that will happen. He cites the (apocryphal) ‘Narration of Joseph,’ where Jacob says ‘I have read in the tablets of heaven whatever shall befall you.’ Plotinus (the Neoplatonist) held the same (‘Whether the Stars Do Anything’; On Fate ch. 6—the skilled read the future from the star-figures as from letters); Porphyry says Plotinus foresaw and prevented his own suicide-plan from the heavens. ↩
	Julius Sirenus (De Fato 9.35) defends this view with a Scripture catena: Isaiah 34:4 (‘folded like a book’—the heavens lie open like a book to be read); Ps 50:6/Ps 19:1/Gen 1:14/Ps 89:5. Origen: this does not destroy free will, any more than the Prophets' predictions or God's foreknowledge do. Plotinus: the science of the stars-as-signs comes either by a singular gift of God or by extraordinary astrological skill. ↩
	Julius Sirenus claims even Augustine did not reject the stars-as-signs view, citing Augustine, De Genesi contra Manichaeos 2.21 (on men whose hearts are hidden while in the mortal body): ↩
	Augustine, De Genesi contra Manichaeos 2.21 (cited by Julius Sirenus). The block quote spans printed pp. 271–272. Continues onto the next page (catchword ‘oculis’). ↩
	Conclusion of the Augustine quotation (De Gen. c. Manich. 2.21): just as the soul's movements show in the face and especially the eyes, so in the transparency of the ‘celestial bodies’ no movement of the soul can lie hidden. (Pererius will argue these ‘celestial bodies’ are the glorified human bodies, not the heavens.) ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Excutitur locus Augustini." Pererius corrects Sirenus: Augustine's ‘celestial bodies’ are not the heavenly orbs but the glorified bodies of the blessed after the resurrection. He contrasts men in their perishable bodies (who hide their hearts by simulation) with the same after resurrection (whose hearts are manifest, all deception gone)—as the next words show: ↩
	Augustine, continuing (De Gen. c. Manich. 2.21): those merit the heavenly dwelling and ‘change into the angelic form’ who, though they could hide lies beneath the ‘garments of skin,’ hate them and love truth, telling no lies—for ‘nothing is hidden that shall not be made manifest’ (Luke 8:17). This confirms he means glorified human bodies, not the stars. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Astra non esse certa signa rerum futurarum." Pererius rebukes Sirenus for misreading Augustine (who refutes the stars-as-signs view in City of God 5). His own thesis: the view is foreign to philosophy and contrary to Scripture. First argument (the natural-sign disjunction): a natural sign must be the thing's cause, or its effect, or both must spring from a common higher cause. So if the stars are signs of all sublunary things, they are either their causes (the opinion denies this), or their effects (absurd), or—the only remaining option—both proceed from a common higher cause. Continues onto the next page (catchword ‘luna’). ↩
	The natural-sign argument concluded: if stars are signs of sublunary things via a common higher cause—like the rainbow, a sign of fair weather not by causing it but because both share a common cause—that common cause must be incorporeal (no body is above the heavens), i.e. God or the Angels moving the heavens. So the Angels, moving the heavens, would inscribe human events in the star-configurations as signs. But this is incredible: it would make the Angels lead men into the greatest crimes. ↩
	Two further arguments: (1) Angels' only ‘transient’ action is local motion, so the heaven-moving Angels work on sublunary things only by the heaven's motion and light (‘influences’ being already disproved)—and no credible person says all sublunary futures are clearly foreshown by motion and light. (2) Two effects of one cause indicate each other only if they proceed from it in the same way; but what God and the Angels do in the heavens is necessary and invariable, while sublunary events happen mutably and ‘defectibly’—so the heavens cannot be certain signs of them. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "An Cometae signa sint humanarum rerum." Further arguments: how can the stars—fixed, uniform, immutable—be signs of future things almost infinite in variety? how can one star-configuration (shared by twins, or many born at once) distinctly presignify their many diverse fates? So if stars are signs, they are causes too; deny the causes, deny the signs. An objection (to be answered): comets, neither causes nor effects, are signs portending great events—so why not the stars? Continues onto the next page (catchword ‘cometas’; signature M). ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Qui astra futurarum rerum certa faciunt signa, eos necessario Fatum inducere." Pererius's reply to the comets objection: he never grants comets are certain signs (a vulgar belief disproved by the wise); if he did, he'd say comets are excited by the star-causes and so foreshow events—but no corporeal cause is above the stars. The decisive argument: the stars-as-signs view forces Fate-necessity even more than the stars-as-causes view. Causes can be impeded (by contrary matter or particular causes), but a natural sign must infallibly signify—else God (who ‘wrote’ the stars as signs) would be ignorant or deceptive. And if the stars sign all the effects of all causes, nothing can impede them, so all sublunary things are bound by immutable Fate—which the defenders deny and which is impious. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Explicatur locus Isaiae ex cap. 34." The Isaiah 34:4 testimony, ‘The heavens shall be folded up like a book,’ alone of the Scripture proofs cited for the stars-as-signs view has some difficulty. Variously interpreted, yet no interpretation (of an approved author, or probable in itself) favors that view. Justin Martyr (Quaestiones et responsiones ad Orthodoxos, q. 94) answers how Isaiah's ‘heaven folded like a book’ is to be understood: ↩
	Justin Martyr, Quaestiones et responsiones ad Orthodoxos, q. 94. The block quote spans printed pp. 274–275. Scripture likens the heavens' creation now to a stretched skin (Ps 104:2), now to firmed smoke (Isa 51:6 LXX), now to a vaulted roof (Isa 40:22). Continues onto the next page (catchword ‘cum’). ↩
	Marginal glosses: "Psalm. 103. Esaiae 51. Iuxta 70 (Interpretes). Esaiae 40. Iuxta 70 (Interpretes)" — keying the Septuagint readings cited (Ps 104:2; Isa 51:6; Isa 40:22; Ps 102:26). Conclusion of Justin's answer: as Scripture likens the heavens' creation to a skin, smoke, or vault, so it likens their dissolution to a rolled-up scroll (Isaiah) or a garment grown old and changed (Psalm 102:26). ↩
	Lead-in to Jerome's exposition of Isaiah 34:4. ↩
	Jerome, Commentary on Isaiah (on 34:4): he does not say the heavens perish, but are folded like a book—so that, when all sins have been opened and re-read, they are folded up, that the crimes of the many be written in them no more. (The heavens in Scripture ‘announce God's justice, reveal His wrath, and testify men's crimes.’) ↩
	Three further expositions: (1) Aquinas and Nicholas of Lyra—‘folded like a book’ means the heathen will no longer practice astromancy or read events ‘written in the stars.’ (2) Others—entry to the kingdom of heaven will close. (3) Others—the heavens' ministry to man (before Judgment) will cease afterward; they will not perish but rest from their services, ‘folded’ like a book we close when done with it. ↩
	Pererius's preferred reading: the simile declares so great a demonstration of divine wrath against the nations (of which Isaiah speaks) and so great a confusion of all things that, through grief and dread, the heavenly lights seem dimmed, the stars fall, their motions disturbed, the heaven ‘folded up’ and receding—‘folded’ in Isaiah being ‘departed’ in Revelation 6:14 (‘the heaven departed like a scroll rolled up’). ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Antiquus mos Hebraeorum scribendi." A digression on the ancient Hebrew scroll: a single oblong sheet rolled around a wooden axis, like cloth on a weaver's beam. Such a scroll resembled the heavens—as the membrane's coils encircle the central axis, so the celestial orbs, set one above another, encompass the earth, which holds the universe's central axis. Continues onto the next page (catchword ‘an multae’). ↩
	Closing the Isaiah digression: however many its expositions, none of them helps the astrologers (sarcastically, those ‘marvelous Readers, interpreters, and Prophets of the stars’). ↩
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By what means some astrologers have predicted many true things. CHAPTER FIVE.1
Qua ratione nonnulli Astrologi multa vera praedixerint. CAPUT QUINTUM.



RESTAT, quo tandem ad exitum haec disputatio finemque perducatur, ut causas aperiamus cur permultae quorumdam Astrologorum praedictiones verae fuerint et cum rebus ipsis eventisque mirabiliter congruentes; hanc enim quaestionem, cum eius mentio supra incidisset, quo melius (commodiori scilicet loco) tractari posset, in extremam hanc disputationem reiecimus. Licet igitur praedictiones Astrologorum plerumque falsas esse verissimum sit et nobis supra satis explicatum, quoniam tamen et olim proditum est a multis hodieque admodum vulgare est, quinetiam a gravibus viris (quibus non credere difficile est) pro certo traditur fuisse quosdam Astrologos quorum pleraeque omnes praedictiones verae fuerunt, usu ipso eventuque comprobatae, et vix unum aut alterum de plurimis eorum praedictis secus evenit quam illi praenunciaverant: age, nos etiam hoc credere in animum inducamus, ne pervulgatae hominum opinioni (quasi publica fide et auctoritate confirmatae) adversari videamur. Concessa autem veritate huiusmodi praedictionum, causas eius disquiramus, videlicet qua ratione certo potuerint ab Astrologis futura praenunciari, quae, quod incerta sunt, vim et notionem humanae intelligentiae fugiunt. Non longum faciam: equidem asseveranter affirmo, si quae praedictiones Astrologorum verae fuerunt, earum veritatem non ex veritate firmitateque artis Astromantiae (quam nullam esse satis superque ostensum est), sed aliis ex causis proficisci: quae autem sint huiusmodi causae, brevibus explicabo.
It remains, that this disputation may at last be brought to its outcome and end, that we disclose the causes why very many predictions of certain Astrologers were true and marvelously agreeing with the very facts and events; for this question, since mention of it fell out above, we deferred to this last part of the disputation, that it might be better treated, in a more fitting place. Although, therefore, it is most true, and sufficiently explained by us above, that the predictions of the Astrologers are for the most part false; yet since it was long ago reported by many, and today is quite common, nay is handed down as certain by grave men (whom it is difficult not to believe), that there were certain Astrologers nearly all of whose predictions were true, confirmed by the very use and event, and scarcely one or another of their many predictions turned out otherwise than they had foretold: come, let us also bring ourselves to believe this, lest we seem to oppose the widespread opinion of men (as if confirmed by public faith and authority). But the truth of such predictions being granted, let us inquire into the causes of it—namely, by what means future things could be certainly foretold by the Astrologers, which, because they are uncertain, escape the force and notion of human understanding. I will not be long: I assuredly affirm that, if any predictions of the Astrologers were true, their truth proceeds not from the truth and firmness of the art of Astromancy (which has been shown more than enough to be none), but from other causes: and what these causes are, I will briefly explain.2



PRIMA causa. Veritas istarum praedictionum nonnunquam provenit ex pacto et societate quam iniit Astrologus cum daemone, vel ex occulto eius afflatu et instinctu, quo etiam nescientes homines ad divinandum instigantur. Hoc tradit Augustinus extremo cap. 7 lib. 5 de Civitate Dei:
FIRST CAUSE. The truth of these predictions sometimes comes from a pact and fellowship which the Astrologer has entered into with a demon, or from his hidden breathing and instinct, by which even unknowing men are instigated to divine. This Augustine relates at the end of chapter 7 of the fifth book of the City of God:3



Non immerito creditur, cum Astrologi mirabiliter multa vera respondent, occulto instinctu fieri spirituum non bonorum, quorum cura est has falsas et noxias opiniones de Astralibus fatis inserere humanis mentibus atque firmare, non horoscopi notati et inspecti aliqua arte, quae nulla est. Sic Augustinus.
Not undeservedly is it believed that, when the Astrologers wonderfully answer many true things, it comes about by the hidden instinct of spirits not good—whose care it is to insert into human minds, and to confirm, these false and harmful opinions about astral fates—and not by any art of the horoscope noted and inspected, which art is none. Thus Augustine.4



Daemon autem suggerit homini quod ab eo divinetur, vel palam se oculis eius aspectabilem et conspicuum offerens, eumque futura humanis verbis praedocens; vel formatis in aëre vocibus praesignificantibus futura citra ullam corporis speciem et figuram; vel immissa scriptura aliqua quae futurarum rerum prae[dictiones]...
And the demon suggests to the man what is to be divined by him: either openly offering himself visible and conspicuous to his eyes, and pre-teaching him the future in human words; or by voices formed in the air presignifying the future, without any bodily appearance and shape; or by some writing sent in, which [contains] pre[dictions] of future things...5



...[prae]dictiones contineat; vel dormienti per somnia, aut vigilanti, afficiendo et commovendo phantasiam, fingendoque phantasmata idonee ad repraesentandum id quod divinandum est, atque incitando hominem ad praedicendum id quod repraesentant phantasmata. Scire autem potest daemon futura quae praedocet hominem revelatione Dei per bonos Angelos ei facta: nonnunquam enim Deus ad agendum aliquid utitur daemonum ministerio. Solet etiam daemon praenunciare homini futura quae ipsemet postea facturus est. Solet, ob incomparabilem sui motus celeritatem, quae in longinquis locis remotisque mundi regionibus geruntur, ea ad homines qui longissime absunt deferre. Potest item daemon ex clandestinis consiliis, verbis, scriptis, ex signis quae in corpore tam exterius quam interius apparent, occultas hominum cogitationes et deliberationes tam praesentes quam futuras solertissime coniectando cognitas habere. Idemque coniicit ex praeparatione causarum aliarumque rerum quae ad gerendum aliquid debent concurrere. Denique, ob incredibilem subtilitatem solertiam mentis, ob tantam tot millium annorum experientiam, propter perfectam rerum omnium naturalium absolutamque scientiam, callidissimus atque sagacissimus est ad praesentiendum et praenoscendum futura.
...may contain predictions; or by affecting and stirring the phantasy of one sleeping, through dreams, or of one waking, and by feigning phantasms fit to represent that which is to be divined, and by inciting the man to predict that which the phantasms represent. And the demon can know the future things which it pre-teaches the man by a revelation of God made to it through the good Angels: for sometimes God, to do something, uses the ministry of the demons. The demon is also wont to foretell to a man the future things which it itself will afterward do. It is wont, by reason of the incomparable swiftness of its motion, to carry to men who are very far off the things that are done in distant places and remote regions of the world. The demon can also have known the hidden thoughts and deliberations of men, both present and future, by most skillfully conjecturing from clandestine counsels, words, writings, and from the signs that appear in the body, both outwardly and inwardly. And the same it conjectures from the preparation of causes and of the other things which must concur for doing something. Finally, by reason of the incredible subtlety and cleverness of its mind, by reason of so great an experience of so many thousands of years, and on account of its perfect and absolute knowledge of all natural things, it is most cunning and most sagacious at presensing and foreknowing the future.6



Hoc ipsum quod hic docuimus, quia enucleate aperteque tradit Augustinus in lib. 2 de Genesi ad litteram cap. 17, libet verba eius adscribere:
This very thing which we have here taught, because Augustine relates it distinctly and openly in the second book On Genesis according to the Letter, chapter 17, it is pleasing to set down his words:7



De fatis syderum, quaslibet eorum argutias et quasi de matheseos documentorum experimenta, quae illi Apotelesmata vocant, omnino a nostrae fidei sanitate respuamus. Talibus enim disputationibus etiam orandi causas nobis auferre conantur, et impia perversitate, in malis factis quae rectissime reprehenduntur, ingerunt accusandum potius Deum auctorem syderum quam hominum scelera. Ideoque fatendum est, quando ab istis vera dicuntur, instinctu quodam occultissimo dici, quem nescientes humanae mentes patiuntur. Quod cum ad decipiendos homines fit, spirituum seductorum operatio est: quibus quaedam vera de temporalibus rebus nosse permittitur, partim quia subtilioris sensus acumine, partim quia corporibus subtilioribus viget, partim experientia callidiore propter magnam longitudinem vitae, partim a sanctis Angelis, quod ipsi ab omnipotente Deo discunt, etiam iussu eius sibi revelantibus, qui merita humana occultissima iustitiae synceritate distribuit. Aliquando autem iidem nefandi spiritus, etiam quae ipsi facturi sunt, velut divinando praedicunt: quapropter bono Christiano, sive Mathematici sive quilibet impie divinantium, maxime dicentes vera, cavendi sunt, ne consortio daemoniorum animam deceptam pacto quodam societatis irretiant. Hactenus sunt Augustini verba.
Concerning the fates of the stars, whatever subtleties of theirs, and as it were the experiments of the documents of astrology, which they call Apotelesmata, let us utterly reject as repugnant to the soundness of our faith. For by such disputations they try to take away from us even the grounds of praying, and, with impious perversity, in the evil deeds which are most rightly reproved, they urge that God the author of the stars should rather be accused than the crimes of men. And therefore it must be confessed that, when true things are said by these men, they are said by a certain most hidden instinct, which human minds suffer unknowingly. Since this is done to deceive men, it is the work of seducing spirits, to whom it is permitted to know some true things about temporal matters—partly by the acuteness of a subtler sense, partly because they are vigorous in subtler bodies, partly by a craftier experience through the great length of their life, partly from the holy Angels (which they themselves learn from almighty God) revealing it to them, even by His command, who distributes human merits with the most hidden sincerity of justice. But sometimes these same nefarious spirits foretell, as if by divining, even the things which they themselves are going to do: wherefore the good Christian must beware of astrologers, or of any of those who divine impiously—especially when they tell true things—lest, by fellowship with the demons, they ensnare the deceived soul by a kind of pact of society. Thus far are the words of Augustine.8



CAETERUM, gravissimo se obstringunt scelere quicumque, cupidi futura noscendi, consulunt daemones vel Astrologos daemonum opera utentes ad divinandum. Multis autem modis in eo ipso peccari potest: primo, si quis consulat daemonem de futuris, vel daemonis discipulum Astrologum, ratus esse daemoni futura omnia explorate percepta—hoc enim, cum solius Dei proprium sit nosse futura, si quis[...]
MOREOVER, they bind themselves with the gravest crime, whoever, eager to know the future, consult demons—or Astrologers who use the work of demons—for divining. And in this very thing one can sin in many ways: first, if anyone consult a demon about future things, or the demon's disciple, the Astrologer, thinking that all future things have been clearly perceived by the demon—for this, since it is proper to God alone to know the future, if anyone[...]9



...quis eandem cognitionem etiam daemoni tribueret, impietatis et idololatriae crimen esset. Deinde, si crimini vertitur cum excommunicato ab Ecclesia communionem et societatem habere, quantum erit cum diabolo (acerrimo Dei et Ecclesiae inimico et implacabili hominum hoste) pacto et societate coniunctum esse? et quem Deus ab omni societate fidelium ablegavit ad inferas et tartareas sedes aeternisque suppliciis mancipavit, eo ut amico et magistro atque doctore uti velle? Postea, qui daemonis familiaritate utitur in magnum certumque periculum animam suam obiicit, utpote quam daemon eiusmodi praedictionum illecebris circumvenire ac perdere vehementer cupit. Peccat etiam gravissime quisquis Astrologos consulit quo per illos aliorum hominum occulta peccata cognoscat. His accedit immane flagitium esse propterea daemonem vel Astrologum consulere, ut eorum consilio vel auxilio magnum aliquod scelus perpetrari queat. Istos autem veridicos (ut ferunt) Astrologos daemonum esse familiares et discipulos multa nec obscura sunt indicia: primo, improbitas morum vitaeque impuritas et sordes; tum contemptus omnium quae ad Christianae disciplinae ac pietatis cultum exercitationemque pertinent; postea, odisse lucem, fugitare conspectum congressumque hominum, raro versari in publico, fere in obscuro et abdito proculque arbitris vivere; ad hoc, de ipsorum fide ac religione mala (nec sane immerito ac temere) hominum existimatio; denique, multi de istis, capti a censoribus fidei nostrae quos Inquisitores vocant, vel ultro vel coacti (habita scilicet quaestione admotisque cruciatibus) suam cum daemone societatem et familiaritatem confessi sunt. Verum de prima causa satis.
...anyone should ascribe the same knowledge also to a demon, it would be a crime of impiety and idolatry. Next, if it is reckoned a crime to have communion and fellowship with one excommunicated from the Church, how great will it be to be joined by pact and fellowship with the devil (the bitterest enemy of God and the Church, and the implacable foe of men)? and to be willing to use as friend and master and teacher him whom God has banished from all fellowship of the faithful to the infernal and tartarean seats, and consigned to eternal punishments? Furthermore, he who uses the familiarity of a demon casts his soul into a great and certain peril, inasmuch as the demon vehemently desires to circumvent and destroy it by the allurements of such predictions. He also sins most gravely, whoever consults Astrologers in order to learn through them the hidden sins of other men. To this is added that it is a monstrous outrage to consult a demon or an Astrologer for this end, that by their counsel or aid some great crime may be perpetrated. And that these truthful (as they say) Astrologers are the familiars and disciples of demons, there are many and not obscure indications: first, the depravity of their morals and the impurity and filth of their life; then, the contempt of all things that pertain to the cultivation and practice of Christian discipline and piety; next, that they hate the light, shun the sight and company of men, rarely appear in public, live for the most part in obscurity and concealment and far from witnesses; besides, the bad (and surely not undeserved) opinion of men about their faith and religion; and finally, that many of these, seized by the censors of our faith whom they call Inquisitors, have—whether willingly or under compulsion (a judicial inquiry being held and tortures applied)—confessed their fellowship and familiarity with the demon. But enough about the first cause.10



SECUNDA causa. Astrologos divinare futura nonnunquam accidit ex occulta divinae providentiae dispositione, quae (ut in 4 et 7 lib. Confessionum, inquit Augustinus) caecas et improbas mentes consultorum aliquoties ignoto quodam instinctu sic agitat ut, nescientes, proferant quae consulentes vel ex eorum meritis vel ex abysso iusti iudicii Dei oporteat audire. Huc referre etiam convenit sortes antiquis usitatas, quando videlicet versibus alicuius Poëtae fortito acceptis quid eis futurum portenderetur inquirebant: quomodo nonnunquam contingebant illis carmina vel praesentibus vel futuris negociis mire congruentia. Velut Alexandro Severo, etiamnum adolescenti nec imperium speranti, dum Virgilianas sortes scrutatur, versus ex libro Aeneidos 6 exiere qui futurum illi imperium praesignificabant is verbis:
SECOND CAUSE. That the Astrologers divine the future sometimes happens from the hidden disposition of divine providence, which (as Augustine says in the fourth and seventh books of the Confessions) at times so moves the blind and wicked minds of the consulted, by a certain unknown instinct, that, not knowing it, they utter the things which the consulters—whether from their own merits, or from the abyss of the just judgment of God—ought to hear. Hither it is also fitting to refer the lots used by the ancients, when, namely, by the verses of some Poet taken at random, they inquired what the future portended to them: in which way sometimes there fell to them songs marvelously agreeing with present or future affairs. As to Alexander Severus, while still a youth and not hoping for empire, as he was scrutinizing the Virgilian lots, there came forth verses from the sixth book of the Aeneid which presignified his future empire, in these words:11



Remember, Roman, to rule the peoples with your sway— these shall be your arts—to impose the custom of peace, to spare the conquered, and to war down the proud.12
Tu regere imperio populos Romane memento: Hae tibi erunt artes, pacisque imponere morem, Parcere subiectis, et debellare superbos.



Nec mirum ita evenire, Deo volente ideoque mentem movente, linguam moderante, et sortes apte ad id quod praesignificari vult miscente ac temperante: qui non solum ex ore Balaam arioli et falsi vatis[...]
Nor is it any wonder that it so falls out, God willing it, and therefore moving the mind, governing the tongue, and mixing and tempering the lots fitly to that which He wills to be presignified: God, who not only from the mouth of Balaam, a soothsayer and false prophet[...]13



...[falsi] vatis, sed etiam ex ore asinae qua ille ariolus vehebatur, verissima futurorum edidit oracula. Non est hoc loco in praeteritis relinquendum quod valde sapienter et salutariter monet Augustinus in libro secundo de Doctrina Christiana, capite vigesimosecundo et vigesimotertio: ait enim permissu Dei nonnunquam usu venire ut daemones vel per ipsos etiam homines multa vera praedicent, quod nonnulli eiusmodi divinationum (etiam cum superstitione atque impietate nimirum studiosi atque curiosi), noxia persuasione seducti, in maiora et magis execranda flagitia, ita se derelinqui a Deo promeriti praecedentibus suis peccatis, prolabantur. Sed praestat hic Augustini verba subscribere:
...the false prophet, but even from the mouth of the she-ass on which that soothsayer rode, gave forth most true oracles of future things. It must not in this place be left among the things passed over, what Augustine very wisely and wholesomely warns in the second book On Christian Doctrine, chapters twenty-two and twenty-three: for he says that by the permission of God it sometimes comes to pass that demons, or even men through them, predict many true things, with the result that some who are (with superstition and impiety, of course) zealous and curious of such divinations, seduced by a harmful persuasion, slip into greater and more execrable outrages—having, by their preceding sins, deserved to be thus abandoned by God. But it is better to set down Augustine's words here:14



Hinc fit ut occulto quodam iudicio divino cupidi malarum rerum homines tradantur illudendi et decipiendi, pro meritis voluptatum suarum illudentibus eos atque decipientibus praevaricatoribus Angelis, quibus ista pars mundi infima secundum pulcherrimum ordinem rerum divina providentia lege subiecta est. Quibus illusionibus et deceptionibus evenit ut istis superstitiosis et perniciosis divinationum generibus multa praeterita et futura dicantur, nec aliter accidant quam dicunt; multaque observationibus secundum observationes suas eveniant, quibus implicati curiosiores fiant et sese magis magisque inserant multiplicibus laqueis perniciosissimi erroris. Hoc genus fornicationis animae salubriter divina Scriptura non tacuit, neque ab ea sic deterruit animam ut propterea talia negaret esse sectanda quia falsa dicuntur a professoribus eorum, sed etiam si dixerint vobis, inquit, et ita evenerit, ne credatis eis. Non enim quia imago Samuelis mortui Sauli Regi vera praenunciavit, propterea talia sacrilegia quibus imago illa praesentata est minus execranda sunt; aut quia in Actibus Apostolorum ventriloqua femina verum testimonium perhibuit Apostolis Domini, ideo Paulus Apostolus pepercit illi spiritui, ac non potius illius daemonii correptione atque exclusione mundavit. Omnes igitur artes huiusmodi vel nugatoriae vel noxiae superstitionis, ex quadam pestifera societate hominum et daemonum quasi pacto infidelis et dolosae amicitiae constituta, penitus sunt repudianda et fugienda Christiano. Sic Augustinus.
Hence it comes about that, by a certain hidden divine judgment, men greedy of evil things are delivered up to be mocked and deceived, the deceiving and mocking of them, according to the deserts of their pleasures, being done by the prevaricating Angels, to whom this lowest part of the world is, according to the most beautiful order of things, subjected by the law of divine providence. By which illusions and deceptions it comes to pass that, by these superstitious and pernicious kinds of divination, many past and future things are told, and happen no otherwise than they say; and that many things come about by observations, according to their observations, by which the entangled become more curious, and thrust themselves more and more into the manifold snares of a most pernicious error. This kind of fornication of the soul the divine Scripture did not, for our health, pass over in silence; nor did it so deter the soul from it as for that reason to deny that such things are to be followed because they are said falsely by their professors—but rather, even if they tell you, it says, and it so come to pass, believe them not. For not because the image of dead Samuel foretold true things to King Saul are therefore those sacrileges, by which that image was presented, the less to be execrated; nor, because in the Acts of the Apostles a ventriloquist woman bore true testimony to the Apostles of the Lord, did the Apostle Paul therefore spare that spirit, and not rather cleanse her by the rebuking and casting out of that demon. All arts, therefore, of this kind, whether of trifling or harmful superstition, set up out of a certain pestilent fellowship of men and demons as by a pact of faithless and deceitful friendship, are utterly to be repudiated and shunned by a Christian. Thus Augustine.15



His causis adiiciunt quidam alias duas, minus fortasse probabiles, non minus tamen frequentes usuque compertas. TERTIA causa. Non pauci divinant non tam peritia artis Astromanticae (quae nulla est) quam singulari quadam sagacis ingenii solertia, et multiplici humanarum rerum peritia usuque, et exquisita eorum hominum quibus divinatio fit negociorum, morum, studiorum et ingeniorum observatione atque notitia. Etenim quidam sunt qui, perspectis quorundam hominum temperamentis et affectionibus corporum, studiis item, exercitationibus, institutis, familiaritatibus, denique virtutibus aut vitiis, multa eventura eis provident ipsisque magna asseveratione et auctoritate praenunciant, ac plerumque divinant. Ad hoc genus divinationum pertinet si quis principem tyrannice tractantem cives et crudeli domi[natu]...
To these causes some add two others, perhaps less probable, yet no less frequent and proven by use. THIRD CAUSE. Not a few divine, not so much by skill in the astromantic art (which is none), as by a certain singular cleverness of a sagacious wit, and by a manifold experience and practice of human affairs, and by an exquisite observation and knowledge of the business, morals, pursuits, and dispositions of the very men for whom the divination is made. For there are some who, having examined the temperaments and bodily affections of certain men, likewise their pursuits, exercises, habits, intimacies, and finally their virtues or vices, foresee many things that will befall them, and predict them to them with great assurance and authority, and for the most part divine truly. To this kind of divinations it belongs, if someone should predict that a prince treating his citizens tyrannically and oppressing them with cruel domi[nion]...16



...[domi]natu prementem a suis eum occisum iri praedixerit, hominemque frequentissimum in furtis et rapinis suspendio periturum; religionis contemptorem falsaeque doctrinae proseminatorem, contra veritatem fidei et Ecclesiae Catholicae auctoritatem, ignis supplicio mulctatum iri. Hoc genere divinationis usus est Annibal, qui, perspecta imperitia atque temeritate Terentii Varronis et C. Flamminii Romanorum Coss. et Imperatorum, Afris victoriam, Romanis insignem cladem valde fidenter et asseveranter praedixit: eamque praedictionem mox certaminis exitus, plurimis Romanorum millibus interfectis, comprobavit.
...oppressing them with cruel dominion would be slain by his own; and that a man very frequent in thefts and robberies would perish by hanging; that a despiser of religion and a disseminator of false doctrine, against the truth of the faith and the authority of the Catholic Church, would be punished by the penalty of fire. This kind of divination Hannibal used, who, having perceived the inexperience and rashness of Terentius Varro and Gaius Flaminius, consuls and commanders of the Romans, very confidently and assuredly predicted victory for the Africans and a notable disaster for the Romans: and that prediction the outcome of the contest soon confirmed, very many thousands of Romans being slain.17



QUARTA causa. Non raro Astrologorum divinatio vera exsistit ob stultam consulentium credulitatem: multi namque facillime credunt quae dicuntur, ipsis de rebus quas vel maxime optant vel timent vehementer atque perhorrescunt. Solet enim eiusmodi credulitas instillare animis consulentium magnam spem rei bonae a divinis promissae, vel ingentem metum iniicere tristium et acerborum casuum calamitatisque ab illis praenunciatae. Hi autem duo affectus animi, cum potentissimi sint ad efficiendum et commovendum hominem, crebro efficiunt (certe multum proficiunt) ut humana negocia ad praedictos fines perducantur. Etenim vehemens quaedam spes ardensque desiderium excitant atque incitant homines ut ad bona ipsis promissa sedulo se comparent et omnibus suis opibus viribusque contendant: quo fit ut ob eam rem plerumque, quo intendunt, optatorum suorum et alienorum promissorum compotes facti, perveniant. Ex adverso autem metus, pavor, horrorque praedictorum malorum atque calamitatum saepe faciunt homines cunctanter ac dubitanter aggredi negocia, timide ac negligenter persequi, et quocumque obiecto impedimento turpiter et infeliciter deserere, eaque ratione in praenunciata ipsis mala delabi.
FOURTH CAUSE. Not rarely the divination of the Astrologers turns out true on account of the foolish credulity of those who consult them: for many most easily believe the things that are said, about the very things which they either most desire, or fear and shudder at vehemently. For such credulity is wont to instill into the minds of the consulters a great hope of the good thing promised by the diviners, or to cast in a huge fear of the sad and bitter chances and calamity foretold by them. And these two affections of the soul, since they are most powerful to effect and to move a man, frequently effect (certainly much avail) that human affairs are brought to the predicted ends. For a certain vehement hope and ardent desire excite and incite men to prepare themselves diligently for the goods promised them, and to strive with all their resources and strength: whence it comes about that, for that reason, they mostly arrive where they aim, having become masters of their own wishes and of the promises of others. But on the contrary, fear, dread, and horror of the predicted evils and calamities often make men undertake their affairs hesitantly and doubtfully, pursue them timidly and negligently, and, at whatever impediment thrown in the way, basely and unhappily abandon them—and in that way slide into the very evils foretold to them.18



Luculenta eius rei exempla reperimus in Romano exercitu, cui (ut scribit Livius) cum auguria et auspicia secreto inspecta infaustum belli exitum minarentur, auspices et duces, ne militem in arma euntem funesto nuncio consternarent, versis in contrariam partem auspiciis, omnia fausta et triumphalia portendi et a diis promitti mentiti sunt: quo mendacio utiliter decepti milites alacriter proelium inierunt, fortiter pugnarunt, et hostes (quos auguria victores fore praemonstrabant) feliciter vicerunt. Contra vero, cum Nicias dux classis Atheniensium, incognita sibi lunae defectione, portendi ratus classis naufragium si ea nocte portum egrederetur, cum stulto metu occupatus oppressusque discessum differt, a Siracusanis cum tota classe captus est. Verum, ne disceptatio haec longius quam initio promisimus et quam fert instituti nostri ratio producatur, et quo citius ad ea quae suscepti operis magis propria sunt veniamus, hic finem disputandi de divinatione Astrologica faciemus.
We find clear examples of this thing in the Roman army, for which (as Livy writes), when the auguries and auspices, secretly inspected, threatened an unlucky outcome of the war, the augurs and leaders, lest they dismay the soldier going to arms with a deadly report, the auspices being turned to the contrary side, lied that all favorable and triumphal things were portended and promised by the gods: by which lie the soldiers, usefully deceived, eagerly entered battle, fought bravely, and happily conquered the enemy whom the auguries foreshowed they would conquer. But on the contrary, when Nicias, general of the fleet of the Athenians—an eclipse of the moon being unknown to him, and thinking that the shipwreck of the fleet was portended if it should go out of the harbor that night—seized and oppressed by a foolish fear, delays the departure, he was captured by the Syracusans with the whole fleet. But, lest this discussion be drawn out further than we promised at the beginning, and than the plan of our undertaking allows, and that we may the sooner come to the things which are more proper to the work we have undertaken, we shall here make an end of disputing about astrological divination.19



Translator’s notes
	The fifth and final chapter of the anti-astrology disputation—the long-promised explanation (deferred earlier, pp. 262/267, ‘extrema hac disputatione aperiemus’) of why some astrologers' predictions came true. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Quatuor causae propter quas nonnunquam praedicta Astrologorum vera cadunt." Pererius takes up the deferred question: why did some astrologers' predictions come true and agree with events? Though astrology is mostly false, it is reported (even by grave men) that some astrologers were nearly always right—so, granting this, he asks the cause. His thesis: any true predictions come not from the art of astromancy (proven worthless) but from OTHER causes, which he will now explain (four causes). ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Instinctu daemonum aliquando homines ad divinandum (impelli)." FIRST CAUSE: the truth sometimes comes from a pact the astrologer made with a demon, or from the demon's hidden instinct (which moves even unknowing men to divine). Augustine teaches this (City of God 5.7, end): ↩
	Augustine, City of God 5.7: when astrologers ‘wonderfully answer many true things,’ it is by the hidden instinct of evil spirits (whose aim is to fix false beliefs about astral fate in men's minds)—not by any genuine art of the horoscope, which is none. ↩
	How the demon suggests to the man what to divine: (1) openly appearing and pre-teaching the future in human words; (2) by voices formed in the air, without bodily shape; (3) by sending a writing containing predictions. Continues onto the next page (catchword ‘dictiones’). ↩
	The demon's further means (continued): by stirring a sleeper's or waker's phantasy with feigned phantasms; and the demon knows the future it pre-teaches (a) by God's revelation through good Angels (God sometimes uses demons' ministry), (b) because it foretells what it will itself do, (c) by its incomparable speed carrying news from distant regions, (d) by skillful conjecture of men's hidden thoughts (from words, writings, bodily signs) and of the preparation of causes, and (e) by its incredible mental subtlety, its experience of so many thousand years, and its perfect knowledge of all natural things. ↩
	Lead-in to a long quotation of Augustine, De Genesi ad litteram 2.17, confirming the demonic explanation of astrologers' true predictions. ↩
	Augustine, De Genesi ad litteram 2.17: reject the ‘fates of the stars’ and the astrologers' Apotelesmata as contrary to faith (they would rob us of prayer and blame God rather than men's sins). When astrologers say true things, it is by a most hidden instinct men suffer unknowingly—the work of seducing spirits, who know some temporal truths (by subtler sense, subtler bodies, long experience, or revelation through the holy Angels at God's command), and who sometimes foretell what they themselves will do. So the good Christian must beware astrologers, especially when they speak truth, lest the demons ensnare the soul by a pact. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Quot modis et quam graviter peccetur ab iis qui de divinatione rerum futurarum daemonem consulunt et vacant." MOREOVER: whoever consults demons (or astrologers using demons) to know the future binds himself with the gravest crime. One sins in many ways—first, by consulting a demon (or its disciple the astrologer) about the future as if the demon had clearly perceived all futures, since to know the future is proper to God alone. Continues onto the next page (catchword ‘quis’; signature M 3). ↩
	Continuing the enumeration of sins in consulting demons/astrologers: ascribing God's foreknowledge to a demon is impiety and idolatry; pact with the devil is worse than communion with an excommunicate; it imperils the soul. Consulting astrologers to learn others' hidden sins, or to commit a crime, is grave. Signs these ‘truthful’ astrologers are demons' familiars: depraved morals, contempt of piety, shunning the light, bad repute—and many, seized by the Inquisitors, confessed (under torture) their pact with the demon. ↩
	SECOND CAUSE: astrologers sometimes divine truly by the hidden disposition of divine providence, which (Augustine, Confessions 4 and 7) so moves the consulted men's blind minds by an unknown instinct that, unknowing, they utter what the inquirers ought to hear (from their merits, or from God's just judgment). Here belong the ancient ‘lots’ (sortes)—random poetic verses consulted for the future—which sometimes marvelously fit events: as Alexander Severus, a youth not hoping for empire, drew from Aeneid 6 verses foretelling his rule: ↩
	Virgil, Aeneid 6.851–853 (Anchises' charge to Aeneas in the underworld). Drawn by the young Alexander Severus as a ‘sors Virgiliana’ foretelling his future empire. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Numer. 23 et 24" (Numbers 22–24). No wonder the lots fall out true, when God moves the mind, governs the tongue, and arranges the lots—God who uttered true oracles even from the mouth of Balaam the false prophet (and his ass). Continues onto the next page (catchword ‘vatis’). ↩
	Concluding the Balaam example (Num 22–24): God uttered true oracles even from the false prophet's mouth and his ass. Pererius then introduces a long quotation of Augustine, De Doctrina Christiana 2.22–23, warning that demons (or men through them) predict true things by God's permission, drawing the curious into ever greater crimes. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Hinc valde observanda beati Augustini sententia." Augustine, De Doctrina Christiana 2.23: by a hidden divine judgment, men greedy for evil are handed over to be deceived by the apostate Angels (who rule this lowest world-part under providence); so superstitious divinations come true and entangle the curious ever deeper. Scripture warns ‘even if it come to pass, believe them not’ (Deut 13:1–3): the witch of Endor's true word to Saul (1 Sam 28) does not make her sacrilege less damnable, nor did Paul spare the truthful ventriloquist (the pythoness, Acts 16:16–18) but cast out her demon. So all such superstitious arts—springing from a pact-like fellowship of men and demons—must be utterly shunned. ↩
	Some add two further causes, less probable but no less frequent. THIRD CAUSE: many divine not by the (nonexistent) art but by sagacious wit, wide experience of human affairs, and shrewd observation of the consulter's character, pursuits, and temperament—predicting confidently what such a person will do, and usually getting it right. (E.g., predicting that a tyrant oppressing his citizens...) Continues onto the next page (catchword ‘natu’). ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Divinatio Annibalis." Examples of shrewd ‘divination’: that a tyrant will be killed by his own; a habitual thief will hang; a heretic will be burned. Hannibal used this kind: seeing the rashness of the Roman commanders (Terentius Varro and Flaminius), he confidently predicted African victory and Roman disaster—soon confirmed by the slaughter (at Cannae and Lake Trasimene). ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Stulta consulentium in Astrologos credulitas, praedictiones eorum veras nonnunquam reddit." FOURTH CAUSE: the prediction often comes true through the consulters' foolish credulity. Believing what is foretold about what they most desire or dread, they are filled with hope or fear—the two most powerful passions—which often bring affairs to the predicted ends: hope spurs men to strive for the promised good (so they attain it), while fear makes them undertake things timidly and abandon them (so they fall into the foretold evil). ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Niciae ducis Atheniensium exitialis inscitia." Two illustrations of how belief drives the outcome. (1) The Roman army (Livy): when secret auguries threatened defeat, the leaders lied that the auspices were favorable—and the ‘usefully deceived’ soldiers fought bravely and won. (2) Nicias, the Athenian general (Thucydides 7): ignorant that the lunar eclipse was natural, he feared it portended disaster, delayed the fleet's departure, and was captured with his whole fleet by the Syracusans. Pererius closes the disputation on astrological divination here. ↩
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LIBRI SECUNDI FINIS.



Translator’s notes
	The close of Liber Secundus—the entire disputation against judicial astrology, woven from Genesis 1:14 (‘and let them be for signs’), ends here. ↩
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BENEDICTUS PERERIUS, COMMENTARIES ON GENESIS, BOOK THREE, Which is on Paradise. PREFACE.1
BENEDICTI PERERII, COMMENTARIORUM IN GENESIM, LIBER TERTIUS, Qui est de Paradiso. PRAEFATIO.



USQUE adeo breviter et involute de paradiso scripsit Moses, ut eius veram et propriam sententiam assequi et penitus nosse visum sit omnibus difficillimum. Sic enim loquitur de Paradiso ut non obscure indicet eum fuisse locum quendam corporeum, aspectabilem atque terrestrem; idem tamen ea ponit in sua narratione quae, ad unum omnia, non posse in unum aliquem certum terrae locum convenire videantur. Quo factum est ut quidam Mosaicam paradisi narrationem non de corporali quopiam loco sed de re quadam intelligibili et spirituali interpretandam esse arbitrentur. Alii vero, paradisum rati locum esse corporalem, talem eum tamen depinxerunt qualem nec natura ferre nec mens humana capere possit, multa de situ et loco eius mirabilia magis quam credibilia commenti. Nec defuere qui, propter immensam rei difficultatem, desperata paradisi cognitione, Mosaicam eius doctrinam mortalibus in hac vita prorsus inexplicabilem et incomprehensibilem esse putaverunt. S. Ambrosius, de Paradiso scribere aggressus, ita librum exorsus est:
So briefly and intricately did Moses write of paradise, that to attain and thoroughly know his true and proper meaning has seemed to all most difficult. For he so speaks of Paradise as to indicate not obscurely that it was a certain corporeal, visible, and terrestrial place; yet the same man sets down in his narration things which, taken all together, seem unable to fit into any one certain place of the earth. Whence it has come about that some have judged that the Mosaic narration of paradise is to be interpreted not of any corporeal place, but of a certain intelligible and spiritual thing. But others, having thought paradise to be a corporeal place, yet depicted it such as neither nature could bear nor the human mind grasp, inventing many things about its site and place more marvelous than credible. Nor were there lacking those who, on account of the immense difficulty of the matter, despairing of the knowledge of paradise, thought the Mosaic teaching of it utterly inexplicable and incomprehensible to mortals in this life. Saint Ambrose, having undertaken to write of Paradise, began his book thus:2



De Paradiso adoriendus sermo non mediocrem aestum nobis videtur incutere, quidnam sit paradisus et ubi sit qualisve sit investigare et explanare cupientibus: maxime cum Apostolus, sive in corpore sive extra corpus nesciat, raptum se tamen dicat usque ad tertium caelum, idemque testetur se ibi audivisse arcana verba quae non licet homini loqui.
The discourse on Paradise, which is to be undertaken, seems to strike no slight perplexity into us, who desire to investigate and explain what paradise is, and where it is, and of what kind it is: especially since the Apostle, although he knows not whether in the body or out of the body, yet says that he was caught up even to the third heaven, and likewise testifies that he heard there secret words which it is not lawful for man to utter.3



B. Augustinus, lib. 2 contra Pelagium et Celestium cap. 23, hanc de paradiso disputationem numerat inter eas quibus, salva fide qua Christiani sumus, aut ignoratur quid verum sit et sententia definitiva suspenditur, aut aliter quam est humana et infirma suspicione coniicitur. Quo magis enitendum nobis est ut, nulli parcentes labori nullisque difficultatibus succumbentes, verba Mosis[...]
Blessed Augustine, in the second book against Pelagius and Caelestius, chapter 23, numbers this disputation about paradise among those in which, the faith by which we are Christians being kept safe, either it is not known what is true and a definitive judgment is suspended, or it is conjectured otherwise than it is, by a human and feeble surmise. Wherefore the more must we strive that, sparing no labor and succumbing to no difficulties, [we may weigh] the words of Moses[...]4



...[verba] Mosis de Paradiso subtiliter, enucleate, ac dilucide, quoad poterimus interpretantes, Mosaicae narrationis sententiam quam verba ipsa prae se ferunt diligenter exponamus et fideliter tueamur. Sic autem agemus ut nullam refugiamus quaestionem, nulli difficultati terga vertamus, nulliusque opinionem memoratu dignam in praeteritis relinquamus: nec in hoc ei obtemperabimus qui monuit quae sunt tractatu difficillima satius esse tacita praeteriri quam attentata deseri. Sic enim iudicio nostro res habet: in rebus obscurissimis iisdemque agnitione pulcherrimis, vel ipsum in quaerendo studium, vel conatus ad reperiendum, vel qualiscumque veritatis adumbratio et demonstratio, nec laude caret apud aequos rerum aestimatores, nec vacat fructu apud res abditas et praestantes cognoscendi studiosos.
...interpreting the words of Moses concerning Paradise as subtly, distinctly, and clearly as we shall be able, let us diligently expound and faithfully defend the meaning of the Mosaic narration which the words themselves present. And we shall so act as to flee from no question, to turn our back on no difficulty, and to leave out among the things passed over no opinion worth recording: nor will we in this obey him who warned that the things most difficult in handling are better passed over in silence than abandoned once attempted. For so, in our judgment, the matter stands: in things most obscure, and yet most beautiful in the knowing, either the very zeal in seeking, or the effort to discover, or any shadowing-forth and demonstration of the truth, neither lacks praise among fair estimators of things, nor is empty of fruit among those eager to know hidden and excellent things.5



Translator’s notes
	The opening of Book Three of the Genesis commentary, treating of Paradise (the Garden of Eden, Genesis 2). It begins with a preface on the difficulty of Moses's account. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Difficultas historiae Mosis quae est de Paradiso." The preface's theme: Moses wrote of Paradise so briefly and obscurely that his meaning is most hard to grasp. He indicates a corporeal, earthly place, yet says things that seem to fit no one place—so some read the account spiritually/allegorically; others kept it corporeal but invented incredible features; others despaired of understanding it at all. Ambrose, beginning his De Paradiso, wrote: ↩
	Marginal glosses: "Quorundam opinio, inexplicabile esse [doctrinam] Mosis de Paradiso"; "2 Cor. 12." Ambrose, De Paradiso (opening): the discourse on Paradise causes great perplexity to those who would investigate what, where, and of what kind it is—especially since the Apostle Paul, caught up to the third heaven (whether in the body he knew not), heard secret words ‘not lawful for man to utter’ (2 Cor 12:2–4). ↩
	Augustine (Contra duas epistolas Pelagianorum, bk 2, ch. 23) ranks this paradise-question among those where, faith being safe, either the truth is unknown (and judgment suspended) or only guessed by feeble human surmise. Pererius resolves to strive, sparing no labor, to weigh Moses's words. Continues onto the next page (catchword ‘Mosis’; signature N). ↩
	Conclusion of the Preface to Book Three: Pererius resolves to expound Moses's account of Paradise as clearly as possible, shunning no question or difficulty—holding that, in obscure but beautiful matters, even the effort and any glimpse of truth is praiseworthy and fruitful. ↩
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THE HISTORY OF MOSES CONCERNING THE TERRESTRIAL PARADISE, explained in this third volume of the Commentaries. FROM THE SECOND CHAPTER OF THE BOOK OF GENESIS.1
HISTORIA MOSIS DE PARADISO terrestri, in hoc tertio Commentariorum volumine explicata. EX CAPITE SECUNDO LIBRI GENESEOS.



VERS. 8. Plantaverat autem Dominus Deus Paradisum voluptatis a principio, in quo posuit hominem quem formaverat: [9] produxitque Dominus Deus de humo omne lignum pulchrum visu et ad vescendum suave: lignum etiam vitae in medio Paradisi, lignumque scientiae boni et mali. [10] Et fluvius egrediebatur de loco voluptatis ad irrigandum Paradisum, qui inde dividitur in quatuor capita. [11] Nomen uni Phison, ipse est qui circuit omnem terram Hevilath ubi nascitur aurum. [12] Et aurum terrae illius optimum est; ibique invenitur Bdellium et lapis Onychinus. [13] Et nomen fluvii secundi Geon, ipse est qui circuit omnem terram Aethiopiae. [14] Nomen vero fluminis tertii Tigris, ipse vadit contra Assyrios. Fluvius autem quartus ipse est Euphrates.
VERSE 8. And the Lord God had planted a Paradise of pleasure from the beginning, in which He placed the man whom He had formed: [9] and the Lord God brought forth from the ground every tree fair to behold and sweet to eat of; the tree of life also in the midst of Paradise, and the tree of the knowledge of good and evil. [10] And a river went out of the place of pleasure to water Paradise, which from there is divided into four heads. [11] The name of one is Phison; it is that which compasses all the land of Hevilath, where gold is born. [12] And the gold of that land is the best; there too is found Bdellium and the onyx stone. [13] And the name of the second river is Geon; it is that which compasses all the land of Ethiopia. [14] And the name of the third river is Tigris; it goes toward the Assyrians. And the fourth river, it is the Euphrates.2



And the Lord God had planted a paradise of pleasure from the beginning.3
Plantaverat autem Dominus Deus paradisum voluptatis a principio.



ILLUD Plantaverat, licet Hebraice sit Plantavit, quia tamen Hebraei saepenumero abutuntur praeteritis perfectis, denotat plantationem paradisi non esse factam post hominis creationem sed ante: ut ea sit verborum Mosis sententia, Iam prius plantaverat Deus paradisum cum formavit hominem, ideoque statim ut conditus homo est in paradisum a Deo est introductus. Basilius extrema oratione quae est de Paradiso (et undecima est inter eas quas scripsit in Genesim) ait Paradisum conditum esse a Deo post creationem hominis; propterea fortasse id opinatus, quod cerneret paradisi a Deo facti non nisi post creationem hominis mentionem fieri a Mose. Verum id factum est per recapitulationem, qua figura prius facta posterius narrantur; sicut contra per anticipationem commemorantur prius quae posterius gesta sunt; et est utraque figura in divinis litteris non infrequens. Sed quaeret aliquis: Sicut paradisus ortu prior fuit homine, cur etiam non fuit a Mose priore loco memoratus? an quo manifestum fieret eum praecipue hominis gratia esse a Deo conditum? an potius quo, magis continente et continuata serie, tota paradisi historia pertexeretur? Consitus autem fuerat a Deo Paradisus tertia die, qua die iussa est terra omnia herbarum et stirpium genera proferre; ac licet res omnes sint a Deo conditae, singulariter tamen Deus Paradisum plantasse dicitur, quod is locus praeter cetera omnia terrae loca eximiae fuit pulchritudinis et incredibilis amoenitatis: nam quae sunt praestantissima et aliquo in genere excellentia, ea solet Scriptura Dei appellatione insignire. Quemadmodum igitur singulariter Deo tribuitur formatio hominis propter eius dignitatem, ita et Paradisi effectio propter incomparabilem eius loci praestantiam et iucunditatem: id quod observatum a Basilio in exordio orationis quam de Paradiso scripsit ab ipso proditum est.
That word Plantaverat (He had planted), although in the Hebrew it is Plantavit (He planted)—yet because the Hebrews very often misuse the perfect tenses [for the pluperfect]—denotes that the planting of paradise was made not after the creation of man, but before: so that this is the meaning of Moses's words, God had already before planted paradise when He formed man, and therefore, as soon as man was created, he was led by God into paradise. Basil, in his last oration, which is On Paradise (and is the eleventh among those which he wrote on Genesis), says that Paradise was created by God after the creation of man; perhaps having thought this for the reason that he saw mention of the paradise made by God to be made by Moses only after the creation of man. But that was done by recapitulation, the figure by which things done earlier are narrated later; as, on the contrary, by anticipation things are mentioned earlier which were done later; and each figure is not infrequent in the divine writings. But someone will ask: Since paradise was prior in origin to man, why was it not also mentioned by Moses in the prior place? Was it that it might be made manifest that it was created by God chiefly for the sake of man? or rather that, by a more continuous and connected series, the whole history of paradise might be woven together? Now Paradise had been planted by God on the third day, on which day the earth was bidden to bring forth all the kinds of herbs and plants; and although all things were created by God, yet God is said singularly to have planted Paradise, because that place, beyond all other places of the earth, was of exceptional beauty and incredible pleasantness: for the things which are most excellent and in some kind outstanding, Scripture is wont to mark with the name of God. As, therefore, the forming of man is singularly attributed to God on account of his dignity, so also the making of Paradise on account of the incomparable excellence and pleasantness of the place: which thing, observed by Basil in the exordium of the oration which he wrote on Paradise, was set forth by him.4



A Paradise.5
Paradisum.



EA hoc loco est Hebraea vox גן Gan, a Graeco et Latino interprete reddita Paradisus, ea significat hortum, ducta (ut quidam Hebraice scientes putant) a radice גנן Ganan, quod est protegere et abscondere; quasi ea voce significetur hortus in quo frequentes ac densae arbores atque procerae, quae patulis diffusae ramis eos qui sub ipsis sunt inumbrare et protegere possint: vel sic vocatur quia sit locus conclusus et circumseptus, nullo ad eum aditu vel bestiis vel hominibus patente; iuxta illud quod est in Can[ticis]...
The word here is the Hebrew גן (Gan), rendered by the Greek and Latin translator as Paradisus; it signifies a garden, derived (as some who know Hebrew think) from the root גנן (Ganan), which is to protect and to hide; as if by that word were signified a garden in which thick and dense trees, and tall ones, which, spread out with their wide branches, can shade and protect those who are beneath them: or it is so called because it is an enclosed and fenced-about place, with no access to it lying open either to beasts or to men; according to that saying which is in the Can[ticles]...6



...[in Can]ticis, Hortus conclusus, etc. Dignum memoratu est duo esse apud Hebraeos vocabula: hoc de quo diximus גן Gan, et alterum פרדס Pardes, idem fere significantia; et utrumque reperitur coniuncte in libro Ecclesiastae cap. 2: nam ubi nos legimus Feci mihi hortos et pomaria, sunt ibi Hebraice duae voces quas diximus, גן Gan et פרדס Pardes. Nec vox Pardes invenitur in Scriptura nisi ter: semel praedicto loco Ecclesiastae, iterum lib. 2 Esdrae cap. 2, tertio in Canticis cap. 4 in illis verbis, Emissiones tuae paradisus malorum punicorum. Septuaginta Interpretes vocem פרדס Pardes vertunt paradisum, sicut etiam nonnunquam vocem גן Gan. Nec mihi displicet quod quibusdam viris doctis placuisse video, vocabulum Paradisus tractum esse ex vocabulo Hebraeo פרדס Pardes, similitudine quae inter utrumque est fidem faciente. Iulius Pollux lib. 11 τῶν ὀνομάτων tradit paradisum proprie Graecam vocem non esse, sed Persicam, et ex consuetudine Persica fluxisse in usum Graecorum. Sane Xenophon et Philostratus paradisos appellant amoenissima loca, quae oblectationis causa comparata erant Regibus Persarum, in quibus servabantur ferae ad Regum venationes. Aulus, lib. 2 cap. 20, scriptum reliquit quae suo tempore vulgo dicebantur vivaria, et olim tempore Scipionis atque aliorum pure loquentium Latine appellabantur roboraria (a roboreis stabulis quibus erant undique septa), ea nominari Graece paradisos. Suidas notionem huius vocis Paradisus sic interpretatur: Paradisus autem dicitur a δεύω, id est irrigo; inde verbale δεῦρος, mutato ypsilon in iota; alii deducunt a collectione herbarum.
...in the Canticles, A garden enclosed, etc. It is worth recording that there are among the Hebrews two words: this one of which we have spoken, גן (Gan), and another, פרדס (Pardes), signifying almost the same thing; and both are found joined together in the book of Ecclesiastes, chapter 2: for where we read I made me gardens and orchards, there are there in Hebrew the two words we have mentioned, גן (Gan) and פרדס (Pardes). Nor is the word Pardes found in Scripture except thrice: once in the aforesaid place of Ecclesiastes, again in the second book of Esdras, chapter 2, thirdly in the Canticles, chapter 4, in those words, Thy shoots are a paradise of pomegranates. The Seventy Translators render the word פרדס (Pardes) as paradisus, just as also sometimes the word גן (Gan). Nor does it displease me, which I see has pleased certain learned men, that the word Paradisus is drawn from the Hebrew word פרדס (Pardes), the likeness which is between the two creating belief. Julius Pollux, in the eleventh book of the Onomasticon, relates that paradisus is not properly a Greek word, but Persian, and that from Persian custom it flowed into the use of the Greeks. Indeed, Xenophon and Philostratus call ‘paradises’ the most pleasant places which had been prepared, for the sake of delight, for the Kings of the Persians, in which wild beasts were kept for the hunts of the Kings. Aulus [Gellius], in book 2, chapter 20, left it written that those which in his time were vulgarly called ‘vivaria’ (game-parks), and of old, in the time of Scipio and of others who spoke pure Latin, were called ‘roboraria’ (from the oaken stalls with which they were fenced on every side), were named in Greek ‘paradises.’ Suidas interprets the notion of this word Paradisus thus: Paradisus is said from δεύω (deuo), that is, I water; thence the verbal δεῦρος, the ypsilon being changed to iota; others derive it from the gathering of herbs.7



IN sacra vero Scriptura vocabulum Paradisi universe significat locum quemvis amoenissimum et ad oblectandum hominem iucundissimum: qua significatione usus est Moses in hoc libro Geneseos ca. 13, cum dixit terram Sodomae et Gomorrhae ante Dei vindictam fuisse tanquam paradisum; et Salomon Eccles. 2, Feci, inquit, mihi hortos et pomaria (pro quo habent Septuaginta, Paradisos); idem in Canticis cap. 4, Emissiones tuae paradisus; necnon et Ezechiel ca. 28, alloquens Regem Tyri, In deliciis, ait, paradisi Dei fuisti; idem cap. 31, de regis Assyriorum potentia et magnificentia scribens per quandam similitudinem quam Rhetores vocant Allegoriam, ait, Cedri non fuerunt altiores illo in paradiso Dei, omne lignum paradisi Dei non est assimilatum illi et pulchritudini eius; denique in libro Ecclesiastici cap. 24 ita loquitur divina Sapientia, Ego sicut aquaeductus exivi de paradiso. Nonnunquam etiam nomen paradisi dicitur in sacris litteris non de loco corporeo sed de spirituali voluptate et iucunditate: maxime vero de vita illa aeterna omnium bonorum voluptatumque plenissima quam Beati in caelis agunt. Hac notione Paradisi usus est Dominus noster Lucae 23, cum dixit latroni, Hodie mecum eris in paradiso; et Paulus in posterioris epistolae ad Corinthios cap. 12, cum inquit raptum se esse in paradisum, ibique audisse arcana verba quae non licet homini loqui; apud Ioannem item in Apocalypsi cap. 2 scriptum est, Vincenti dabo edere de ligno vitae quod est in para[diso Dei mei]...
But in sacred Scripture the word Paradise universally signifies any most pleasant place, and most delightful for the delighting of man: in which signification Moses used it in this book of Genesis, chapter 13, when he said that the land of Sodom and Gomorrah, before God's vengeance, was like a paradise; and Solomon, Ecclesiastes 2, I made me, he says, gardens and orchards (for which the Seventy have, Paradises); the same in the Canticles, chapter 4, Thy shoots are a paradise; and also Ezekiel, chapter 28, addressing the King of Tyre, Thou wast, he says, in the delights of the paradise of God; the same, chapter 31, writing of the power and magnificence of the king of the Assyrians by a certain likeness which the Rhetoricians call Allegory, says, The cedars were not higher than he in the paradise of God; no tree of the paradise of God was likened to him and to his beauty; finally, in the book of Ecclesiasticus, chapter 24, the divine Wisdom speaks thus, I, like an aqueduct, came out of paradise. And sometimes the name of paradise is said in the sacred writings not of a corporeal place, but of spiritual pleasure and delight: but most of all of that eternal life, fullest of all goods and pleasures, which the Blessed lead in the heavens. With this notion of Paradise our Lord used it, Luke 23, when He said to the thief, This day thou shalt be with me in paradise; and Paul in the twelfth chapter of the latter epistle to the Corinthians, when he says that he was caught up into paradise, and heard there secret words which it is not lawful for man to utter; in John likewise, in the Apocalypse, chapter 2, it is written, To him that overcometh I will give to eat of the tree of life, which is in the para[dise of my God]...8



...[in para]diso Dei mei. Manifestum igitur est ex his quae dicta sunt hanc vocem Paradisus in sacris litteris nonnunquam dici de loco corporeo, interdum vero etiam de re spirituali: utrobique tamen praefert ea vox ingentem quandam voluptatem et iucunditatem.
...which is in the paradise of my God. It is therefore manifest, from the things which have been said, that this word Paradise is in the sacred writings sometimes said of a corporeal place, and sometimes also of a spiritual thing: in both cases, however, that word carries with it a certain immense pleasure and delight.9



Of pleasure.10
Voluptatis.



HEBRAICE est בעדן Be Heden, id est in Heden: vox autem Heden significat delicias et voluptates, radice עדן Hadan quod est delectari; unde nomen frequens in sacris litteris עדנה Hedna, id est delectatio. Nec fide caret ex hac voce Heden derivatam esse vocem Graecam ἡδονή, quae de Graecis significat voluptatem, sicut a quibusdam est proditum. Interdum autem Heden in divina Scriptura est nomen proprium loci, quemadmodum animadvertere est infra cap. 4 ubi dicitur Cain habitasse profugum ad orientalem plagam Heden: quo loco Hieronymus vocem Heden non est interpretatus voluptatem et delicias, non dubie agnoscens ibi esse proprium nomen loci. Sic etiam Ezechielis cap. 27 dicitur, Charan et Heden negotiatores tui. Et apud Isaiam capit. 37, inter alia loca et civitates quas reges Assyriorum vastaverant, recensentur Gozan, Caran et filii Heden.
In Hebrew it is בעדן (Be Heden), that is, in Heden: and the word Heden signifies delights and pleasures, from the root עדן (Hadan), which is to be delighted; whence the frequent noun in the sacred writings עדנה (Hedna), that is, delight. Nor is it without credibility that from this word Heden was derived the Greek word ἡδονή (hedone), which among the Greeks signifies pleasure, as has been reported by some. But sometimes Heden, in the divine Scripture, is a proper name of a place, as one may notice below in chapter 4, where Cain is said to have dwelt, a fugitive, toward the eastern region of Heden: in which place Jerome did not interpret the word Heden as pleasure and delights, doubtless recognizing that there it is the proper name of a place. So also, in Ezekiel chapter 27, it is said, Charan and Heden were thy traders. And in Isaiah, chapter 37, among the other places and cities which the kings of the Assyrians had laid waste, are reckoned Gozan, Charan, and the sons of Heden.11



SINE causa autem Caietanus negat his locis vocem Heden sumi pro eodem pro quo ponitur in hoc 2 capit. Geneseos, cum tamen omnibus praedictis locis sit eadem vox et eodem modo scribatur. Sed Heden, inquit Caietanus, de quo hic agit Moses et in quo Adam locatus est, fuit post eiectionem Adae ex paradiso plane inhabitabilis et inaccessus hominibus, propter custodiam Cherubim in aditu eius a Deo positam. At Heden de quo Isaias et Ezechiel supradictis locis loquuntur, regio erat culta et habitata a mercatoribus pretiosas merces comportantibus in Iudaeam. Sic Caietanus, cui etiam Catharinus est assensus. Verum infirma est Caietani argumentatio: Heden namque ante diluvium (quandiu scilicet duravit locus ille Paradisi ex quo Adam eiectus est) inhabitatus fuit et inaccessus mortalibus; sed eo per diluvium vastato et destructo, sublataque prima illa eius pulchritudine et amoenitate (ad usum et oblectationem hominis, si quidem ille iustitiam et innocentiam custodisset, comparata), deinde ab hominibus coli et habitari coeptus est.
But without cause Cajetan denies that in these places the word Heden is taken for the same thing for which it is put in this second chapter of Genesis, although nevertheless in all the aforesaid places it is the same word, and is written in the same way. But the Heden, says Cajetan, of which Moses here treats, and in which Adam was placed, was, after the ejection of Adam from paradise, plainly uninhabitable and inaccessible to men, on account of the guard of the Cherubim set by God at its entrance. But the Heden of which Isaiah and Ezekiel speak in the aforesaid places was a region cultivated and inhabited by merchants carrying precious wares into Judaea. Thus Cajetan, to whom Catharinus too has assented. But weak is Cajetan's argument: for Heden, before the flood (as long, namely, as that place of Paradise from which Adam was cast out endured), was uninhabited and inaccessible to mortals; but, it being laid waste and destroyed by the flood, and that first beauty and pleasantness of it being taken away (prepared for the use and delight of man, had he indeed kept justice and innocence), it then began to be cultivated and inhabited by men.12



CUM igitur vocabulum Heden sit ambiguum, significans et voluptatem et certum quendam locum, in dubio est utro modo in praesentia sumi debeat. Hieronymus sumpsit pro voluptate, cum vertit, Paradisum voluptatis. Sed quia Hebraice est בעדן Be Heden, id est in Heden, significet voluptatem an certum aliquem locum, secundum sententiam Hieronymi verti deberet ad verbum, In voluptate—quod durum est: quid enim sibi vult, Plantavit Deus in voluptate? Septuaginta Interpretes, relinquentes in sua translatione nomen ipsum Hebraeum, Heden videntur intellexisse significari eo voca[bulo]...
Since therefore the word Heden is ambiguous, signifying both pleasure and a certain place, it is in doubt in which of the two ways it ought to be taken in the present passage. Jerome took it for pleasure, when he translated, A paradise of pleasure. But because in Hebrew it is בעדן (Be Heden), that is, in Heden—whether it signify pleasure or a certain place—according to Jerome's view it ought to be translated word for word, In pleasure—which is harsh: for what does it mean, God planted in pleasure? The Seventy Translators, leaving in their translation the Hebrew name itself, Heden, seem to have understood that by that wor[d]...13



...[eo] vocabulo certum aliquem terrae locum. Quanquam deinde in hac ipsa narratione non semel eam vocem nomine voluptatis expresserunt. Mihi quidem simillimum vero fit, ea voce designari hic a Mose locum quendam in quo erat Paradisus. Habeo huius sententiae auctores ferme omnes Graecos Patres; habeo eius approbatores quatuor nobilissimos Hebraeorum Rabbinos, Kimchi, Abraham Ben Esra, et Salomonem; atque id mirifice congruit cum narratione Mosis. Siquidem in describendo Paradisum eas ipse adhibet circumstantias, e quibus locus ille, ubi qualis quantusque fuerit, liquido cognosci queat: ait enim fuisse eum in regione Heden ad plagam eius Orientalem; irriguum magno quodam flumine, quod postea in quatuor ingentia et celebratissima flumina dispertiebatur. Quinetiam inquit fluvium illum egressum esse ex loco Heden ad irrigandum Paradisum. Quibus verbis quis non videt vocem Heden significare locum quendam, non autem voluptatem? quam enim sententiam haberet illum fluvium exisse ex voluptate ad irrigandum Paradisum? Ceterum admonebo lectorem fieri potuisse ut vel regio illa Paradisi, quia esset amoenissima, significata sit vocabulo Heden quod sonat voluptatem et delicias; vel contra, ut vox Heden, ea ratione ut significat voluptatem, tracta fuerit ex illo loco Heden ceu totius orbis delicatissimo atque amoenissimo.
...by that word a certain place of the earth. Although afterward, in this very narration, they more than once expressed that word by the name of pleasure. To me indeed it seems most like the truth that by that word Moses here designates a certain place in which Paradise was. I have as authors of this view nearly all the Greek Fathers; I have as approvers of it four most noble Rabbis of the Hebrews—Kimchi, Abraham ben Ezra, and Salomon; and it agrees marvelously with the narration of Moses. For in describing Paradise he himself uses those circumstances from which that place—where, of what kind, and how great it was—can be clearly known: for he says that it was in the region Heden, toward its Eastern part; watered by a certain great river, which afterward was divided into four huge and most celebrated rivers. He even says that that river went out of the place Heden to water Paradise. By which words who does not see that the word Heden signifies a certain place, and not pleasure? for what sense would it have, that that river went out of pleasure to water Paradise? But I will warn the reader that it could have been that either that region of Paradise, because it was most pleasant, was signified by the word Heden, which sounds pleasure and delights; or, on the contrary, that the word Heden, in the sense in which it signifies pleasure, was drawn from that place Heden, as the most delightful and pleasant of the whole world.14



From the beginning.15
A principio.



HEBRAICE est מקדם Mi Kedem, vox autem קדם Kedem ambiguae significationis est: cum enim significet ante seu principium, potest referri vel ad locum vel ad tempus. Hieronymus, tres secutus Interpretes Aquilam, Symmachum et Theodotionem, ad tempus referens vertit latine A principio. Idem autem in libro traditionum Hebraicarum in Genesim, ex eo quod dicitur Paradisum factum esse a principio, argumentatur eum fuisse a Deo conditum ante caelum et terram: quod Hieronymi dictum, si ut verum tueri volumus, necesse est fateri vel ipsum non esse locutum de Paradiso corporeo sed spirituali quae est vita aeterna, quam electis praeparavit Deus ante mundi constitutionem; vel illud Ante caelum et terram idem sonare quod ante perfectam caeli et terrae exornationem atque consummationem. Nec vero, quia Paradisus factus fuit a principio, continuo sequitur eum vel primo die vel etiam ante factum esse. Etenim apud Ioannem cap. 8 Dominus noster ait diabolum fuisse homicidam ab initio; quem tamen constat mortis hominis tam spiritualis quam corporalis non ante sextum diem quo creatus est homo auctorem esse potuisse. Illud igitur A principio referri debet ad tempus primorum sex dierum, praesertim autem ad tertium diem quo Paradisum esse consitum communis et pervagata est sententia.
In Hebrew it is מקדם (Mi Kedem); and the word קדם (Kedem) is of ambiguous signification: for since it signifies ‘before’ or ‘beginning,’ it can be referred either to place or to time. Jerome, having followed the three Translators—Aquila, Symmachus, and Theodotion—referring it to time, rendered it in Latin ‘A principio’ (from the beginning). And the same Jerome, in his book of Hebrew Traditions on Genesis, from the fact that Paradise is said to have been made ‘from the beginning,’ argues that it was founded by God before heaven and earth: which dictum of Jerome, if we wish to defend it as true, we must needs grant either that he himself was not speaking of the corporeal Paradise, but of the spiritual, which is eternal life, which God prepared for the elect before the constitution of the world; or that that ‘Before heaven and earth’ sounds the same as ‘before the perfect adornment and consummation of heaven and earth.’ Nor indeed, because Paradise was made ‘from the beginning,’ does it immediately follow that it was made either on the first day, or even before. For in John, chapter 8, our Lord says that the devil was a murderer from the beginning; whom yet it is agreed could not have been the author of man's death—whether spiritual or corporeal—before the sixth day, on which man was created. That ‘From the beginning,’ therefore, ought to be referred to the time of the first six days, but especially to the third day, on which (by the common and widespread opinion) Paradise was planted.16



AT enimvero Septuaginta Interpretes per vocem Kedem non tempus intellexerunt sed locum: quoniam autem praeceps mundi pars est Oriens (scilicet unde capit initium praestantissimus caelestis motus primi mobilis), idcirco Graece ipsi transtulerunt κατὰ τὰς ἀνατολάς, id est ad Orientem: quam lectionem omnes fere Graeci Patres secuti et interpretati sunt. In his est Basilius homilia 11 in Genesim, et in Sermone quo tractat verba illa Pauli ad Thessalon. 5, In omnibus gratias agite; Chrysostomus et Theodoretus super hoc loco; Gregorius Nyssenus super Oratione cur versi ad Orientem adoremus; Damascenus libro quarto de Fide orthodoxa cap. 13. Isti enim tradunt vetustissimae consuetudinis convertendi se in orando ad Orientem hanc esse unam de multis, eamque praecipuam rationem, quod Paradisus in quo Adam collocatus est, et ex quo propter peccatum est deiectus, in regione orientali fuerit. In orando igitur spectamus Orientem, quasi reducentes in memoriam acerbum illum casum nostrum, quo ex beatissimis Paradisi locis in hoc aerumnarum et miseriarum plenissimum exilium sumus extrusi, simulque desiderantes ad caelestem Paradisum, cuius ille imago fuit, aliquando pervenire. Ergo in hoc loco vox Kedem significat plagam Orientalem, ut sensus sit Paradisum esse consitum in parte Orientali regionis Heden. Hunc etiam intellectum verborum Mosis habent Hebraeorum Commentarii. Certe, extremo capitis 3 huius libri, eandem vocem Kedem Hieronymus non ad tempus sed ad locum retulit. Sic enim transtulit, Collocavit Deus ante Paradisum voluptatis Cherubim. Ubi cernis vocem Kedem vertisse Hieronymum non A principio sed Ante. Hebraice autem sic est ad verbum, Posuit a parte Orientali horti Heden Cherubinos.
But indeed the Seventy Translators understood by the word Kedem not time but place: and since the foremost part of the world is the East (namely, whence the most excellent celestial motion of the prime mobile takes its beginning), they therefore translated it in Greek κατὰ τὰς ἀνατολάς, that is, toward the East: which reading nearly all the Greek Fathers followed and interpreted. Among these is Basil, in the eleventh homily on Genesis, and in the Sermon in which he treats those words of Paul to the Thessalonians, chapter 5, In all things give thanks; Chrysostom and Theodoret on this place; Gregory of Nyssa on the Oration Why, turned to the East, we adore; Damascene, in the fourth book On the Orthodox Faith, chapter 13. For these hand down that, of the most ancient custom of turning oneself in praying toward the East, this is one of many, and the chief reason: that Paradise, in which Adam was placed, and from which for sin he was cast down, was in the eastern region. In praying, therefore, we look toward the East, as if recalling to memory that bitter fall of ours, by which from the most blessed places of Paradise we were thrust out into this exile most full of toils and miseries, and at the same time desiring one day to reach the heavenly Paradise, of which that was an image. Therefore in this place the word Kedem signifies the Eastern region, so that the sense is that Paradise was planted in the Eastern part of the region Heden. The Hebrew Commentaries also have this understanding of the words of Moses. Certainly, at the end of chapter 3 of this book, Jerome referred the same word Kedem not to time but to place. For so he translated, God placed before the Paradise of pleasure the Cherubim. Where you see that Jerome rendered the word Kedem not ‘From the beginning,’ but ‘Before.’ But in Hebrew it is thus, word for word, He set at the Eastern part of the garden Heden the Cherubim.17



QUIDAM putant eo locatum esse Paradisum ad Orientem quod pars Orientalis tam in caelo quam in terra sit omnium praestantissima: illinc enim primus et perfectissimus caeli motus suam capit incitationem. Certe regiones Orientis, sicut est India, praedicatione rerum pretiosissimarum quarum sunt fertilissimae, nobilitavit antiquitas: quanquam Iulius Scaliger in opere Exercitationum quod scripsit adversus Cardanum, exercitatione 99, multa colligit ad probandum longe meliora et omni genere laudis praestabiliora nasci in terris quae sunt cis Persicum sinum usque ad extremam Lusitaniae oram, quam in regionibus Orientis quae sunt ultra sinum Persicum.
Some think that Paradise was located toward the East for this reason, that the Eastern part, both in heaven and on earth, is the most excellent of all: for thence the first and most perfect motion of heaven takes its impulse. Certainly antiquity ennobled the regions of the East (such as India) by the renown of the most precious things, of which they are most fertile: although Julius Scaliger, in the work of Exercitations which he wrote against Cardano, in exercitation 99, gathers many things to prove that far better things, and more outstanding in every kind of praise, are born in the lands which are this side of the Persian Gulf as far as the farthest shore of Lusitania, than in the regions of the East which are beyond the Persian Gulf.18



VERUM hoc loco prodendum est, quod est ab aliis proditum ante nos et est profecto verissimum: nusquam in sacris litteris regionem quae est ultra sinum Persicum, tam citeriorem quam ulteriorem Gange, sub nomine Orientis appellari; sed orientales terras simpliciter vocat divina Scriptura quae sunt citra sinum Persicum, ut Persidem, Armeniam, Arabiam atque Mesopotamiam. Gentes quoque his regionibus propriores comparatione Iudaeorum nominare solet orientales, eorumque loca esse ad Orientem, sicut[...]
But in this place it must be set forth—which has been set forth by others before us, and is surely most true—that nowhere in the sacred writings is a region which is beyond the Persian Gulf, whether nearer or farther than the Ganges, called by the name of the East; but the divine Scripture simply calls those ‘eastern lands’ which are this side of the Persian Gulf, such as Persia, Armenia, Arabia, and Mesopotamia. The nations also nearer to these regions, in comparison with the Jews, it is wont to name ‘eastern,’ and their places to be ‘toward the East,’ such as[...]19



...[sicut] Arabes, Idumaeos, Amalechitas, Madianitas, Ammonitas et Moabitas, necnon et mare Rubrum ac mare salsum. Quapropter Iob, qui erat Idumaeus, numeratur inter filios Orientis; et tres Magi qui ex Perside, vel Chaldaea, vel Arabia venerunt ad Christum dominum adorandum, venisse dicuntur ex Oriente. Quinimo solet Scriptura frequenter Mesopotamiam vocare simpliciter terram orientalem: etenim Geneseos 29 Iacob, profectus in Mesopotamiam, ivisse dicitur in terram orientalem; et in libro Numerorum capite 23 Balaam ariolus ductus esse dicitur ad maledicendum Hebraeis ex montibus Orientis, quem tamen Moses in Deuteronomio cap. 23 adductum fuisse ex Mesopotamia Syriae scriptum reliquit. Legimus quoque in 25 cap. libri Geneseos liberos quos ex Cetura susceperat Abraham (inter quos numerantur Madian et Epha) separasse eum ab Isaac ad plagam orientalem. Ex his apparet terram orientalem in sacris litteris eam duntaxat nominari quae citra sinum Persicum usque ad Iudaeam porrigitur. Indiam vero orientalem, licet ea tam Mathematicorum designatione quam Graecorum et Latinorum scriptorum appellatione verius aliis omnibus terris sit orientalis, Scriptura tamen eo nomine nusquam eam memorat aut nominat: quo licet intelligere Heden in quo erat Paradisus, et qui dicitur fuisse ad Orientem, non ultra sinum Persicum fuisse; eorumque coniecturam vehementer aberrare qui propterea existimarunt Paradisum in ultimis terrae oris (scilicet in India, vel etiam ultra eam) fuisse, quod Moses dixerit eum fuisse ad Orientem. Ergo integra huius loci Mosis sententia haec erit: Plantavit Deus Paradisum in regione Heden ad plagam eius orientalem.
...such as the Arabs, the Idumaeans, the Amalekites, the Midianites, the Ammonites, and the Moabites, and also the Red Sea and the Salt Sea. Wherefore Job, who was an Idumaean, is numbered among the sons of the East; and the three Magi who came from Persia, or Chaldea, or Arabia to adore Christ the Lord, are said to have come from the East. Nay rather, Scripture is wont frequently to call Mesopotamia simply ‘the eastern land’: for in Genesis 29 Jacob, having set out for Mesopotamia, is said to have gone ‘into the eastern land’; and in the book of Numbers, chapter 23, the soothsayer Balaam is said to have been brought to curse the Hebrews ‘from the mountains of the East,’ whom yet Moses in Deuteronomy, chapter 23, left it written had been brought ‘from Mesopotamia of Syria.’ We read also in the 25th chapter of Genesis that the children whom Abraham had taken from Keturah (among whom are numbered Madian and Epha) he separated from Isaac ‘toward the eastern region.’ From these it appears that ‘the eastern land’ in the sacred writings is named only that which extends this side of the Persian Gulf as far as Judaea. But eastern India—although both by the designation of the Mathematicians and by the appellation of Greek and Latin writers it is more truly eastern than all other lands—Scripture nevertheless nowhere mentions or names by that name: whence one may understand that Heden, in which Paradise was, and which is said to have been toward the East, was not beyond the Persian Gulf; and that those greatly err in their conjecture who, because Moses said it was toward the East, therefore thought Paradise was in the farthest shores of the earth (namely in India, or even beyond it). Therefore the whole sense of this place of Moses will be this: God planted Paradise in the region Heden, toward its eastern part.20



Translator’s notes
	The title/running-head for Book Three's exposition, drawn from Genesis chapter 2 (the account of the Garden of Eden). ↩
	The Scripture lemma (Genesis 2:8–14, Vulgate) being expounded in Book Three. Pererius will gloss it word by word: ‘Paradisum,’ ‘voluptatis,’ the tree of life, the four rivers (Phison, Geon/Gihon, Tigris, Euphrates), etc. (Marginal verse numbers 8–15.) ↩
	Marginal reference: "GENES. 2. VERS. 8." The opening clause of Genesis 2:8, taken up for comment. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Paradisus ante creatum hominem plantatus, contra Basilium." Though the Hebrew reads ‘He planted,’ the Hebrews use the perfect for the pluperfect, so ‘had planted’ means paradise was planted before man's creation (man, once made, was led straight into it). Against Basil (Homily 11 on Genesis = On Paradise), who placed paradise's creation after man's—a view from Moses's order of mention, which is by ‘recapitulation’ (narrating earlier things later; cf. its converse, ‘anticipation’). Paradise was planted on the third day; God is said singularly to have ‘planted’ it (as Scripture marks the most excellent with God's name) for its incomparable beauty—just as man's forming is singularly ascribed to God for his dignity. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "De vocabulo Paradisi." The word ‘Paradise’ (Gen 2:8), taken up for a philological gloss on its Hebrew and Greek origins. ↩
	The word ‘Paradise’ here is the Hebrew גן (Gan), rendered ‘Paradisus’—meaning a garden, derived (say some Hebraists) from the root גנן (Ganan), ‘to protect and hide’: either a garden whose thick, tall, wide-branched trees shade those beneath, or an enclosed, fenced place barred to beasts and men. Continues onto the next page (catchword ‘ticis’; quoting Canticles 4:12, ‘a garden enclosed’). ↩
	Two near-synonymous Hebrew words: גן (Gan) and פרדס (Pardes), found together in Eccl 2:5 (‘gardens and orchards’). Pardes occurs in Scripture only thrice (Eccl 2; Nehemiah/2 Esdras 2; Canticles 4:13). The Septuagint render Pardes (and sometimes Gan) as ‘paradisus,’ and the word ‘Paradisus’ likely derives from Pardes. Julius Pollux (Onomasticon 11) calls it Persian, not Greek; Xenophon and Philostratus use ‘paradises’ for the Persian kings' game-parks; Aulus Gellius (Noctes Atticae 2.20) equates the Greek ‘paradisi’ with Latin ‘vivaria’/‘roboraria.’ Suidas derives it from δεύω (‘I water’). [The final Greek etymological phrase before ‘a collectione herbarum’ is partly illegible on the scan.] ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Dupliciter in sacris litteris sumi nomen Paradisi." In Scripture ‘Paradise’ means (1) any most pleasant place: Sodom's land ‘like a paradise’ (Gen 13:10); Solomon's ‘gardens’ (Eccl 2:5, LXX ‘paradises’); Canticles 4:13; the ‘paradise of God’ (Ezek 28:13; 31:8, by allegory of the Assyrian king); Wisdom ‘came out of paradise’ (Ecclus 24:41). Or (2) spiritual delight—especially the heavenly eternal life: ‘this day thou shalt be with me in paradise’ (Luke 23:43); Paul caught up ‘into paradise’ (2 Cor 12:4); ‘the tree of life in the paradise of my God’ (Apoc 2:7). Continues onto the next page (catchword ‘dabo’). ↩
	Closing the survey of ‘paradise’ in Scripture: the word is used sometimes of a corporeal place, sometimes of a spiritual reality—but always conveys an immense delight and pleasantness. ↩
	The word ‘voluptatis’ of Gen 2:8 (‘a paradise of pleasure’), taken up for a gloss on the underlying Hebrew Eden (Heden). ↩
	Marginal gloss: "De significatione vocis Heden." The Hebrew is בעדן (Be Heden), ‘in Heden (Eden)’; the word Heden means ‘delights, pleasures,’ from the root עדן (‘to delight’), whence the noun עדנה (Hedna, ‘delight’). The Greek ἡδονή (‘pleasure’) may derive from it. But sometimes Heden is a proper place-name: Cain dwelt east of Heden (Gen 4:16, where Jerome kept it a proper name); ‘Charan and Heden were thy traders’ (Ezek 27:23); and among the Assyrians' conquests, ‘Gozan, Charan, and the sons of Heden’ (Isa 37:12). ↩
	Cajetan groundlessly denies that ‘Heden’ in Ezekiel/Isaiah means the same as in Genesis 2, though it is the same word identically written. His argument: the Eden of Genesis, where Adam was placed, became (after his expulsion) uninhabitable and inaccessible, guarded by the Cherubim; whereas the Heden of Isaiah/Ezekiel was a cultivated trading region (Catharinus agreed). Pererius refutes: Eden was inaccessible only before the flood (while the Paradise endured); once the flood laid it waste and stripped its first beauty, men began to cultivate and inhabit it. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "An hoc loco vocabulum Heden significet voluptatem an certum aliquem locum." Since ‘Heden’ is ambiguous (both ‘pleasure’ and a place), it is doubtful which sense it has here. Jerome took it as ‘pleasure’ (‘a paradise of pleasure’); but since the Hebrew is בעדן (‘in Heden’), Jerome's sense would give the harsh literal ‘planted in pleasure’ (‘what does God planted in pleasure mean?’). The Septuagint kept the Hebrew name ‘Heden’ untranslated, seeming to take it as a place-name. Continues onto the next page (catchword ‘voca’; signature N 3). ↩
	Continuing the gloss on ‘Heden/Eden’ (Gen 2:8): the Septuagint took it as a place-name (though sometimes rendering it ‘pleasure’). Pererius judges it most likely Moses means a place where Paradise was—backed by nearly all the Greek Fathers and four noble Rabbis (Kimchi, Abraham ben Ezra, Salomon/Rashi). Moses's circumstances (Heden's eastern part, the great river dividing into four) show ‘Heden’ is a place, not ‘pleasure’ (else ‘the river went out of pleasure’ is senseless). Either the region was named Heden for its pleasantness, or the word ‘pleasure’ was drawn from that most delightful place. ↩
	The phrase ‘a principio’ of Gen 2:8 (‘a paradise of pleasure from the beginning’), taken up for a gloss on the underlying Hebrew Kedem. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Quod dixit Hieronymus Paradisum esse factum ante caelum et terram, quomodo sit intelligendum." The Hebrew מקדם (Mi Kedem)—the word קדם (Kedem)—is ambiguous (‘before/beginning,’ of place or time). Jerome (following Aquila, Symmachus, Theodotion) took it temporally (‘from the beginning’), and elsewhere argued Paradise was made before heaven and earth. Pererius defends this only as meaning the spiritual Paradise (eternal life), or ‘before the perfecting of heaven and earth.’ ‘From the beginning’ need not mean the first day (cf. the devil ‘a murderer from the beginning,’ John 8:44, yet not before the sixth day); it refers to the first six days, especially the third, when (by common opinion) Paradise was planted. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "De antiquo more orandi versa ad Orientem facie." The Septuagint took Kedem as place, not time, rendering it κατὰ τὰς ἀνατολάς (‘toward the East’)—since the East is the world's foremost part (whence the prime mobile's motion starts). Most Greek Fathers follow (Basil, Hom. 11 & on 1 Thess 5:18; Chrysostom; Theodoret; Gregory of Nyssa, On Worshipping toward the East; John Damascene, De Fide orth. 4.13): the ancient custom of praying toward the East is chiefly because Paradise (whence Adam was cast for sin) lay in the East—so we face East recalling our fall and longing for the heavenly Paradise it imaged. So Kedem here = the Eastern region; Paradise was planted in the eastern part of Heden. Jerome too (Gen 3:24) rendered Kedem as ‘before/at the east’ (the Cherubim ‘at the eastern part of the garden Heden’). ↩
	Marginal gloss: "An regio Orientalis sit totius terrae praestantissima." Some hold Paradise was eastward because the East is the most excellent part of heaven and earth (whence heaven's motion starts); antiquity ennobled the East (e.g. India) for its precious products. But Julius Caesar Scaliger (Exercitationes against Cardano, ex. 99) argues that far better things are born in the lands this side of the Persian Gulf—as far as the coast of Lusitania (Portugal)—than in the East beyond the Gulf. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Quae nominetur in litteris sacris terra orientalis." A key point: Scripture never calls anything beyond the Persian Gulf (nearer or farther than the Ganges) ‘the East’; it calls ‘eastern lands’ only those this side of the Gulf—Persia, Armenia, Arabia, Mesopotamia—and the nearer peoples (relative to the Jews) ‘eastern.’ Continues onto the next page (catchword ‘sicut’). ↩
	Continues the catalogue of Scripture's ‘eastern’ peoples (Arabs, Idumaeans, Amalekites, Midianites, Ammonites, Moabites; the Red Sea, the Salt/Dead Sea): Job the Idumaean is a ‘son of the East’; the Magi came ‘from the East’; Mesopotamia is simply ‘the eastern land’ (Jacob's journey, Gen 29; Balaam ‘from the mountains of the East,’ Num 23 = ‘Mesopotamia of Syria,’ Deut 23; Keturah's sons sent ‘eastward,’ Gen 25). So Scripture's ‘East’ reaches only to the Persian Gulf—never India. Hence Eden was not beyond the Gulf, and those err who placed Paradise in India or beyond. Full sense: ‘God planted Paradise in the region Heden, toward its eastern part.’ ↩
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LatineEnglish


DISPUTATION. What place Paradise was, where it was, and how great it was; and why it has at no time yet been found by men; finally, whether that terrestrial Paradise still exists.1
DISPUTATIO. Quis locus fuerit Paradisus, Ubi, et Quantus fuerit, et Cur nullo tempore adhuc ab hominibus inventus sit: denique, An etiamnunc extet Paradisus ille terrestris.



CIRCA verba Mosis de Paradiso hactenus exposita tractandae sunt aliquot quaestiones, priusquam cetera quae de Paradiso subtexit Moses persequamur. PRIMA QUAESTIO. An Mosaica Paradisi descriptio proprie intelligenda sit de loco aliquo corporeo et terrestri, an potius figurate de re quapiam intelligibili et spirituali. Philo Iudaeus, in extremo lib. de Mundi opificio et in lib. de Allegoriis legis Mosaicae, mystice duntaxat et allegorice interpretatur orationem Mosis de Para[diso]...
Concerning the words of Moses about Paradise hitherto expounded, several questions must be treated, before we pursue the rest which Moses adds about Paradise. FIRST QUESTION. Whether the Mosaic description of Paradise is to be understood properly, of some corporeal and terrestrial place, or rather figuratively, of some intelligible and spiritual thing. Philo the Jew, at the end of his book On the Making of the World, and in his book On the Allegories of the Mosaic Law, interprets the discourse of Moses about Para[dise] only mystically and allegorically...2



...[de Para]diso, nec aliter censet esse intelligendam: quem secutus Origenes in tomis super Genesim pervertit omnem historiam paradisi, non aliter quam figurate accipi debere arbitratus: itaque paradisum ponit non in terra sed in tertio caelo, ad quem scilicet raptus est Paulus; per arbores paradisi virtutes angelicas interpretatur; per flumina vero aquas quae supra dorsum firmamenti sunt. Ac licet quidam conentur ostendere Origenem historicam paradisi interpretationem non reiecisse, verbis illis ex 31 homilia eius in numeros in medium productis, Adam post peccatum extruditur in aridam, ante enim non erat in arida sed in terra, paradisus namque non est in arida sed in terra: haec tamen verba ad Origenis purgationem atque defensionem parum valent, quippe qui ob supradictam opinionem a plurimis Patribus damnatus sit. Epiphanius certe multa contra hanc Origenis interpretationem disputat, tam in Ancoratu quam in Epistola quam ad Ioannem Episcopum Hierosolymitanum scripsit.
...about Paradise, and judges it must be understood no otherwise: whom Origen having followed, in his tomes on Genesis, perverts the whole history of paradise, having judged that it ought to be taken no otherwise than figuratively: and so he places paradise not on earth, but in the third heaven, to which, namely, Paul was caught up; by the trees of paradise he interprets angelic virtues; but by the rivers, the waters which are above the back of the firmament. And although some try to show that Origen did not reject the historical interpretation of paradise—by those words brought forward from his 31st homily on Numbers, ‘Adam after his sin is thrust out into the dry land, for before he was not in the dry land but in the earth; for paradise is not in the dry land but in the earth’—yet these words avail little for Origen's clearing and defense, since he was condemned by very many Fathers for the aforesaid opinion. Epiphanius certainly disputes much against this interpretation of Origen, both in the Ancoratus and in the Epistle which he wrote to John, Bishop of Jerusalem.3



B. Ambrosius, in libro quem de Paradiso edidit, Philonis atque Origenis vestigia insistens, similia illis de paradiso sentit et scribit. Idem in libro Epistolarum 6 epistola 42, quae est ad Sabinum scripta, ubi postremum de paradiso disseruit—Iam veteranus (ut inquit ipse) Sacerdos—recensitis aliorum scriptorum variis opinionibus, tandem ut similius vero concludit paradisum non fuisse locum terrestrem sed quippiam spirituale ac intelligibile, quod ad mentem et spiritum Adami oblectandum et quodammodo in hac vita beandum pertinebat. Non me fugit esse quosdam qui veram habuisse Ambrosium de paradiso sententiam probent ex Commentario eius in caput 6 prioris epistolae Pauli ad Corinthios, quod eo loci dicat Ambrosius, Sicut duplex est Hierusalem, una caelestis altera terrestris, ita duplicem esse paradisum, unum terrestrem in quo positus est Adam ut ipsum coleret atque custodiret, alterum caelestem ad quem raptus est Paulus. Verum ea probatio parvam fidem faceret viris doctis, qui multis nec levibus coniecturis persuasum habent non esse Commentarios illos in Pauli epistolas ex Ambrosii officina profectos.
Blessed Ambrose, in the book which he published On Paradise, treading in the footsteps of Philo and Origen, thinks and writes things like theirs about paradise. The same, in the book of Epistles 6, epistle 42, which is written to Sabinus, where he last discoursed about paradise—‘now a veteran’ (as he himself says) ‘Priest’—having reviewed the various opinions of other writers, at last concludes (as more like the truth) that paradise was not a terrestrial place, but something spiritual and intelligible, which pertained to the delighting of Adam's mind and spirit, and in a way to his being made blessed in this life. It does not escape me that there are some who prove that Ambrose held the true opinion about paradise from his Commentary on the sixth chapter of the former epistle of Paul to the Corinthians, because in that place Ambrose says, As Jerusalem is twofold, one heavenly, the other earthly, so paradise is twofold—one terrestrial, in which Adam was placed, that he might till and keep it; the other heavenly, to which Paul was caught up. But that proof would make little credit with learned men, who hold, by many and not slight conjectures, that those Commentaries on Paul's epistles did not come from Ambrose's workshop.4



NE multa, etiam Hieronymus videri cuipiam posset in eodem versatus errore, siquidem in libro traditionum Hebraicarum inquit Paradisum ante caelum et terram esse a Deo conditum: quod de paradiso terrestri non potest intelligi. Sed ea verba Hieronymi vel ita sunt interpretanda ut nos supra interpretati sumus; vel putandum est ea Hieronymum non ex suo sed ex aliorum sensu dixisse: neque enim obscurum aut dubium esse potest quin Hieronymus a supradicta Philonis et Origenis de paradiso sententia vehementer abhorruerit, cum is in Epistola quam dedit ad Pammachium de erroribus Ioannis Episcopi Hierosolymitani inter eos hunc quoque Origenis de paradiso commemoret; et in Commentariis suis in Danielem explanans caput 10 gravissimis verbis in istos allegoricos para[disi]...
In short, even Jerome might seem to someone to have been engaged in the same error, since in his book of Hebrew Traditions he says that Paradise was founded by God before heaven and earth: which cannot be understood of the terrestrial paradise. But those words of Jerome are either to be interpreted as we interpreted above; or it must be thought that Jerome said them not from his own, but from the sense of others: for it can be neither obscure nor doubtful that Jerome vehemently abhorred the aforesaid opinion of Philo and Origen about paradise, since he, in the Epistle which he gave to Pammachius on the errors of John, Bishop of Jerusalem, among them commemorates this one of Origen about paradise too; and in his Commentaries on Daniel, explaining chapter 10, with the gravest words [inveighs] against those allegorical [interpreters] of para[dise]...5



...[in istos allegoricos para]disi Interpretes invehatur:
...he inveighs against those allegorical Interpreters of paradise:6



Let their ravings be silent, he says, who, following shadows and images in the truth, attempt to overturn the truth itself: so that they think paradise and the rivers and the trees ought to be undermined by the laws of allegory. Thus Jerome.7
Conticescant, inquit, eorum deliramenta, qui umbras et imagines in veritate sequentes ipsam conantur evertere veritatem: ut paradisum et flumina et arbores putent allegoriae legibus se debere subruere. Sic Hieronymus.



Sanctus Augustinus in libro de Haeresibus, num. 59, inter errores Seleucianorum et Hermogenianorum hunc quoque numerat, quod negaverint paradisum visibilem. CAETERUM, Iosephus primo libro Antiquitatum, Basilius homilia 11 in Genesim quae est de paradiso, atque (ut uno verbo dicam) omnes propemodum Patres tam Graeci quam Latini concordi sententia paradisum quem describit Moses locum fuisse corporeum ac terrestrem existimarunt. Quanquam non putaverint cuiquam interdictum ut post sensum historicum paradisi etiam alios sensus mysticos et allegoricas interpretationes afferre non posset. Quinimo Augustinus initio libri 8 de Genesi ad litteram tres de paradiso refert opiniones: primam tantum spiritualiter, alteram tantum corporaliter, tertiam utroque modo paradisi historiam interpretantium; hanc ultimam omnium maxime probari sibi affirmavit. Quod non sic est intelligendum ut velit Augustinus historiam paradisi partim corporaliter partim spiritualiter esse interpretandam (universa namque secundum sensum historicum corporaliter est intelligenda), sed verbis illis Augustinus significavit recte atque utiliter eos fecisse qui descriptionem paradisi primo secundum sensum historicum et litteralem exposuerunt, deinde per sensum mysticum ad interiores et sublimiores quasdam rerum spiritualium et caelestium intelligentias applicuerunt. Nam quid Augustinus de historica paradisi expositione sentiret clarissime ostendit in libro 13 de Civitate Dei extremis verbis 21 capitis: cum enim allegoricam quandam paradisi expositionem commemorasset, subiungit haec verba:
Saint Augustine, in the book On Heresies, number 59, numbers this too among the errors of the Seleuciani and Hermogeniani—that they denied a visible paradise. But Josephus, in the first book of the Antiquities; Basil, in the eleventh homily on Genesis, which is on paradise; and (to say it in one word) almost all the Fathers, both Greek and Latin, by a concordant opinion held that the paradise which Moses describes was a corporeal and terrestrial place. Although they did not think it forbidden to anyone that, after the historical sense of paradise, he should not be able to bring also other mystical senses and allegorical interpretations. Nay rather, Augustine, at the beginning of the eighth book On Genesis according to the Letter, reports three opinions about paradise: of those interpreting the history of paradise only spiritually, only corporeally, and in both ways; he affirmed that this last pleased him most of all. Which is not to be understood as if Augustine would have the history of paradise interpreted partly corporeally, partly spiritually (for the whole is to be understood corporeally according to the historical sense), but by those words Augustine signified that those did rightly and usefully who first expounded the description of paradise according to the historical and literal sense, then by the mystical sense applied it to certain deeper and more sublime understandings of spiritual and celestial things. For what Augustine thought about the historical exposition of paradise he shows most clearly in the thirteenth book of the City of God, in the last words of the 21st chapter: for, having mentioned a certain allegorical exposition of paradise, he subjoins these words:8



These things, and any others that can be more fittingly said about understanding paradise spiritually, let them be said with no one forbidding it—provided, however, that the truth also of that history, commended by a most faithful narration of things done, be believed. Thus Augustine.9
Ista, et si qua alia commodius dici possunt de intelligendo spiritualiter paradiso, nemine prohibente dicantur, dum tamen et illius historiae veritas fidelissima rerum gestarum narratione commendata credatur. Haec Augustinus.



SED nullus veterum, meo iudicio, luculentius hoc de quo agimus exposuit quam Chrysostomus, qui homilia 13 in Genesim hoc modo ait:
But no one of the ancients, in my judgment, has more clearly expounded this matter of which we treat than Chrysostom, who, in the thirteenth homily on Genesis, speaks in this manner:10



Ideo Moses describens paradisum, et nomen loci in quo erat (scilicet Heden), et plagam orientalem quam spectabat, et nomina fluminum e paradiso egredientium fere nota omnibus, tam subtiliter et accurate enarravit, ut non liceret nugari volentibus decipere simpliciores, dicendo nullum fuisse in terra paradisum sed in caelo, et alias fabulas suaque somnia iactando. Nam si, cum Moses tantam in describendo paradiso diligentiam posuerit, nihilominus tamen fuere nonnulli fabulantes non fuisse super terram paradisum, multaque alia a doctrina Mosis alienissima inducentes, et verba eius aliorsum quam dicta sunt detorquentes: quid futurum fuisset si non tam minutatim, tam dilucide, denique tam enucleate paradisum descripsisset?[...]
Therefore Moses, in describing paradise—both the name of the place in which it was (namely Heden), and the eastern region which it faced, and the names of the rivers going out from paradise, nearly known to all—narrated it so subtly and accurately, that it should not be permitted to those wishing to trifle to deceive the simpler folk, by saying that there was no paradise on earth but in heaven, and by tossing about other fables and their own dreams. For if, although Moses placed so great diligence in describing paradise, there were nevertheless some who fabled that there was no paradise upon earth, and who brought in many other things most foreign to the doctrine of Moses, and twisted his words elsewhere than as they were said: what would have happened if he had not described paradise so minutely, so clearly, and finally so distinctly?[...]11



...[descripsisset?] Ita Chrysostomus. Hoc ipsum docuit Sophronius Patriarcha Hierosolymitanus in ea Epistola quae recitata est a sexta Synodo generali, actione 11, et postea in actione 13 ab universa Synodo approbata. CERTE, universa narratio Mosis apertissime demonstrat paradisum fuisse locum quendam in terra corporatum et aspectabilem, omni genere voluptatum ac deliciarum abundantem. Cum enim ea narratio non minus sit historica quam aliarum rerum quas prius memoraverat Moses, profecto verus et germanus eius historiae sensus id debet sine controversia censeri, quem reddunt verba Mosis secundum propriam et usitatam eorum significationem sumpta. Multa idem licet observare in narratione Mosis quae huic sententiae fidem astruunt: ait enim paradisum fuisse in regione Heden ad orientalem eius plagam locatum, extra quem conditus est homo sed mox in eum a Deo introductus ut ipsum coleret et custodiret; fuisse in eo arbores aspectu amoenissimas et gustatu suavissimas; irrigatum esse uno flumine, postea diducto in quatuor fluvios, eorumque duos esse Tigrim et Euphratem; ex eo loco Adamum esse a Deo propter peccatum inobedientiae eiectum, positumque in aditu eius Cherubim scilicet ad hominem ingressu prohibendum; Evam vidisse, fructum arboris scientiae boni et mali decerpsisse, comedisse, edendumque Adamo dedisse; et alia his similia, quae paradisum fuisse locum corporatum et terrestrem non dubie demonstrant.
...had he described it? Thus Chrysostom. This same thing Sophronius, Patriarch of Jerusalem, taught in that Epistle which was recited by the sixth General Synod, in the eleventh session, and afterward in the thirteenth session approved by the whole Synod. Certainly, the whole narration of Moses most openly demonstrates that paradise was a certain place on earth, corporeal and visible, abounding in every kind of pleasures and delights. For since that narration is no less historical than that of the other things which Moses had earlier recorded, surely the true and genuine sense of its history ought, without controversy, to be reckoned that which the words of Moses render when taken according to their proper and usual signification. One may observe many things in the narration of Moses which build up faith in this view: for he says that paradise was located in the region Heden, toward its eastern part; that man was made outside it, but was soon led into it by God, to till and keep it; that there were in it trees most pleasant to sight and sweetest to taste; that it was watered by one river, afterward led off into four rivers, two of which are the Tigris and the Euphrates; that from that place Adam was cast out by God on account of the sin of disobedience, and the Cherubim placed at its entrance, namely to bar man from entry; that Eve saw, plucked, ate, and gave to Adam to eat the fruit of the tree of the knowledge of good and evil; and other things like these, which undoubtedly demonstrate that paradise was a corporeal and terrestrial place.12



CUR autem quos supra dixi Auctores, doctrinae ac vetustatis auctoritate praestantes, negaverint paradisum fuisse locum terrestrem: equidem reor illam esse causam, quod putarent non nisi figurate et mystice intelligi posse quae docet Moses—de immortalitate quam esus arboris vitae praestabat homini; de arbore scientiae boni et mali; de origine quatuor fluminum ex uno paradisi flumine; de sermocinatione serpentis cum Eva eiusque maledictione; de inambulatione Dei post meridiem in paradiso ad auram; de tunicis pelliceis quibus Adamum et Evam peccati convictos Deus induit; de Cherubim cum gladio versatili et flammeo ad custodiam paradisi collocato. Verum haec omnia proprie atque historice intelligenda et interpretanda esse, nos infra suo quodque loco interpretantes docebimus.
But why the Authors whom I mentioned above—outstanding in the authority of learning and of antiquity—denied that paradise was a terrestrial place: I, for my part, think that this is the cause: that they thought the things which Moses teaches could be understood only figuratively and mystically—concerning the immortality which the eating of the tree of life conferred on man; concerning the tree of the knowledge of good and evil; concerning the origin of the four rivers from the one river of paradise; concerning the conversation of the serpent with Eve and its cursing; concerning God's walking in paradise after midday in the breeze; concerning the tunics of skin with which God clothed Adam and Eve convicted of sin; concerning the Cherubim, with the turning and flaming sword, placed for the guarding of paradise. But that all these things are to be understood and interpreted properly and historically, we shall teach below, interpreting each in its own place.13



FUIT quorundam nostri temporis sententia (quam fuisse tamen antiquiorem arguit commemoratio eius apud Hugonem de S. Victore in libro suarum Annotationum in Genesim): Paradisum quem descripsit Moses non fuisse definitam aliquam regionem aut certum quempiam terrae locum, sed nomine paradisi denotari universam terram, quae in primaeva conditione ac statu suo, ob eximiam bonitatem, amoenitatem et fecunditatem, erat tota quasi hortus quidam amoenissimus et tanquam paradisus; quemadmodum infra cap. 13 dicitur Sodoma et Gomorrha fuisse quasi paradisus Dei. Illum autem fluvium quo paradisus irrigabatur aiunt intelli[gendum]...
There was an opinion of some of our time (which, however, was older, as its mention in Hugh of St. Victor, in the book of his Annotations on Genesis, proves): that the paradise which Moses described was not some definite region or any certain place of the earth, but that by the name of paradise is denoted the whole earth, which in its primeval condition and state, on account of its exceptional goodness, pleasantness, and fecundity, was wholly like a certain most pleasant garden and as it were a paradise; just as below, in chapter 13, Sodom and Gomorrah are said to have been like the paradise of God. But that river by which paradise was watered, they say is to be under[stood]...14



...[intelli]gendum esse ipsum Oceanum, quem nomine fluvii Hesiodus in Theogonia et in Odyssea Homerus appellant. Oceanus vero irrigare dicitur universam terram, quod omnes dulces aquae quibus terra irrigatur ex Oceano (ut vetus fuit Philosophorum et Poëtarum opinio, nec sane aliena divinae Scripturae) per subterraneos et occultos terrae meatus promanant. Oceanus porro quatuor illa flumina fundere dicitur, non quod cetera ex eo non habeant originem, sed quia haec, tanquam maxima et nobilissima atque celebratissima, visa sunt praecipue memoratu digna. Verum hanc opinionem vel simplex ipsa narratio Mosis et vehementer et evidenter confutat. Quomodo enim intelligi potest Paradisum quem descripsit Moses fuisse universam terram, cum diserte Moses doceat fuisse eum in regione Heden versus plagam Orientalem? extra quem cum factus esset homo, est in eum postea introductus, et mox propter peccatum admissum ex eo eiectus, posito ad eius aditum custodiendum terribili Cherubino: haec enim et alia quae ex eadem narratione colligere licet, de universo terrarum orbe dici nullo modo possunt.
...to be understood to be the Ocean itself, which Hesiod in the Theogony, and Homer in the Odyssey, call by the name of a river. And the Ocean is said to water the whole earth, because all the sweet waters by which the earth is watered flow out of the Ocean (as was the old opinion of the Philosophers and the Poets, nor indeed alien to the divine Scripture) through the subterranean and hidden passages of the earth. The Ocean, moreover, is said to pour forth those four rivers, not because the others do not have their origin from it, but because these, as the greatest and noblest and most celebrated, seemed especially worthy of mention. But this opinion the simple narration of Moses itself both vehemently and evidently confutes. For how can the Paradise which Moses described be understood to have been the whole earth, when Moses distinctly teaches that it was in the region Heden, toward the Eastern part?—outside which, when man had been made, he was afterward led into it, and soon, on account of the sin he committed, cast out of it, a terrible Cherub being set to guard its entrance: for these things, and others which one may gather from the same narration, can in no way be said of the whole world.15



Translator’s notes
	The heading of a formal disputation on Paradise's location, size, undiscoverability, and continued existence—comprising several numbered questions. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "An Paradisus fuerit locus corporalis terrestris. Philo." The FIRST QUESTION of the disputation: is the Mosaic Paradise a real corporeal/terrestrial place, or a figurative spiritual reality? Philo the Jew (De Mundi opificio, end; De Allegoriis legis) reads Moses's account only mystically/allegorically. Continues onto the next page (catchword ‘diso’). ↩
	Origen, following Philo, ‘perverts the whole history of paradise,’ reading it only figuratively: he places paradise not on earth but in the third heaven (to which Paul was caught up, 2 Cor 12); the trees = angelic virtues, the rivers = the waters above the firmament. Some defend Origen by his 31st homily on Numbers (‘Adam thrust into the dry land... paradise is not in the dry land but in the earth’), but this avails little—he was condemned by many Fathers. Epiphanius argues against it (in the Ancoratus and his Letter to John of Jerusalem). ↩
	Ambrose, in his De Paradiso, follows Philo and Origen; in Epistle 42 (to Sabinus)—‘now a veteran priest’—he concludes that paradise was not terrestrial but something spiritual, pertaining to delighting Adam's mind. Some cite the Commentary on 1 Cor 6 (‘as Jerusalem is twofold... so paradise is twofold, one terrestrial where Adam was placed, one heavenly where Paul was caught up’) to prove Ambrose held the literal view—but that Commentary is (by many conjectures) not genuinely Ambrose's (i.e., ‘Ambrosiaster’). ↩
	Even Jerome might seem to err, since in his Hebrew Traditions he says Paradise was made before heaven and earth (which cannot fit a terrestrial paradise). But (Pererius answers) those words must be read as above, or as spoken from others' sense—for Jerome clearly abhorred the Philo/Origen view: in his Letter to Pammachius (on the errors of John of Jerusalem) he lists this Origen opinion among the errors, and in his Commentary on Daniel 10 he inveighs with the gravest words against the allegorical interpreters of paradise. Continues onto the next page (catchword ‘paradisi’; signature O). ↩
	Continuing from the previous page: Jerome, in his Commentary on Daniel (ch. 10), inveighs against the allegorizing interpreters of paradise. ↩
	Jerome, Commentary on Daniel (ch. 10), against those who would dissolve the literal paradise, rivers, and trees into allegory. ↩
	Augustine (De Haeresibus 59) lists denying a visible paradise among the errors of the Seleuciani/Hermogeniani. Josephus (Antiquities 1), Basil (Hom. 11 on Genesis), and nearly all the Fathers held a corporeal, terrestrial paradise—while allowing added mystical senses. Augustine (De Gen. ad litt. 8, opening) reports three views (spiritual-only, corporeal-only, both) and prefers the last—meaning not a half-corporeal/half-spiritual history (the whole is literal/corporeal), but that one rightly expounds the literal first, then applies the mystical. His view on the literal is clearest in City of God 13.21: ↩
	Augustine, City of God 13.21: spiritual interpretations of paradise are permitted, provided the historical truth (a faithful account of real events) is still believed. ↩
	Lead-in to a quotation of Chrysostom, Homily 13 on Genesis, on the literal exactness of Moses's paradise-account. ↩
	Chrysostom, Homily 13 on Genesis: Moses described paradise so exactly (its name Eden, its eastern situation, the named rivers) precisely to forestall those who would deceive the simple by relocating it to heaven or spinning fables. If, despite such diligence, some still fabled paradise out of the earth, what would have happened had he been less precise? The block quote spans printed pp. 290–291. Continues onto the next page (catchword ‘Ita’). ↩
	The close of Chrysostom's homily; Sophronius of Jerusalem taught the same (in the epistle read at the Sixth Ecumenical Council, sessions 11 and 13). Pererius's own affirmation: Moses's narration plainly shows paradise was a corporeal, visible place on earth—being no less historical than his other accounts, its true sense is the proper, literal one. Many details confirm it: paradise in the eastern part of Heden; man made outside, led in to till and keep it; trees fair and sweet; one river dividing into four (incl. Tigris and Euphrates); Adam cast out for disobedience, the Cherubim barring entry; Eve's seeing, plucking, eating, and giving the fruit. ↩
	Why the eminent Fathers denied a terrestrial paradise: Pererius judges it was because they thought certain elements could only be read figuratively—the immortality from the tree of life; the tree of knowledge; the four rivers from one; the serpent's speech and curse; God's walking in the afternoon breeze; the tunics of skin; the Cherubim with the turning flaming sword. But (Pererius will argue below, in each place) all these are to be understood properly and historically. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Refellitur quorundam opinio. Paradisum scribit Moses fuisse universum terrarum orbem, qui in exordio mundi erat amoenissimus." An opinion (older than its appearance in Hugh of St. Victor's Annotations on Genesis): that ‘paradise’ does not denote a definite place but the WHOLE EARTH, which in its primeval state was like one vast pleasant garden (as Sodom's land was ‘like the paradise of God,’ Gen 13:10). The river watering paradise, they say, is the Ocean. Continues onto the next page (catchword ‘gendum’). ↩
	The ‘whole-earth’ view: the watering river is the Ocean (which Hesiod, Theogony, and Homer, Odyssey, call a ‘river’), since all sweet waters flow from the Ocean through hidden passages (an old philosophical/poetic view, not alien to Scripture); the four rivers are named only as the greatest. But Moses's plain narration refutes this: paradise was in the eastern part of Heden, man was made outside it and led in, then cast out with a Cherub guarding the entrance—none of which can be said of the whole world. ↩




QUESTION II. On the place and situation of Paradise

LatineEnglish


QUESTION II. On the place and situation of Paradise.1
QUAESTIO II. De loco et situ Paradisi.



RES quam tractare aggredimur plena obscuritatis ac difficultatis est, Scriptoribus inter se maxima opinionum varietate valde dissidentibus, quibusdam etiam mira (seu verius dicam, incredibilia) de paradisi loco positaque prodentibus. Visum autem nobis est ad planiorem et pleniorem huius quaestionis explicationem multum conferre posse, si nobiliores et celebriores Auctorum sententias sigillatim commemoremus, expendamus, diiudicemus. TERTULLIANUS in Apologetico adversus Gentes ait paradisum locum esse divinae amoenitatis, recipiendis Sanctorum spiritibus destinatum, et maceria quadam igneae illius zonae a notitia orbis communis segregatum. In extremo autem libro quem scripsit de anima affirmat se proprium de Paradiso librum edidisse; quem si nunc haberemus, propriam eius de paradiso sententiam liquidius cognoscere possemus. S. Basilius in Oratione de Paradiso his verbis eum descripsit:
The matter which we undertake to treat is full of obscurity and difficulty, the writers disagreeing greatly among themselves with the greatest variety of opinions, some even setting forth marvelous (or, to speak more truly, incredible) things about the place and position of paradise. But it has seemed to us that it can contribute much to a plainer and fuller explanation of this question, if we recount, weigh, and judge one by one the more noble and more celebrated opinions of the Authors. Tertullian, in the Apologeticum against the Gentiles, says that paradise is a place of divine pleasantness, destined to receive the spirits of the Saints, and segregated from the knowledge of the common world by a certain wall of that fiery zone. And at the end of the book which he wrote On the Soul he affirms that he published his own book On Paradise; which if we now had, we could more clearly know his own opinion about paradise. Saint Basil, in the Oration on Paradise, described it in these words:2



Paradisus, inquit, locus erat deliciis omnifariam affluens, omnem creaturam sensibilis exuperans pulchritudinem: ob sublimitatem loci in quo erat, nulla sui parte tenebras admittens, sed exorientium syderum splendore semper illustratus; in quo nulla erat immodica ventorum vis, nulla tempestatum procella, nullius hyemis horror, non nimia veris humiditas, non torrens aestatis ardor, non molesta et noxia autumni siccitas, sed temperata et pacifica omnium temporum inter se consonantia: ita ut quod in[...]
Paradise, he says, was a place affluent on every side with delights, surpassing the beauty of every sensible creature: by reason of the sublimity of the place in which it was, admitting darkness in no part of itself, but ever illumined by the splendor of the rising stars; in which there was no immoderate force of winds, no storm of tempests, no horror of any winter, no excessive moisture of spring, no scorching ardor of summer, no troublesome and harmful dryness of autumn, but a temperate and peaceful harmony of all the seasons among themselves: so that whatever in[...]3



...[quod in] quaque anni tempestate optimum et iucundissimum est in se haberet, scilicet veris amoenitatem, ubertatem aestatis, autumni hilaritatem, hyemis otium et quietem: eius terra pinguis erat et mollis, omniumque bonorum et voluptatum fertilis, quam verissime dixisses fluere lacte et melle.
...whatever in each season of the year is best and most delightful, it had in itself, namely the pleasantness of spring, the abundance of summer, the cheerfulness of autumn, the leisure and quiet of winter: its soil was rich and soft, and fertile of all goods and pleasures, of which you would most truly have said that it flowed with milk and honey.4



B. Ephraem Syrus, aequalis et familiaris Basilii, in Commentariis suis super Genesim (quod opus nunc non extat, sed illud citat Moses Barcepha Syrus in libro suo de Paradiso, quem librum nuper Andreas Masius e sermone Syriaco in Latinum elegantissime convertit), Ephraem inquam tradidit omnem terram a nobis habitatam undique cingi Oceano, ultra quem esse immensam propemodum terram toti Oceano circumiacentem, in qua locatus est Paradisus.
Blessed Ephraem the Syrian, a contemporary and intimate of Basil, in his Commentaries on Genesis (which work does not now exist, but Moses Barcepha the Syrian cites it in his book On Paradise—which book Andreas Masius recently turned most elegantly from the Syriac tongue into Latin)—Ephraem, I say, handed down that all the earth inhabited by us is girt about on every side by the Ocean, beyond which there is an almost immense land lying all around the Ocean, in which Paradise is located.5



Damascenus, libro secundo de Fide orthodoxa cap. 11, ita descripsit Paradisum:
Damascene, in the second book On the Orthodox Faith, chapter 11, described Paradise thus:6



Est, inquit, locus Dei manibus in Heden ad Orientem mirabiliter consitus, omnis laetitiae ac voluptatis promptuarium, omni terra excelsior, optima temperie caeli, aëre subtilissimo et purissimo, plantis semper virentibus suavissimumque odorem spirantibus, plenus lumine, universae sensibilis venustatis et pulchritudinis excellens intelligentiam. Divinus profecto locus, mirifice congruens primi hominis dignitati: in quo nullum animal habitat, sed solus divinarum manuum factura homo.
It is, he says, a place wondrously planted by the hands of God in Heden toward the East, a storehouse of all joy and pleasure, higher than all the earth, of the best temperateness of sky, with the subtlest and purest air, with plants ever green and breathing a most sweet odor, full of light, surpassing the understanding of all sensible loveliness and beauty. A divine place indeed, wonderfully suited to the dignity of the first man: in which no animal dwells, but only man, the workmanship of the divine hands.7



ISIDORUS, libro 14 Etymologiarum cap. 3, haec scribit de Paradiso:
Isidore, in the fourteenth book of the Etymologies, chapter 3, writes these things about Paradise:8



Paradisus est locus in Orientis partibus constitutus, cuius vocabulum ex Graeco in Latinum vertitur hortus. Porro Hebraice dicitur Heden, quod in nostra lingua deliciae interpretatur; et utrumque iunctum facit hortum deliciarum: est enim omni genere pomiferarum arborum consitus. Non ibi frigus, non aestas, sed perpetua aëris temperies. E cuius medio fons prorumpens totum nemus irrigat, dividiturque in quatuor nascentia flumina. Cuius loci post peccatum hominis aditus interclusus est: septus enim est undique rhomphaea flamma, ita ut eius cum caelo paene iungatur incendium. Cherubin quoque, id est Angelorum praesidium, arcendis spiritibus malis super rhomphaeae flagrantia ordinatum est, ut homines flamma, Angelos vero malos Angeli boni summoveant, ne cui carni nec spiritui transgressionis aditus pateat.
Paradise is a place set in the parts of the East, whose name is turned from the Greek into Latin as ‘garden.’ Moreover, in Hebrew it is called Heden, which in our tongue is interpreted ‘delights’; and the two joined make ‘a garden of delights’: for it is planted with every kind of fruit-bearing tree. There is no cold there, no heat, but a perpetual mildness of the air. From its midst a spring bursting forth waters the whole grove, and it is divided into four rising rivers. The entrance to this place, after the sin of man, was barred: for it is fenced on every side with a flaming sword (rhomphaea), so that its conflagration is almost joined with heaven. The Cherubim also—that is, a garrison of Angels—was appointed over the blazing of the flaming sword, to ward off evil spirits, so that the good Angels may keep off men by the flame, but the evil Angels by themselves, lest the entry of transgression lie open to any flesh or spirit.9



Rupertus, libro 1 de Trinitate et operibus eius cap. 37, Paradisum ait fuisse locum amoenissimum et caelo proximum. Ambrosius Catharinus citat sententiam quandam Augustini de Paradiso (nescio ex quo libro eius ad Orosium) quae sic habet:
Rupert, in the first book On the Trinity and Its Works, chapter 37, says that Paradise was a most pleasant place and nearest to heaven. Ambrose Catharinus cites a certain opinion of Augustine about Paradise (I know not from which of his books to Orosius) which runs thus:10



Paradisus in Oriente situs est, immenso Oceano interiecto, a nostro orbe longissime remotus, pertingens usque ad lunarem circulum: unde illuc aquas diluvii pervenisse minime dicitur; hic locus ob primi hominis reatum interclusus est, nec ulli animantium datur ad eum aditus.
Paradise is situated in the East, with the immense Ocean lying between, very far removed from our world, reaching even to the lunar circle: whence the waters of the flood are said by no means to have come there; this place was barred on account of the guilt of the first man, nor is access to it given to any of living things.11



Haec Catharinus ex Augustino: in cuius tamen nullo libro mihi quidem eam sententiam invenire contigit. Theologi scholastici assignant eam Bedae; sed nec Beda eam habet, vel in suo Hexameron vel in Allegorica libri Geneseos expositione. Illud ait duntaxat, Paradisum esse locum ab hominum cognitione remotissimum.
Thus Catharinus, from Augustine: in no book of whom, however, has it happened to me to find that opinion. The scholastic theologians assign it to Bede; but neither does Bede have it, either in his Hexameron or in his Allegorical exposition of the book of Genesis. He only says this much, that Paradise is a place most remote from the knowledge of men.12



Illa igitur sententia fuit Strabi et Magistri eius Rabani, quam Magister ponit lib. 2 sententiarum distinct. 17, et Historia scholastica super libro Geneseos capite 13. EX SUPRADICTIS auctorum sententiis licet intelligere duo esse quae de Paradiso multis Scriptoribus placuisse videantur: unum est, Paradisum immenso pene Oceano interfuso distare a terra nostra; id autem propterea dixisse videntur, ut in promptu habere possent quod responderent percontantibus, cur Paradisus fuerit inaccessus hominibus et ad hanc diem a nullo repertus. Alterum est, Paradisum fuisse in loco altissimo, et (ut quibusdam visum est) orbi lunae proximo. Tantam autem altitudinem tribuerunt Paradiso tres ob causas: Prima fuit ob salubritatem habitationis, quod illuc nullum ex rebus sublunaribus incommodum et detrimentum aspirare posset. Locus autem caelo vicinus visus est illis esse tranquillissimus et temperatissimus, et ad conservandam hominis valetudinem vitamque producendam accommodatissimus. Certe Solinus capite 16 annotavit in summo Atho monte (qui locum unde cadunt imbres putatur excedere) oppidum esse Achrothon, ubi dimidio longiorem quam alibi vitam degunt incolae; quos ob id Graeci vocant μακροβίους, nos diceremus longaevos. Secunda causa fuit, quo possent Paradisum vindicare ab exitio quod omni terrarum orbi diluvium attulit, quod omnes terrae montes operuisse (quindecim cubitis vel altissimos supergressum) Scriptura tradit. Cum autem compertum sit esse quosdam montes qui regionem ventorum et imbrium verticibus suis transcendant, necesse est locum Paradisi (quem a diluvio inviolatum et intactum esse pro certo habent) excelsissimo in loco et caelis vicinissimo esse collocatum. Tertia causa fuit, quod quatuor flumina quae Moses narrat e Paradiso egredi non possent per hanc nostram terram, tantopere a Paradiso dissitam, ferri, nisi locus Paradisi altissimus esset, unde scilicet praecipiti lapsu cadentia et subter vada Oceani delata variis postea in locis in hanc nostram terram exilirent.
That opinion, then, was Strabo's and his teacher Rabanus's, which the Master sets down in the second book of the Sentences, distinction 17, and the Scholastic History on the book of Genesis, chapter 13. From the aforesaid opinions of authors one may understand that there are two things which seem to have pleased many Writers about Paradise: one is, that Paradise is distant from our land by an almost immense interposed Ocean; and they seem to have said this for this reason, that they might have ready what to answer to those inquiring why Paradise was inaccessible to men, and to this day found by none. The other is, that Paradise was in a most lofty place, and (as it seemed to some) nearest to the orb of the moon. And they attributed so great an altitude to Paradise for three causes: The first was for the healthfulness of habitation, because no inconvenience and harm from sublunary things could breathe upon it there. And a place near to heaven seemed to them to be most tranquil and most temperate, and most suited to preserving man's health and prolonging life. Certainly Solinus, in chapter 16, noted that on the top of Mount Athos (which is thought to exceed the place whence the rains fall) there is a town Achrothon, where the inhabitants live a life half again longer than elsewhere; whom on that account the Greeks call μακροβίους (makrobious), we should call long-lived. The second cause was, that they might claim Paradise [as safe] from the destruction which the flood brought upon the whole world—which, Scripture relates, covered all the mountains of the earth, having gone fifteen cubits above even the highest. And since it is established that there are certain mountains which transcend with their peaks the region of winds and rains, it is necessary that the place of Paradise (which they hold for certain to have been inviolate and untouched by the flood) be set in a most lofty place, and nearest to the heavens. The third cause was, that the four rivers which Moses narrates to go out of Paradise could not be carried through this our land, so far separated from Paradise, unless the place of Paradise were most lofty—whence, namely, falling by a headlong descent and carried beneath the depths of the Ocean, they might afterward, in various places, burst out into this our land.13



SI QUIS autem ex istis quaerat, si Paradisus tanto interfuso Oceano a nostra regione distat, quemadmodum illinc homines primum in hanc nostram terram traiicere potuerint? Nam et Athanasius et Cyrillus prodiderunt Adamum, ex regione Paradisi profectum, aliis quamplurimis peragratis regionibus venisse in Iudaeam, ibique mortuum et sepultum in monte Hierosolymitano, qui a posteris (quod primi hominis caput contineret) mons Calvariae appellatus est. Ad hoc respondent isti dupliciter: alii enim aiunt primos illos homines fuisse Gigantes et procerissimae staturae, ideoque in hanc terram nostram per vadosum mare pedibus transmeare potuisse; alii respondent usque ad diluvium priscos illos homines coluisse terram Paradiso vicinam, nostram vero terram usque ad id temporis vacuam plane hominibus desertamque fuisse. Diluvio igitur ceteris[...]
But if someone of these should ask: if Paradise is so far distant from our region by the interposed Ocean, how could men first cross from there into this our land? For both Athanasius and Cyril have reported that Adam, having set out from the region of Paradise, after very many other regions had been traversed, came into Judaea, and there died and was buried on the Jerusalem mount, which by posterity (because it contained the skull of the first man) was called Mount Calvary. To this these men answer in two ways: for some say that those first men were Giants and of very tall stature, and therefore were able to cross over on foot into this our land through the shallow sea; others answer that, until the flood, those ancient men dwelt in the land near Paradise, but that our land, up to that time, was plainly empty of men and deserted. At the flood, therefore, the rest[...]14



...[Diluvio igitur] ceteris pereuntibus, octo homines arca in hanc terram nostram esse transvectos. Atque haec isti de loco Paradisi censuerunt. SED illa ipsa duo, ab istis probata et scriptis prodita, adeo fide carent ut longam non desiderent refutationem. Nam quod aiunt terram Paradisi ab hac nostra immenso quodam Oceano esse disiunctam, nullam habet verisimilitudinem, nullam speciem probabilitatis. Principio, quod isti aiunt terram nostram undique circumfusam esse et circundatam Oceano, et ultra Oceanum esse alteram terram quae totum Oceanum ambiat, falsum esse satis superque hoc nostro tempore navigationibus Hispanorum et Lusitanorum (qui totum ferme Oceanum et orbem terrarum pernavigarunt atque peragrarunt) exploratum et compertum est. Deinde, quis credat terram illam ulteriorem Oceano, tanto maiorem hac nostra, ab exordio mundi ad hanc diem omni prorsus hominum habitatione desertam et vacuam fuisse? Postea, perspicuis verbis docet Moses Paradisum fuisse in regione Heden, quam non procul fuisse Mesopotamia vel Arabia (ex verbis Isaiae et Ezechielis quae supra retulimus) non obscure cognoscitur. Praeterea, ridiculum esset voluisse Mosen describere et notum facere Paradisum per ea loca quae sunt in nostro orbe, si Paradisus extra hanc nostram terram fuisset: quid enim ad notitiam Paradisi percipiendam profuisset nominare flumina ex Paradiso profluentia eorumque cursus per notissima nostri orbis loca declarare? Ad haec, quid opus erat ad arcendum hominem ab ingressu Paradisi tanta custodia eius aditum munire? satis enim fuisset hominem extrudere et eiicere in hanc nostram terram, nemo enim illud tantis terrae marisque spatiis interpositis remeare potuisset. Nec sane potest satis intelligi, nedum credi, quatuor illa flumina Paradisi (quorum origines et cursus in hac nostra terra cernuntur) ex illa tam remota longinqua terra, amplissimi Oceani interpositu, in hunc nostrum orbem devenire potuisse. Nam quod aiunt ea ex altissimo Paradisi loco praecipitata et subter Oceanum delata in hanc nostram terram erumpere, quis non videt esse ab ipsis confictum potius (ne nihil dicere viderentur) quam ut aliquid quod probabile futurum esset se dicere putarent?
...at the flood, therefore, the rest perishing, eight men were carried over by the ark into this our land. And these things these men judged about the place of Paradise. But those two very things, approved by them and set forth in writing, so lack credibility that they do not require a long refutation. For what they say, that the land of Paradise is disjoined from this our land by a certain immense Ocean, has no verisimilitude, no appearance of probability. First, that which these men say—that our land is on every side surrounded and encircled by the Ocean, and that beyond the Ocean there is another land which encompasses the whole Ocean—has been more than sufficiently explored and ascertained to be false in this our time, by the navigations of the Spaniards and Portuguese (who have sailed through and traversed nearly the whole Ocean and globe of the earth). Then, who would believe that that land beyond the Ocean, so much greater than this our own, was, from the beginning of the world to this day, utterly deserted and empty of all human habitation? Next, in plain words Moses teaches that Paradise was in the region Heden, which it is not obscurely known (from the words of Isaiah and Ezekiel which we reported above) was not far from Mesopotamia or Arabia. Besides, it would be ridiculous that Moses should have wished to describe and make known Paradise by those places which are in our world, if Paradise had been outside this our land: for what would it have profited, for perceiving knowledge of Paradise, to name the rivers flowing out of Paradise, and to declare their courses through the most well-known places of our world? In addition, what need was there, for barring man from the entry of Paradise, to fortify its entrance with so great a guard? for it would have been enough to thrust out and cast man into this our land, for no one could have returned over such interposed spaces of land and sea. Nor indeed can it be sufficiently understood, much less believed, that those four rivers of Paradise (whose origins and courses are seen in this our land) could have come into this our world from that so remote and far-off land, with the vastest Ocean interposed. For as to what they say, that these are cast down from the lofty place of Paradise and, carried beneath the Ocean, burst out into this our land—who does not see that this was rather invented by them (lest they seem to say nothing), than that they thought they were saying anything that would be probable?15



IAM vero quod tradunt alii, tantam esse Paradisi altitudinem ut fastigio suo orbem lunae attingat, usque adeo non solum non est credibile, sed etiam ridiculum, ut in eo refellendo orationem ponere supervacaneum videri possit. Putarunt scilicet isti illiusmodi locum commodissimum esse habitationi hominis ac saluberrimum, quem tamen manifesta ratione convincitur incommodissimum esse homini et omnino inhabitabilem. Primo quidem ob viciniam solis atque aliorum syderum; tum ob elementum ignis eo loco proxime caelo lunae subiectum; deinde propter agitationem et perpetuam volubilitatem illius loci, rapidissima caeli vertigine continenter circumacti. Praeterea, intervallum quod est a terra ad orbem lunae Ptolemaeus et Alphraganus docent esse fere septies ac decies maius diametro terrae, hoc est tota ipsius terrae longitudine: quae[...]
But now, what others hand down—that the altitude of Paradise is so great that with its summit it touches the orb of the moon—is so far not only not credible, but even ridiculous, that to set down a speech in refuting it might seem superfluous. For these men thought that such a place was most convenient and most healthful for the habitation of man, which nevertheless is by manifest reason convicted of being most inconvenient for man, and altogether uninhabitable. First indeed, on account of the nearness of the sun and the other stars; then on account of the element of fire, in that place next subject to the heaven of the moon; next, on account of the agitation and perpetual whirling of that place, continuously turned about by the most rapid vertigo of heaven. Besides, the interval which is from the earth to the orb of the moon, Ptolemy and Alfraganus teach to be nearly seventeen times greater than the diameter of the earth—that is, the whole length of the earth itself: which[...]16



...[quae] distantia computatione nostrorum miliarium continet miliaria centum millia, adiectis novem millibus nongentis triginta septem: tantum enim est intervallum inter terram et orbem lunae interpatens. Si igitur Paradisus culmine suo attingit caelum, necesse est ipsum habuisse pro basi universam terrae amplitudinem: adde quod tanta Paradisi altitudo, ad orientem nobis opposita, et undique conspicua atque aspectabilis esset, et magna ex parte solis illuminationem nobis auferret. Propter manifestam istius sententiae absurditatem, quidam voluerunt eam in bonam partem interpretari, dicentes id fuisse dictum ab illis per hyperbolen, non quod ita res esset, sed ut per huiusmodi exaggerationem intelligeretur summa Paradisi sublimitas et celsitudo. S. Thomas in prima parte quaestione 93 ait id esse dictum per similitudinem, quod scilicet Paradisi locus amoenitate, salubritate et tranquillitate similis esset regioni caelesti quae incipit a luna. Alexander de Hales significari ait Paradisum esse in aëre quieto et tranquillo, qui superior est hoc nostrati aëre inquieto ac turbulento; et locum Paradisi esse ubi finis est et terminus exhalationum et vaporum, quorum fluxus et progressus lunae potestati ac efficientiae attribuitur.
...which distance, by the computation of our miles, contains one hundred thousand miles, with nine thousand nine hundred thirty-seven added: for so great is the interval lying open between the earth and the orb of the moon. If therefore Paradise touches heaven with its summit, it is necessary that it had for its base the whole breadth of the earth: add that so great an altitude of Paradise, set opposite us toward the east, would be conspicuous and visible on every side, and would take away from us, in great part, the illumination of the sun. On account of the manifest absurdity of this opinion, some wished to interpret it in a good sense, saying that it was said by them by hyperbole—not that the thing was so, but that by such an exaggeration the supreme sublimity and loftiness of Paradise might be understood. St. Thomas, in the first part, question 93, says it was said by likeness, namely that the place of Paradise, in pleasantness, healthfulness, and tranquillity, was like the celestial region, which begins from the moon. Alexander of Hales says it means that Paradise is in calm and tranquil air, which is higher than this our restless and turbulent air; and that the place of Paradise is where the limit and end of exhalations and vapors is, whose flux and advance is attributed to the power and efficacy of the moon.17



AB hac opinione Alexandri proxime abest (si tamen abest) Tostatus, qui in 2 caput Geneseos quaest. 9 et in 13 caput eiusdem libri quaest. 107 affirmat Paradisum non pervenire usque ad orbem lunae, sed excedere tamen oras et terminos huius nostri aëris turbulenti atque caliginosi, et esse supra mediam regionem aëris; denique in tertia regione aëris esse locatum, celsioremque esse omnibus aliis terrae montibus minimum viginti cubitis: ita ut aquae diluvii (quae cunctos montes quindecim cubitis supergressae sunt) locum Paradisi attingere non potuerint. Sed haec Tostati opinio nihilo magis probabilis est prioribus iam confutatis. Est enim tertia regio aëris omnino inhabitabilis homini, ob nimiam eius siccitatem, ingentem ardorem, vehementem agitationem ac volubilitatem ex vicinia elementi ignis, ex raptu et vertigine caeli, et ex multitudine corporum inflammatorum (ut sunt cometae qui in ea regione generantur): nullus ibi flat ventus, nullus refrigerat imber aut ros, nulla fluminum et fontium origo, nullus stirpium satus, nullus herbarum viror, et nullus flos nullusque fructus esse potest. Est aër ille tenuissimus et siccissimus et admodum calidus, atque ob eam ipsam causam respirationi hominis et refrigerationi cordis minime conveniens.
From this opinion of Alexander, Tostatus is next (if indeed he differs), who—on the second chapter of Genesis, question 9, and on the thirteenth chapter of the same book, question 107—affirms that Paradise does not reach as far as the orb of the moon, but yet exceeds the borders and limits of this our turbulent and murky air, and is above the middle region of the air; and finally, that it is located in the third region of the air, and is loftier than all the other mountains of the earth by at least twenty cubits: so that the waters of the flood (which went above all the mountains by fifteen cubits) could not reach the place of Paradise. But this opinion of Tostatus is no more probable than the prior ones already confuted. For the third region of the air is altogether uninhabitable to man, on account of its excessive dryness, immense heat, vehement agitation and whirling (from the nearness of the element of fire, from the seizing and vertigo of heaven, and from the multitude of inflamed bodies, such as the comets which are generated in that region): no wind blows there, no rain or dew cools, there is no origin of rivers and springs, no planting of plants, no greenness of herbs, and there can be no flower and no fruit. That air is thinnest and driest and very hot, and for that very reason least suited to the respiration of man and the cooling of the heart.18



NEC firmum est quod afferunt isti de altitudine montis Olympi supra locum nubium, imbrium ac ventorum (quam praedicat Solinus capite 14); aut de monte Atho tantae sublimitatis ut celsior loco nubium et ventorum existimetur (argumento cinerum qui in aris in cacumine eius extructis post sacrificia relicti nec ventis difflantur ac dissipantur, nec imbribus eluuntur); aut quod scribit Plinius libro[...]
Nor is what these men bring forward firm, about the altitude of Mount Olympus above the place of clouds, rains, and winds (which Solinus proclaims in chapter 14); or about Mount Athos of so great a height that it is reckoned loftier than the place of clouds and winds (by the argument of the ashes which, left on the altars built on its peak after sacrifices, are neither blown away and scattered by winds, nor washed off by rains); or what Pliny writes, in book[...]19



...[Plinius] libro 5 cap. 1 de Atlante monte, qui e mediis arenis in caelum super nubila atque in viciniam lunaris circuli (qua spectat Africam) elatus, nemorosus est, scatebris fontium irriguus, fructibus omnium generum sponte nascentibus sic abundans ut nunquam satietas voluptatibus desit. Haec dico, quae isti ad confirmandam opinionem suam afferunt, infirmissima sunt: partim quia ficticia et fabulosa sunt (ut fatetur Plinius), partim quia nihil eos iuvant, cum montes illi longe inferiores sint celsitudine quam ipsi tribuunt Paradiso. Quinetiam Augustinus lib. 3 de Genesi ad litteram cap. 2, de Olympo, citans versum illum Lucani,
...Pliny, in the fifth book, chapter 1, about Mount Atlas, which, raised from the midst of the sands into the heaven above the clouds and into the vicinity of the lunar circle (on the side where it faces Africa), is woody, watered with gushings of springs, so abounding with fruits of every kind springing up of their own accord that satiety of pleasures never fails. These things, I say, which these men bring forward to confirm their opinion, are most weak: partly because they are fictitious and fabulous (as Pliny confesses), partly because they help them nothing, since those mountains are far lower in height than they ascribe to Paradise. Moreover, Augustine, in the third book On Genesis according to the Letter, chapter 2, concerning Olympus, citing that verse of Lucan,20



—Olympus exceeds the clouds. The heights hold peace.21
—Nubes excedit Olympus. Pacem summa tenent.



subdit, In vertice Olympi perhiberi aërem esse adeo tenuem ut neque nubibus obumbretur, neque turbetur ventis, neque alites sustinere queat, neque ipsos homines (si qui forte vel sacrificandi vel inspiciendorum syderum causa illuc ascenderint) crassioris aurae spiritu alere possit; eosque ferre secum solitos spongias plenas aqua, unde sugant identidem humorem ad refrigerandum cor, aliter enim ob summam illius aëris tenuitatem et siccitatem vivere non possent. Ex quo satis apparet duo illa fundamenta, quibus istorum de altitudine Paradisi nititur et fulcitur opinio, valde fragilia et imbecilla esse. Primum fundamentum erat tantam sublimitatem loci convenire Paradiso propter saluberrimam hominis habitationem: atqui ostensum est locum caelo proximum (immo etiam qui ad tertiam regionem aëris pertinet) multas ob causas non esse hominis habitationi convenientem. Alterum fundamentum erat, ne videlicet aquae diluvii obruerent et perderent locum paradisi. Sed hoc eos movere non debuit. Primo, quia si ad verba Scripturae spectent, vix poterunt paradisum ab inundatione diluvii vindicare: quippe aperte inquit Scriptura cap. 7 Geneseos diluvium operuisse omnes montes qui sub caelo erant; operuit igitur etiam paradisum. Quod si ab illa generali sententia necessario putent excipiendum Paradisum, nulla sane ratio cogit propter aquas diluvii tantae sublimitatis Paradisum facere.
subjoins that on the peak of Olympus the air is said to be so thin that it is neither overshadowed by clouds, nor disturbed by winds, nor can sustain birds, nor can nourish men themselves (if any have by chance ascended thither for the sake either of sacrificing or of inspecting the stars) with the breath of its thicker air; and that they were wont to carry sponges full of water with them, whence to suck moisture again and again to cool the heart, for otherwise, on account of the extreme thinness and dryness of that air, they could not live. From which it sufficiently appears that those two foundations, on which the opinion of these men about the altitude of Paradise rests and is propped, are very fragile and weak. The first foundation was that so great a loftiness of place suited Paradise on account of the most healthful habitation of man: but it has been shown that a place near to heaven (nay, even one which belongs to the third region of the air) is, for many causes, not suited to the habitation of man. The other foundation was, namely, that the waters of the flood should not overwhelm and destroy the place of paradise. But this ought not to have moved them. First, because, if they look to the words of Scripture, they will scarcely be able to vindicate paradise from the inundation of the flood: for Scripture plainly says, in chapter 7 of Genesis, that the flood covered all the mountains which were under heaven; it covered, therefore, paradise also. But if they think Paradise must necessarily be excepted from that general statement, surely no reason compels making Paradise of so great a loftiness on account of the flood-waters.22



Quare Scotus in 2 sententiarum distinctione 17 quaestione 2 opinatur, sicut diluvium generale non naturaliter sed miraculo factum est, ita quoque miraculo factum esse ut Paradisus a diluvii exitio servaretur. Itaque fingunt isti, cum eluvione illa aquarum ceterae omnes terrae obruerentur, pervenisse aquas prope Paradisum ibique immobiles constitisse, scilicet ad similitudinem eius quod olim in mari rubro et in flumine Iordanis a Deo factum legimus. Quanquam Paradisum diluvio illo vastatum ac destructum esse nec pauci nec temere arbitrantur. Sed quia arduam hoc habet disceptationem diligentemque deposcit explicationem, paulo post separatim a nobis pertractabitur.
Wherefore Scotus, in the second book of the Sentences, distinction 17, question 2, opines that, just as the general flood was made not naturally but by miracle, so also it was made by miracle that Paradise should be preserved from the destruction of the flood. And so these men imagine that, when by that washing-away of the waters all the other lands were overwhelmed, the waters came near Paradise and there stood motionless—namely, after the likeness of that which we read was once done by God in the Red Sea and in the river Jordan. Although that Paradise was laid waste and destroyed by that flood, not a few, and not rashly, hold. But because this involves a difficult dispute and demands a careful explanation, it will be treated by us separately a little later.23



ALII putarunt sub Aequinoctiali aut non procul fuisse paradisum, rati summam illis in locis esse caeli temperiem ob perpetuam dierum atque noctium aequabilitatem, nunquam immodico vel frigore vel calore. Hanc opinionem sequitur Bonaventura in 2 sententiarum distinctione 17, quasi probatam Doctoribus, eandemque defendit Durandus ibidem. Sed B. Thomas refellit eam argumento regionum quae ob vicinitatem Zonae torridae solis ardore vehementer infestantur, ut Aethiopia et interiora Africae ac Lybiae (vide ipsum prima parte quaest. 102). Scotus in 2 distinct. 17 illo praeterea utitur argumento, solem, cum est remotissimus ab Aequinoctiali (ut est in Tropicis), esse tamen propinquiorem illi quam in media aestate ferventissimisque caloribus multis Galliae et Germaniae populis; quocirca nunquam loca sub Aequinoctiali minus calida esse quam sit Gallia et Germania in media aestate. Verum neutra opinio in totum aut vera aut falsa est; neque omnibus sub Aequinoctiali vel inter duos Tropicos regionibus par est vel temperies caeli vel intemperies. Siquidem latissima regio Petrosi Ioannis, Monomotapa, Insula S. Thomae, et quae vulgo dicitur Caba verde, ardore solis peruruntur; contra, regio Americana (vulgo dictus Novus orbis), inter duos Tropicos interiacens, plerisque locis temperata est, maxime in provincia Peruana. Ex quo liquet temperiem vel intemperiem caeli in variis terrae locis et regionibus non provenire tantum ex ipso climate caeli, sed maxime ex aliis causis, velut ex frequentia aut raritate horum aut illorum ventorum, vel ex copia aut inopia aquarum tam terrestrium quam pluvialium, vel ex situ regionis aut montanae aut campestris, vel denique ex vicinitate aut longinquitate maris proficisci. Haec igitur ab aliis de loco paradisi prodita sunt. Ego Paradisum et in iis regionibus quas Tigris et Euphrates praeterlabuntur, et non procul Mesopotamia fuisse arbitror. Sed hoc planius ostendam et facilius probabo in extrema huius tractationis parte, postquam interpretatus fuero quae de Paradisi fluminibus infra scribit Moses.
Others thought that paradise was under the Equator, or not far from it, reckoning that the climate of the heaven is best in those places, on account of the perpetual equality of days and nights, never with immoderate cold or heat. This opinion Bonaventure follows, in the second book of the Sentences, distinction 17, as if approved by the Doctors, and Durandus defends the same there. But Blessed Thomas refutes it by the argument of the regions which, on account of their nearness to the Torrid Zone, are vehemently infested by the heat of the sun, such as Ethiopia and the interiors of Africa and Libya (see him in the first part, question 102). Scotus, in the second book, distinction 17, uses besides this argument: that the sun, when it is most remote from the Equator (as it is in the Tropics), is yet nearer to it than it is, in mid-summer and its fiercest heats, to many peoples of Gaul and Germany; wherefore the places under the Equator are never less hot than Gaul and Germany are in mid-summer. But neither opinion is wholly either true or false; nor in all the regions under the Equator, or between the two Tropics, is there an equal mildness of climate, or intemperateness. For the very wide region of Prester John, Monomotapa, the Island of St. Thomas, and what is commonly called Cape Verde, are scorched by the heat of the sun; on the contrary, the American region (commonly called the New World), lying between the two Tropics, is in most places temperate, especially in the province of Peru. From which it is clear that the temperateness, or intemperateness, of the climate in various places and regions of the earth proceeds not only from the celestial clime itself, but most of all from other causes, such as from the frequency or rarity of these or those winds; or from the abundance or scarcity of waters, both terrestrial and rain-borne; or from the situation of the region, whether mountainous or level; or finally from the nearness or distance of the sea. These things, then, have been set forth by others about the place of paradise. I judge that Paradise was both in those regions which the Tigris and Euphrates flow past, and not far from Mesopotamia. But this I shall show more plainly, and prove more easily, in the last part of this treatment, after I have interpreted what Moses writes below about the rivers of Paradise.24
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	Marginal gloss: "De altitudine montium Olympi, Atho et Atlantis." Nor are their proofs firm about the heights of famous mountains: Olympus above the clouds, rains, and winds (Solinus 14); Mt. Athos so high that ashes left on its summit altars are neither blown off by winds nor washed by rains; or Pliny on Mt. Atlas. Continues onto the next page (catchword ‘libro’). ↩
	Pliny (NH 5.1) on Mt. Atlas (rising above the clouds toward the lunar circle, on the African side—woody, spring-watered, abounding in spontaneous fruit). These proofs are weak: partly fictitious (as Pliny admits), partly useless (those mountains are far lower than the height ascribed to Paradise). Augustine (De Gen. ad litt. 3.2), on Olympus, cites Lucan's verse: ↩
	Marginal reference: "Lib. 2. Pharsalia." Lucan, Pharsalia (Civil War) 2.271: ‘Olympus rises above the clouds; the heights hold [unbroken] peace.’ Cited by Augustine on the rarefied calm air of high peaks. ↩
	Marginal glosses: "Evertuntur duo praedicta fundamenta opinionis"; "An diluvium attigerit locum Paradisi." Augustine (continuing): on Olympus's peak the air is so thin it bears no clouds, no winds, no birds, and cannot nourish men (who carried water-soaked sponges to cool the heart, else they could not breathe). So the two foundations of the high-Paradise view fall: (1) loftiness for healthful habitation—but a place near heaven (even the third air-region) is unfit for man; (2) lest the flood drown Paradise—but Scripture says the flood covered all mountains under heaven (Gen 7), so Paradise too; and if Paradise must be excepted, that requires no extreme height. ↩
	Marginal references: "Exod. 14" and "Iosue 3." Scotus (Sent. 2 d.17 q.2): as the flood was miraculous, so by miracle Paradise was preserved—the waters standing motionless near it (like the Red Sea and Jordan miracles). Yet not a few (rightly) hold Paradise was destroyed by the flood. Pererius defers this hard question to a later separate treatment. Continues onto the next page (catchword ‘Alii’; signature P). ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Paradisum fuisse sub Aequinoctiali, quorundam opinio." The equatorial view: some place Paradise at/near the equator for its supposedly perfect climate (equal day and night). Bonaventure (Sent. 2 d.17) follows it; Durandus defends it. But Aquinas (Summa I q.102) refutes it (Ethiopia, inner Africa/Libya are torrid), and Scotus (Sent. 2 d.17) adds the equator is never cooler than Gaul/Germany in summer. Pererius: neither view is wholly right—equatorial climate varies (Prester John's realm, Monomotapa, São Tomé, Cape Verde scorch; but the New World between the tropics, esp. Peru, is temperate), since climate depends on winds, water, terrain, and the sea, not just the celestial clime. **Pererius's own thesis: Paradise lay in the regions the Tigris and Euphrates flow past, near Mesopotamia** (to be proven fully at the end, after the rivers). ↩




QUESTION III. How great the place of Paradise was, and why it was created by God, when it would be of little use to man

LatineEnglish


QUESTION III. How great the place of Paradise was, and why it was created by God, when it would be of little use to man.1
QUAESTIO III. Quantus fuerit locus Paradisi, et cur sit a Deo conditus, parvo usui futurus homini.



DE magnitudine Paradisi nihil certi nisi frivolis et futilibus coniecturis dici potest. Nam quod scripsit Ephraem, terram Paradisi (undique circumplexam Oceanum) longe maiorem esse nostro terrarum orbe, supra confutatum est. Alii probant amplissimum fuisse Paradisi locum, argumento fluvii quo irrigabatur, quem maximum et altissi[mum]...
Concerning the magnitude of Paradise, nothing certain can be said, except by frivolous and futile conjectures. For what Ephraem wrote—that the land of Paradise (encompassed on every side by the Ocean) is far greater than our globe of the earth—has been confuted above. Others prove that the place of Paradise was very vast, by the argument of the river by which it was watered, which [was] the greatest and high[est]...2



...[altissi]mum fuisse declarant quatuor nobilissima nostri orbis flumina ex eo derivata; tum etiam quod solus Paradisus, si Adam non peccasset, omnium hominum futurum erat domicilium: tantae autem multitudinis hominum, nisi amplissimus esset locus, capax non fuisset. TOSTATUS in 13 caput Geneseos quaestione 98 magis coartat et coangustat locum Paradisi: nam non solum qualibet trium partium mundi (Asiam dico, Europam et Africam), sed etiam ingenti aliqua provincia (ut est Hispania et Germania) minorem eum facit. Non enim maximam esse eius loci amplitudinem necesse fuit, cum non nisi electos (qui pauci fuissent, prout nunc est multitudo hominum) tenere debuisset: nec opus esset eo loci esse animalia ulla, scilicet quorum servitio tunc non esset opus homini; nec propter sterilitatem terrae plurimum loci teneri oportebat, cum tota Paradisi terra optima et fertilissima esset. Existimat igitur Tostatus Paradisi longitudinem fuisse circiter duodecim milliarium, ambitum vero eius triginta sex vel quadraginta: verum de re tam incerta, inanis et incerta est omnis coniectura. MIHI quidem satis credibile fit Paradisum non fuisse locum adeo patentem et spatiosum ut quidam tradiderunt: quippe eum Scriptura appellat hortum, et ait locatum fuisse in regione Heden ad plagam eius orientalem, atque in medio eius fuisse lignum vitae et lignum scientiae boni et mali.
...the highest, as the four most noble rivers of our world, derived from it, declare; and also because Paradise alone, if Adam had not sinned, was to be the dwelling-place of all men: but it would not have been capable of so great a multitude of men, unless the place were very vast. Tostatus, on the 13th chapter of Genesis, question 98, rather constrains and narrows the place of Paradise: for he makes it smaller not only than any of the three parts of the world (Asia, I mean, Europe, and Africa), but even than some great province (such as Spain and Germany). For it was not necessary that the breadth of that place be very great, since it had to hold none but the elect (who would have been few, in proportion to the present multitude of men): nor was there need that there be any animals in that place, namely those of whose service there would then be no need for man; nor, on account of any sterility of the soil, did much space need to be held, since the whole land of Paradise was the best and most fertile. Tostatus, therefore, reckons that the length of Paradise was about twelve miles, but its circuit thirty-six or forty: but about a matter so uncertain, all conjecture is empty and uncertain. To me, indeed, it seems credible enough that Paradise was not so open and spacious a place as some have handed down: since Scripture calls it a garden, and says it was located in the region Heden, toward its eastern part, and that in the midst of it were the tree of life and the tree of the knowledge of good and evil.3



Nec sane assentior illis qui putarunt non habitaturos extra paradisum homines si Adam non peccasset: non enim est probabile unum illum locum capacem esse potuisse omnium hominum. Si enim post peccatum Adae vixerunt aliqui homines prope mille annos, sine dubio in statu innocentiae non minus tria vel quatuor millia annorum vixissent, quo spatio temporis numerosissimam prolem edidissent et mirandum in modum genus humanum esset multiplicatum. Ad hoc, narrat Moses capite primo huius libri dixisse Deum homini ut dominaretur cunctis animalibus et subiiceret sibi omnem terram; concessit quoque illi cibi causa omnes herbas et omnes fructus arborum universae terrae: nec est dubitandum quin illi homines peragrassent orbem terrae, vidissent maria, insulas variasque orbis regiones, et in his admiranda Dei opera. Nam cum non omnia uno in loco nascantur, homines intra Paradisum tantummodo habitassent, nec scientiam rerum naturalium (quae perceptione sensuum multisque experimentis comparatur) consecuti fuissent, nec ex cognitione et contemplatione tantorum Dei operum (quae in variis mundi locis apparent) honestissimam voluptatem (quae suavissimum est humanae mentis pabulum) capere potuissent. Adiice quod non est credibile universam terram fore desertam et hominibus vacuam, cum hominis industria et cultura multum ei ad fertilitatem, amoenitatem atque decorem conferat. Atque hoc testimonio divinae Scriptu[rae]...
Nor indeed do I assent to those who thought that men would not have dwelt outside paradise, if Adam had not sinned: for it is not probable that that one place could have been capable of holding all men. For if, after the sin of Adam, some men lived nearly a thousand years, without doubt in the state of innocence they would have lived no less than three or four thousand years; in which space of time they would have produced very numerous offspring, and the human race would have been multiplied in a wonderful manner. To this, Moses narrates in the first chapter of this book that God said to man that he should have dominion over all the animals, and subject the whole earth to himself; He also granted him, for the sake of food, all the herbs and all the fruits of the trees of the whole earth: nor is it to be doubted that those men would have traversed the globe of the earth, would have seen the seas, the islands, and the various regions of the world, and in these the wondrous works of God. For since not all things are born in one place, if men had dwelt only within Paradise, they would not have attained the knowledge of natural things (which is acquired by the perception of the senses and by many experiments), nor could they have taken, from the knowledge and contemplation of the so great works of God (which appear in various places of the world), that most honorable pleasure which is the sweetest food of the human mind. Add that it is not credible that the whole earth would be deserted and empty of men, since the industry and cultivation of man confers much to its fertility, pleasantness, and adornment. And this, by the testimony of the divine Scriptu[re]...4



...[Scriptu]rae probari potest: Isaias enim cap. 45 sic ait, Dominus fecit terram, ipse plastes eius: non in vanum creavit eam, ut habitaretur formavit eam. VERUM aliquis fortasse mirabitur, et ex nobis cognoscere cuperet quonam consilio Deus Paradisum tanta magnificentia condiderit: videtur sane in hominis usum fuisse a Deo comparatus Paradisus; atqui perexiguo usui fuisse homini declaravit brevitas temporis quo est in eo Adam commoratus. Theodoretus quaest. 24 in Genesim, Beda, Hugo de S. Victore, Rabanus et Strabus in Commentariis suis super libro Geneseos, S. Thomas prima parte quaest. 103 art. 2 et secunda secundae quaestione 164 artic. 2, varias eius rei rationes afferunt. Prima ratio est: Deus non tractat hominem ex praescientia futurorum (hoc est, secundum ea quae aliquando facturus est homo), sed secundum praesentem eius statum. Quamvis igitur sciret Deus peccaturum hominem, tamen quia status ille innocentiae in quo eum creaverat poscebat locum habitationis eius esse singularis et eximiae pulchritudinis atque amoenitatis, idcirco consentaneum fuit facere Paradisum, locum nempe felicissimo illi hominis statui respondentem. Secunda ratio: licet Paradisus non magno usui fuerit homini ad habitationem, fuit tamen ei maximae utilitati ad intelligendum quot quantisque bonis careret ac esset privatus propter inobedientiam: recordatio enim amissae tam amoenae ac beatae habitationis ingentem commovebat admissi sceleris dolorem. Tertia ratio: voluit Deus ut esset in terris aliquid corporatum et aspectabile quod incomparabilem Paradisi caelestis pulchritudinem adumbraret, quo ex aliqua parte aestimari possent aeterna bona diligentibus Deum in caelis praeparata.
...it can be proven by the testimony of the divine Scripture: for Isaiah, chapter 45, speaks thus: The Lord made the earth, He is its fashioner (plastes); He created it not in vain, He formed it to be inhabited. But perhaps someone will wonder, and would desire to learn from us by what counsel God founded Paradise with such great magnificence: Paradise indeed seems to have been prepared by God for the use of man; and yet that it was of very little use to man, the brevity of the time in which Adam tarried in it has declared. Theodoret, question 24 on Genesis; Bede, Hugh of St. Victor, Rabanus, and Strabo in their Commentaries on the book of Genesis; Saint Thomas in the first part, question 103, article 2, and in the second of the second, question 164, article 2, bring forward various reasons of this matter. The first reason is: God does not treat man from the foreknowledge of future things (that is, according to those things which man will at some time do), but according to his present state. Although, therefore, God knew that man would sin, yet because that state of innocence in which He had created him demanded that the place of his habitation be of singular and exceptional beauty and pleasantness, therefore it was fitting to make Paradise, namely a place answering to that most happy state of man. The second reason: although Paradise was of no great use to man for habitation, it was nevertheless of the greatest usefulness to him for understanding from how many and how great goods he was lacking and deprived on account of his disobedience: for the recollection of so pleasant and blessed a habitation, now lost, stirred up a great grief over the crime committed. The third reason: God willed that there should be on earth something corporeal and visible which would adumbrate the incomparable beauty of the heavenly Paradise, whereby the eternal goods prepared in the heavens for those who love God might in some part be estimated.5



Quarta ratio: constituit Deus ut homo in statu innocentiae vitam ageret in terris tranquillissimam et iucundissimam, nullis bonis carentem omnibusque malis vacuam; ad eam vero iucunditatem et beatitatem vitae plurimum conferebat domicilii salubritas et amoenitas. Et vero satis incongruum fuisset ut Adam, prius quam culpam admitteret, subiret poenam: quare dum status innocentiae stetit, decuit in eo loco eum versari quem nullum incommodum nullaque molestia contingeret. Quinta ratio: non quia brevi tempore Adam in Paradiso mansurus erat, propterea non debuit in eo collocari; nam et Lucifer princeps malorum Angelorum in caelo Empyreo conditus est, ex eo mox eiiciendus; quinetiam Adamo tribuit Deus iustitiam originalem et potestatem non peccandi ac moriendi, quam tamen brevissimo post tempore erat amissurus: non enim Deus quid futurum sit, sed quid postulet praesens rei status, spectat et aestimat. Sextam rationem praedictis addunt multi: Paradisum terrestrem, licet eo non diu potitus fuerit Adam, futurum tamen fuisse maximo usui ad habitationem Henoch et Eliae, qui creduntur in illo Paradiso habitare et habitaturi usque ad adventum Antichristi. Sed hoc an satis firmum sit necne, paulo infra disquiremus.
The fourth reason: God established that man, in the state of innocence, should lead on earth a most tranquil and most delightful life, lacking no goods and void of all evils; and to that delightfulness and blessedness of life, the wholesomeness and pleasantness of the dwelling contributed very much. And indeed it would have been quite incongruous that Adam, before he committed fault, should undergo punishment: wherefore, while the state of innocence stood, it was fitting that he dwell in a place which no inconvenience and no trouble would befall. The fifth reason: not because Adam was going to remain in Paradise a short time, ought he on that account not to have been placed in it; for Lucifer too, the prince of the evil Angels, was created in the Empyrean heaven, soon to be cast out of it; nay, God bestowed on Adam original justice and the power of not sinning and not dying, which nevertheless, a very short time after, he was about to lose: for God regards and estimates not what is going to be, but what the present state of the thing demands. The sixth reason many add to the foregoing: that the terrestrial Paradise, although Adam possessed it not long, was nevertheless going to be of the greatest use as a habitation for Enoch and Elijah, who are believed to dwell in that Paradise, and to be going to dwell there until the coming of Antichrist. But whether this be firm enough or not, we shall inquire a little below.6



Translator’s notes
	The third question of the disputation: the size of Paradise, and why God made it so magnificent though man would enjoy it so briefly. ↩
	On Paradise's size nothing certain can be said—only frivolous conjectures. Ephrem's claim (Paradise's land, girt by the Ocean, far larger than our world) was refuted above. Others argue Paradise was vast, from its watering river. Continues onto the next page (catchword ‘mum’). ↩
	Marginal glosses: "Auctoris coniectura de magnitudine Paradisi"; "Genes. 5." Arguments for a vast Paradise: the four great rivers derived from its river, and that it alone would have housed all mankind. But Tostatus (Gen 13 q.98) makes it small—smaller than a great province like Spain or Germany—since it would hold only the few elect, needed no animals, and was wholly fertile; he reckons it about 12 miles long, 36–40 in circuit (all mere conjecture). Pererius: Paradise was probably not so spacious—Scripture calls it a ‘garden,’ set in the eastern part of Heden, with the tree of life and tree of knowledge in its midst. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "In statu innocentiae non tantum in Paradiso, sed ipsum etiam extra Paradisum habitaturos fuisse homines." Pererius dissents from those who held men would have dwelt only in Paradise had Adam not sinned: one place could not hold all mankind. (If fallen men lived nearly 1,000 years, in innocence they'd have lived 3,000–4,000, multiplying enormously.) Moses (Gen 1) says God bade man rule all animals and the whole earth, and granted all its herbs and fruits for food; doubtless men would have ranged the globe, seen its seas, islands, and regions, and God's works in them—gaining natural knowledge (got by sense and experiment) and the mind's sweetest pleasure from contemplating God's works everywhere. Nor would the whole earth lie deserted, since human cultivation adds to its fertility and beauty—proven by Scripture. Continues onto the next page (catchword ‘rae’). ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Sex rationibus ostenditur, eximiae fuisse convenientiae ut conderetur Paradisus in usum hominis, licet non eo diu homo esset potiturus." Proven by Isaiah 45:18 (‘The Lord made the earth... not in vain, He formed it to be inhabited’). But why did God make Paradise so magnificent if man enjoyed it so briefly? Six reasons (from Theodoret q.24, Bede, Hugh of St Victor, Rabanus, Strabo, Aquinas Summa I q.102 a.4 & II-II q.164 a.2): (1) God deals with man by his present state, not foreknowledge—innocence demanded a singular beautiful home; (2) it taught man, by its loss, the goods his disobedience forfeited (memory of it stirred grief); (3) it was a visible adumbration of the heavenly Paradise, so the eternal goods could be in part estimated. ↩
	The remaining reasons: (4) God meant man in innocence to lead a most tranquil, delightful life (to which the dwelling's pleasantness contributed)—and it would be unfitting for Adam to suffer hardship before sinning; (5) Adam's short stay was no reason not to place him there—Lucifer too was created in the Empyrean, soon to fall, and God gave Adam original justice and the power not to sin/die which he would soon lose (God regards the present state, not the future); (6) (which many add) the terrestrial Paradise would serve as the dwelling of Enoch and Elijah, believed to live there until Antichrist's coming—a point Pererius will examine below. ↩
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QUESTION IV. What the cause is why Paradise, if indeed it is a terrestrial place, has at no time yet been found by anyone.1
QUAESTIO IIII. Quid causae sit, cur Paradisus, si quidem locus est terrestris, nullo tempore adhuc fuerit a quoquam inventus.



QUIDAM, et quibus opinio eius arrisit, causam non inventi adhuc Paradisi putant esse quod Paradisus sit extra nostram hanc terram et ultra amplissimum et mortalibus innavigabilem Oceanum. Alii causam assignant incredibili altitudini qua Paradisus vel supremam regionem aëris vel etiam orbem lunae contingit, quam ob rem sit hominibus inaccessus. Verum ista falsa esse supra ostensum est. Qui magis sobrie ac prudenter ea de re loqui videntur, aiunt homines tribus maximis impedimentis accessu ad Paradisum prohiberi. Primo enim dicunt ante Paradisum esse celsissimos et maxime praeruptos atque insuperabiles montes; deinde interpositas esse horridas atque invias et ferocissimis ac maxime venenatis animantibus refertas solitudines; denique esse tractus quosdam terrae in quibus multa sint loca exhalantia spiritum quendam exitialem, et non solum hominibus sed etiam supervolantibus avibus lethalem (vide B. Thomam prima parte quaest. 102 art. 1). Similia istis tradit Tostatus super 13 capit. Geneseos quaest. 93, quo loco citat Basilium et Ambrosium in scriptis suis super Hexameron affirmantes locum Paradisi esse cognitum et prope eum habitare aliquos populos, neminem tamen in eum penetrare posse, propterea quod ex altissimo Paradisi monte magnum illud flumen quo Paradisus irrigatur tanto sonitu et fragore praecipitetur in subiacentem planitiem, ubi amplissimum quendam facit lacum, ex quo quatuor illa a Mose memorata flumina oriuntur: ut qui eius paludis ripas accolunt homines, propter intolerabilem illum sonitum praecipitantis fluvii, omnes ab infantia usque obsurdescant, similiter ut de habitantibus ad Catadupas Nili proditum est. Sed haec ego apud Basilium et Ambrosium in eorum scriptis quae nunc extant nusquam legere memini.
Some, to whom that opinion was pleasing, think the cause of Paradise's not being found yet to be that Paradise is outside this our land, and beyond the most vast Ocean, unnavigable by mortals. Others assign the cause to the incredible altitude by which Paradise touches either the highest region of the air, or even the orb of the moon, on account of which it is inaccessible to men. But that these things are false has been shown above. Those who seem to speak more soberly and prudently on this matter say that men are barred from access to Paradise by three very great impediments. For first they say that before Paradise there are the loftiest and most sheer and insurmountable mountains; then that there are interposed horrid and trackless solitudes, filled with the fiercest and most venomous animals; finally, that there are certain tracts of land in which there are many places exhaling a certain deadly vapor, lethal not only to men but even to the birds flying over (see Blessed Thomas, first part, question 102, article 1). Similar things Tostatus relates, on the 13th chapter of Genesis, question 93, in which place he cites Basil and Ambrose, in their writings on the Hexameron, affirming that the place of Paradise is known, and that some peoples dwell near it, but that no one can penetrate into it, because from the highest mountain of Paradise that great river by which Paradise is watered is hurled down with such noise and crash onto the plain lying below, where it makes a certain very vast lake, from which those four rivers mentioned by Moses arise: so that the men who dwell on the banks of that marsh, on account of that intolerable noise of the headlong river, all from infancy onward grow deaf—similarly as has been reported of those dwelling by the Cataracts of the Nile. But these things I do not recall having anywhere read in Basil and Ambrose, in their writings which now exist.2



CONSULTO hic tacita praetereo tanquam fabulosa et commentitia quae in quibusdam apocryphis libris leguntur de Macario quodam Romano et aliis tribus monachis, qui cum omni studio sese ad investigandum Paradisi locum dedidissent, peragratis longinquis regionibus, tandem ad ipsius Paradisi aditum pervenisse, eius tamen introitu prohibiti esse dicuntur. B. Chrysostomus scribit ante diluvium quidem fuisse hominibus notam viam quae ad Paradisum ducebat, non esse tamen eos illuc accedere ausos, horribili illa Cherubini custodia perterritos; post diluvium autem omnia illius loci indi[cia]...
Deliberately I here pass over in silence, as fabulous and fictitious, the things which are read in certain apocryphal books about a certain Macarius the Roman, and three other monks, who, when they had given themselves with all zeal to investigating the place of Paradise, after far-off regions had been traversed, at last came to the very entrance of Paradise, yet are said to have been prohibited from its entry. Blessed Chrysostom writes that before the flood there was indeed known to men a way which led to Paradise, but that they did not dare to approach thither, terrified by that horrible guard of the Cherubim; but that after the flood all the marks of that place[...]3



...[indi]cia fuisse aquis obruta et deleta, et rationem illuc pertendendi ac perveniendi prorsus incognitam. EGO, ut lectorem meae quoque opinionis faciam participem, censeo Paradisum non fuisse natura sua inaccessibilem homini; nam si fuisset per se inaccessibilis, non fuisset opus ad arcendum hominem ab eius introitu tantam ei custodiam et munitionem adhiberi. Praeterea, existimo dubiam et fallacem esse viam et rationem illam investigandi locum Paradisi, persequendo videlicet Tigris et Euphratis (qui ex Paradiso oriuntur) alveos et cursum usque ad ipsorum fontes: incertum enim est an fontes illi primam eorum fluminum originem contineant, an illa potius aliubi procul orta, per subterraneos meatus occulto cursu longinqua conficiant spatia, primumque sese nobis in Armenia prodant et ostendant, id quod aliis fluminibus contingere notum est.
...the marks of that place were overwhelmed and deleted by the waters, and the way of pressing on and arriving thither utterly unknown. I, that I may make the reader a sharer also in my own opinion, judge that Paradise was not by its nature inaccessible to man; for if it had been of itself inaccessible, there would have been no need, for keeping man from its entrance, to apply to it so great a guard and fortification. Besides, I consider that way and method of investigating the place of Paradise to be doubtful and fallacious—namely, by following the channels and course of the Tigris and Euphrates (which arise from Paradise) up to their very springs: for it is uncertain whether those springs contain the first origin of those rivers, or whether the rivers rather, arising far off elsewhere, accomplish long distances through subterranean passages by a hidden course, and first reveal and show themselves to us in Armenia—which is known to happen with other rivers.4



SED cur non quaesitus aut repertus fuerit Paradisus, illa satis probabilis causa videri potest, quod infideles quidem (qui sacrae Scripturae non credunt, fabulosa putantes quae de Paradiso traduntur) eum locum investigare non curarunt; at vero fideles, divinis litteris fidem habentes, cum nossent ad locum Paradisi adiri non posse eiusque aditum homini esse a Deo interclusum, omnem eum locum investigandi operam ac laborem non modo inanem sed etiam stultum atque impium esse iudicarunt. Ego illam esse reor (cur Paradisus nec inventus sit nec inveniri queat) verisimilem admodum causam, quod Paradisus ille diluvio perierit, et illa generali aquarum eluvione (quae cuncta terrae loca inundavit et altissime obruit) omnis Paradisi pulchritudo, amoenitas et venustas dissipata et sublata sit: hoc autem quaestio proxime disceptanda planius faciet.
But as to why Paradise has not been sought or found, this can seem a sufficiently probable cause: that the infidels indeed (who do not believe the sacred Scripture, thinking fabulous the things handed down about Paradise) did not care to investigate that place; but the faithful, having faith in the divine writings, since they knew that the place of Paradise could not be approached and that its entrance had been closed off to man by God, judged all the effort and labor of investigating that place to be not only vain but even foolish and impious. I reckon this to be the very probable cause why Paradise neither has been found nor can be found: that that Paradise perished in the flood, and that by that general deluge of the waters (which inundated all the places of the earth and overwhelmed them most deeply) all the beauty, pleasantness, and loveliness of Paradise was dissipated and removed: but this the question to be debated next will make plainer.5



Translator’s notes
	The fourth question of the disputation: why a terrestrial Paradise has never been discovered by anyone. ↩
	Why Paradise is undiscovered: some say (rejected above) it lies beyond the unnavigable Ocean, or at an incredible altitude. The more sober say three impediments bar access: (1) the loftiest, sheerest, insurmountable mountains; (2) horrid trackless wastes full of the fiercest, most venomous beasts; (3) tracts exhaling a deadly vapor, lethal even to birds flying over (cf. Aquinas, Summa I q.102 a.1). Tostatus (Gen 13 q.93) cites Basil and Ambrose: Paradise's place is known and peopled nearby, but none can enter, because the great river plunges from Paradise's highest mountain with such a roar onto the plain (forming the lake whence the four rivers rise) that those living by the marsh go deaf from infancy—as reported of those by the Cataracts (Catadupae) of the Nile. But Pererius cannot find this in Basil's or Ambrose's extant writings. ↩
	Pererius deliberately passes over, as fabulous, the apocryphal tales of ‘Macarius the Roman’ and three other monks who sought Paradise, reached its entrance, but were barred. Chrysostom writes that before the flood the way to Paradise was known to men, but they dared not approach it, terrified by the Cherubim guard; and that after the flood all the marks of that place [were lost]... Continues onto the next page (catchword ‘cia’; signature P 3). ↩
	Continuation of Chrysostom (from p.301): after the flood the marks of Paradise's place were erased and the way to it became unknown. **Pererius's own view:** Paradise was not inaccessible by nature—else no guard would be needed to bar man's entry. He also rejects the method of locating Paradise by tracing the Tigris and Euphrates to their springs: it is uncertain whether those Armenian springs are the rivers' true origin, or whether (as with other rivers) they arise far off and run underground before surfacing in Armenia. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Cur non fuerit quaesitus aut repertus ab ullo Paradisus." Why no one has sought or found Paradise: infidels dismissed the accounts as fables; the faithful judged the search vain, even foolish and impious, knowing its entrance is closed by God. **Pererius's own probable cause: Paradise perished in the flood**—the universal deluge dissipated all its beauty—a thesis the next question will develop. ↩
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QUESTION V. Whether the terrestrial Paradise still exists even now.1
QUAESTIO V. An Paradisus terrestris etiam nunc extet.



EST rationi ac divinis litteris satis consentaneum nullum esse nunc Paradisum illum terrestrem in quo Adam ad breve tempus fuit. Hoc autem in praesentia nonnullis (nec opinor invalidis) rationibus probare constitui. Quod si forte visum fuerit doctis et piis viris (licet satis haec opinio probabilis sit et in eo genere rerum versetur quae ad fidem minime pertinet) tutius fore tamen antiquam et communem sequi Doctorum sententiam—saltem quoad haec opinio, magis cognita eius probabilitate, paulatim in scholis recipiatur et a Theologis probata pervulgetur, sicque suam ipsa exuens novitatem (propter quam nonnullis fortasse displicere posset) maiorem, in dies veterascens, fidem et auctoritatem acquirat—equidem prudens istorum consilium vehementer laudo proboque, méque ipsorum sententiae adscribi volo; illud etiam monens...
It is sufficiently consonant with reason and the divine writings that there is now no longer that terrestrial Paradise in which Adam was for a short time. This, moreover, I have resolved at present to prove by certain reasons (and not, I think, invalid ones). But if perhaps it should seem to learned and pious men—although this opinion is probable enough, and is engaged in that kind of matter which pertains in no way to the faith—that it would nevertheless be safer to follow the ancient and common opinion of the Doctors (at least until this opinion, its probability being better known, should gradually be received in the schools and, approved by the Theologians, be made widely known, and so, putting off its own novelty—on account of which it could perhaps displease some—should, growing old day by day, acquire greater credit and authority): indeed I vehemently praise and approve the prudent counsel of these men, and I wish to be enrolled in their opinion myself; admonishing also this...2



...monens lectorem, quae pro hac opinione hic disputantur, eo prodita esse litteris et publicata, non tam quidem ut eam sequerentur alii, quam ut ex his cognoscerent quid haec opinio haberet probabilitatis, quibusque argumentis contraria sententia oppugnaretur: ut ea, quibus a veteri opinione non discedere satius videretur, fortiter profligarent. Idem quoque de eo quod de fluminibus Paradisi paulo infra disputatur, et si quid aliud fuerit simile, intelligi volumus. Sed age, quae res Paradisum nunc non existere simillimum vero facere videantur, lectori ostendamus. Principio Paradisum fuisse in iis regionibus per quas Tigris et Euphrates ex Paradisi flumine derivati suos agunt cursus, aut certe non procul illis fuisse, per se manifestum est. Cum igitur Tigris et Euphrates fontes habeant in Armenia, cursum autem suum conficiant per Armeniam, Mesopotamiam et Assyriam, exitum autem habeant in sinum Persicum, liquet vel in istis locis vel non longe ab istis fuisse Paradisum. Illud quoque credibile est priscos illos homines ante diluvium, etiam post diluvium priusquam in varias linguas divisi ad diversas mundi plagas terrasque colendas segregarentur, habitasse non procul a regione Paradisi: tum propter eius terrae bonitatem ac fertilitatem, tum quod inibi genus humanum originem suam habuisset. Habitationem autem hominum usque ad aedificationem turris Babel fuisse circa Mesopotamiam et Armeniam satis liquet 10 et 11 cap. Gen. legenti: praesertim vero cum divina Scriptura, cessante diluvio, arcam (in qua erat seminarium humani generis) super montibus Armeniae requievisse testetur.
...admonishing the reader that the things which are here disputed for this opinion have been set forth in writing and published, not indeed so much that others should follow it, as that from these they might learn what probability this opinion had, and by what arguments the contrary view is attacked: so that those arguments, by which it might seem better not to depart from the old opinion, they might strongly overthrow. The same also we wish understood concerning what is disputed a little below about the rivers of Paradise, and if there be anything else similar. But come, let us show the reader what things may make it most like the truth that Paradise does not now exist. First, it is self-evident that Paradise was in those regions through which the Tigris and Euphrates—derived from the river of Paradise—run their courses, or at least was not far from them. Since, then, the Tigris and Euphrates have their sources in Armenia, accomplish their course through Armenia, Mesopotamia, and Assyria, and have their outlet into the Persian Gulf, it is clear that Paradise was either in those places or not far from them. It is also credible that those ancient men before the flood—and even after the flood, before, being divided into various tongues, they were separated to various regions of the world and to lands to be cultivated—dwelt not far from the region of Paradise: both on account of the goodness and fertility of that land, and because the human race had had its origin there. That the habitation of men up to the building of the tower of Babel was around Mesopotamia and Armenia is clear enough to one reading Genesis chapters 10 and 11: especially since the divine Scripture testifies that, when the flood ceased, the ark (in which was the seed-plot of the human race) rested upon the mountains of Armenia.3



Ex his licet sic argumentari: Paradisus terrestris erat circa Mesopotamiam vel Armeniam; sed in his locis, quae et fuere olim hodieque sunt non modo cooperta et nota sed etiam a variis gentibus culta et habitata, nusquam invenitur Paradisus: relinquitur igitur nullum esse nunc Paradisum, sed illum fuisse e medio sublatum. Deinde, Moses cap. 7 libri Geneseos tradit omnes montes qui erant sub caelo aquis diluvii esse opertos, et vel altissimis eorum quindecim cubitis aquas fuisse superiores: sed Paradisus erat in hac nostra terra, ergo fuit illa generali totius orbis eluvione obrutus ac dissipatus. Sed hoc testimonium ex cap. 7 Gen. et alterum illud Eccl. 44 de translatione Henoch in Paradisum subtilius et accuratius tractantur in septimo huius operis libro, in ultima disputatione quae est de Translatione Henoch, quaest. 7. SED quaeret aliquis ubi tunc fuit Henoch, quem nec diluvio periisse nec fuisse tamen in arca cum Noë certum est? Respondeo potuisse Henoch sublatum in aëris oras diluvii aquis superiores conservari a Deo, et ab illo exitio liberari quo videlicet duravit diluvium. Sane divina Scriptura, cum narrat historiam diluvii, et beatus Petrus prioris epistolae suae cap. 3, docent interiisse diluvio cunctos homines praeter octo qui per arcam servati sunt. Sed proculdubio addendus praeterea ei numero est Henoch, quem et fuisse ante diluvium, et non solum diluvio superstitem fuisse sed etiam nunc vivere certum est. Verum quia is extra societatem hominum, incognitus cunctis mortali[bus]...
From these one may argue thus: the terrestrial Paradise was around Mesopotamia or Armenia; but in these places, which both were of old and today are not only uncovered and known but even cultivated and inhabited by various peoples, Paradise is nowhere found: it remains, therefore, that there is now no Paradise, but that it has been taken away from our midst. Then, Moses in chapter 7 of the book of Genesis relates that all the mountains which were under heaven were covered by the waters of the flood, and that the waters were higher even than the highest of them by fifteen cubits: but Paradise was in this our earth; therefore it was overwhelmed and dissipated by that general deluge of the whole globe. But this testimony from Genesis 7, and that other one of Ecclesiasticus 44 about the translation of Enoch into Paradise, are treated more subtly and accurately in the seventh book of this work, in the last disputation, which is On the Translation of Enoch, question 7. But someone will ask where Enoch was then, who is certain neither to have perished in the flood nor yet to have been in the ark with Noah? I answer that Enoch could have been taken up into the regions of the air above the waters of the flood, preserved by God, and freed from that destruction—namely, for as long as the flood lasted. Indeed the divine Scripture, when it narrates the history of the flood, and blessed Peter in chapter 3 of his first epistle, teach that all men perished in the flood except eight who were saved by the ark. But beyond doubt Enoch must be added besides to that number, who is certain both to have been before the flood, and not only to have survived the flood but even now to be living. But because he, outside the society of men, unknown to all mortal[s]...4



...[cunctis] mortalibus non humano more vitam agebat, idcirco perinde atque non esset in terris, tacitus in Scriptura praeteritur. PRAETEREA, si quid esset quod fateri nos cogeret esse nunc Paradisum terrestrem, illud profecto esset praecipue quod qui ita sentiunt in primis obiicere solent, Henoch translatum esse in illum Paradisum, ibique mansurum usque ad consummationem saeculi. Hoc enim, inquiunt, aperte docet divina Scriptura: quippe in lib. Eccles. cap. 44 ita est scriptum, Henoch placuit Deo, et translatus est in Paradisum ut det gentibus paenitentiam. Verum infirmam esse hanc rationem non difficile est ostendere. Etenim locus ille Ecclesiastici Graece (qua lingua liber ille primum ab Auctore ipsius scriptus est) non habet vocem illam Paradisus, sed praecise sic habet, Henoch placuit Deo, et translatus est, ut det gentibus paenitentiam. Deinde, B. Augustinus lib. 2 contra Pelagium et Celestium cap. 23 docet, sicut certum est Henoch et Eliam nunc vivere, ita ubi nunc sint (an in Paradiso an alibi) incertum esse; nec eam quaestionem ad fidem Catholicam pertinere. Non igitur, auctore Augustino, Henoch esse in Paradiso secundum Scripturam certum est.
...he was not leading life in human fashion, unknown to all mortals; therefore, just as if he were not on earth, he is silently passed over in Scripture. Moreover, if there were anything that would compel us to confess that there is now a terrestrial Paradise, that would assuredly be chiefly what those who think so are wont first of all to object: that Enoch was translated into that Paradise, and will remain there until the consummation of the age. For this, they say, the divine Scripture openly teaches: since in the book of Ecclesiasticus, chapter 44, it is thus written, Enoch pleased God, and was translated into Paradise, that he might give the nations repentance. But it is not difficult to show this reasoning to be weak. For that passage of Ecclesiasticus in Greek (in which language that book was first written by its author) does not have that word Paradise, but precisely has thus: Enoch pleased God, and was translated, that he might give the nations repentance. Then, Blessed Augustine in book 2 against Pelagius and Celestius, chapter 23, teaches that, just as it is certain that Enoch and Elijah now live, so where they now are—whether in Paradise or elsewhere—is uncertain; nor does that question pertain to the Catholic faith. Therefore, on Augustine's authority, it is not certain according to Scripture that Enoch is in Paradise.5



SED concedimus quod habet Latina et vulgata translatio (cuius tuenda est auctoritas), Henoch esse in Paradiso: non ex eo tamen concludi potest eum esse in Paradiso illo terrestri quem descripsit Moses; vox enim haec Paradisus in sacris litteris non est nomen proprium unius loci (scilicet illius duntaxat Paradisi de quo agit Moses), sed est nomen generale universe significans quemvis locum ad oblectandum hominem amoenissimum atque iucundissimum: quinetiam non semel in Scriptura dicitur ea vox de Paradiso spirituali et caelesti; quod quia multis verbis supra persecuti sumus cum vim et notionem huius vocabuli Paradisus aperiremus, propterea nunc cursim tantum attingimus. Sit igitur Henoch in Paradiso; sed non est tamen necesse eum esse in illo Paradiso unde eiectus est Adam, verum in alio aliquo loco: ubicumque enim Deo libitum fuerit, potest ei quietissimam et iucundissimam vitam suppeditare, eumque quoad voluerit, non solum absque interitu sed etiam sine ulla molestia conservare.
But let us grant what the Latin and Vulgate translation has (whose authority is to be defended), that Enoch is in Paradise: yet from this it cannot be concluded that he is in that terrestrial Paradise which Moses described; for this word Paradise, in the sacred writings, is not the proper name of one place (namely, only that Paradise about which Moses treats), but is a general name signifying universally any place most pleasant and delightful for the enjoyment of man: indeed, more than once in Scripture that word is said of the spiritual and heavenly Paradise; which, because we have pursued it at length above when we were opening up the force and notion of this word Paradise, we therefore now touch only in passing. Let Enoch, then, be in Paradise; but it is nevertheless not necessary that he be in that Paradise whence Adam was ejected, but in some other place: for wherever it shall have pleased God, He can supply him a most quiet and delightful life, and preserve him as long as He shall will, not only without death but even without any trouble.6



CERTE, non esse translatum Henoch in Paradisum illum terrestrem affirmate docet Rupertus, auctor valde gravis et in primis Catholicus ac pius. Is enim lib. 3 de Trinitate et eius operibus cap. 33 his verbis scribit:
Certainly, that Enoch was not translated into that terrestrial Paradise, Rupert affirmatively teaches—an author very weighty, and especially Catholic and pious. For he, in book 3 On the Trinity and its Works, chapter 33, writes in these words:7



Nusquam Scriptura dat intelligi quod Henoch et Eliam Deus tulerit in ipsum Paradisum, ubi comederent de ligno vitae et viverent in aeternum, sed ita sublati sunt ut in secretam quandam regionem terrae ducerentur, ubi in magna carnis et spiritus quiete viverent, quousque ad finem mundi redeant et mortis debitum solvant. Sic Rupertus.
"Nowhere does Scripture give us to understand that God took Enoch and Elijah into Paradise itself, where they might eat of the tree of life and live forever; but they were so taken up that they were led into a certain secret region of the earth, where they might live in great quiet of flesh and spirit, until at the end of the world they return and pay the debt of death." Thus Rupert.8



Similia autem Ruperto Gregorius scribit de Elia, quem isti volunt una cum Henoch in Paradiso versari. In homilia enim in Evangelia 29 sic ait Gregorius:
But things similar to Rupert, Gregory writes concerning Elijah, whom these men wish to dwell in Paradise together with Enoch. For in his homily 29 on the Gospels, Gregory speaks thus:9



In caelum aëreum Elias sublevatus est, ut in secretam quandam terrae regionem repente duceretur, ubi in magna iam carnis et spiritus quiete viveret, quousque ad finem mundi redeat et mortis debitum solvat: ille enim mortem distulit, non evasit. Ita Gregorius.
"Elijah was raised up into the airy heaven, that he might suddenly be led into a certain secret region of the earth, where he might now live in great quiet of flesh and spirit, until at the end of the world he return and pay the debt of death: for he postponed death, he did not escape it." Thus Gregory.10



Ex praedictis igitur verbis Ruperti et Gregorii liquido intelligitur eos sensisse Henoch et Eliam non esse translatos in paradisum illum terrestrem, sed in alia quadam secreta mundi regione vitam agere: quamquam Henoch fuisse translatum in paradisum illum Adami nihil officit huic sententiae. Fuit namque translatus Henoch annis 669 ante diluvium, ut perspicitur ex capite 5 Geneseos, quo tempore non negamus fuisse paradisum, sed eum diluvio superfuisse hodieque esse atque in eo Henoch commorari certum esse negamus.
From the aforesaid words, therefore, of Rupert and Gregory it is clearly understood that they held Enoch and Elijah not to have been translated into that terrestrial paradise, but to lead their life in some other secret region of the world: although that Enoch was translated into that paradise of Adam in no way harms this opinion. For Enoch was translated 669 years before the flood, as is perceived from the fifth chapter of Genesis, at which time we do not deny that there was a paradise; but that it survived the flood and exists today, and that Enoch dwells in it, we deny to be certain.11



NEC vero debet hanc sententiam obruere et obterere Doctorum contrarie opinantium auctoritas et multitudo. Non me latet Iustinum martyrem in responsione ad Orthodoxorum quaest. 75, 76 et 85 scriptum reliquisse Paradisum illum nunc extare et permansurum ad diem usque iudicii; in eo loco versari Henoch et Eliam; illuc esse ductum latronem cui Christus dixit in cruce, Hodie mecum eris in Paradiso; in eundem quoque locum deduci omnes animas iustorum hominum, non admittendas ad beatificam Dei visionem ante diem iudicii, ibique optatum illud tempus et gloriosam suorum corporum resurrectionem expectare. Eadem Iustino tradit Irenaeus lib. 5 adversus haereses, nisi quod addit hunc esse paradisum illum ad quem raptus est Paulus, eiusque sententiae suffragatores laudat presbyteros Asiae Apostolorum discipulos. Tertullianus in Apologetico, et in extremo suo libro de Anima ubi agit de Inferis, non obscure significat etiamnum esse paradisum, et esse receptaculum atque domicilium sanctarum animarum usque ad diem iudicii. In eadem sententia est Isidorus in libro de vita et obitu Patriarcharum ubi agit de Henoch: eandemque sequitur Magister libro 2 Sententiarum distinctione 17 cum plerisque Theologis Scholasticis.
Nor indeed ought the authority and multitude of the Doctors who think the contrary to overwhelm and crush this opinion. It does not escape me that Justin Martyr, in his Response to the Orthodox, questions 75, 76, and 85, left it written that that Paradise now exists and will remain until the day of judgment; that in that place Enoch and Elijah dwell; that thither was led the thief to whom Christ said on the cross, Today you will be with me in Paradise; that to the same place also all the souls of just men are led, not to be admitted to the beatific vision of God before the day of judgment, and there to await that longed-for time and the glorious resurrection of their bodies. The same as Justin, Irenaeus hands down in book 5 Against Heresies, except that he adds that this is that paradise to which Paul was caught up, and he praises as supporters of his opinion the presbyters of Asia, disciples of the Apostles. Tertullian, in the Apologeticum, and at the end of his book On the Soul where he treats of the Underworld, signifies not obscurely that paradise still exists, and is the receptacle and dwelling of holy souls until the day of judgment. In the same opinion is Isidore in his book On the Life and Death of the Patriarchs where he treats of Enoch: and the Master follows the same in book 2 of the Sentences, distinction 17, with most of the Scholastic Theologians.12



QUID igitur, dicet aliquis: tot Auctoribus, tam antiquis, tanta doctrina et sanctitate nobilitatis, dissentire et adversari, nonne temerarium iudicari debet? Minime vero: sed quanti aestimari debeat eiusmodi argumentatio ex numero Auctorum petita, diligenter ponderandum et considerandum est. Videtur autem de hoc genere argumentandi (quod ex multorum Auctorum consensione ducitur) illud in universum vere dici posse: licet plurimi Doctores in unam aliquam conveniant sententiam, si ea non pertineat ad fidem Catholicam sed versetur in eo genere rerum quae salva fide Catholica utraque in partem tractari possunt, non ideo tamen eam opinionem argumentum facere in Theologia firmum certumque, nec unius aut paucorum contrariam sententiam (hoc ipso quod multitudini Scriptorum adversetur) abiudicandam et damnandam esse. Ponam unum exemplum quo res haec fiat illustrior: Omnes fere Patres ante Augustinum, et post ipsum Beda, Rabanus, Strabus, Bonaventura aliique quamplurimi, opinati [sunt] opificium Mundi sex dierum spatio paulatim et particulatim factum et perfe[ctum esse]...
What then, someone will say: to dissent from and oppose so many authors, so ancient, ennobled with such great learning and sanctity—ought it not to be judged rash? By no means: but how much an argumentation of this kind, drawn from the number of authors, ought to be esteemed, must be diligently weighed and considered. Now about this kind of arguing (which is drawn from the consensus of many authors) this seems able to be said truly in general: although very many Doctors agree in some one opinion, if it does not pertain to the Catholic faith but is engaged in that kind of matter which, with the Catholic faith safe, can be treated either way, that opinion does not on that account make a firm and certain argument in Theology; nor is the contrary opinion of one or a few (by this very fact, that it opposes the multitude of writers) to be rejected and condemned. I will set down one example by which this matter may be made clearer: Almost all the Fathers before Augustine, and after him Bede, Rabanus, Strabo, Bonaventure, and very many others, were of the opinion that the work of the World was made and complet[ed] gradually and piecemeal over the space of six days...13



...[factum et] perfectum esse intellexerunt: at communis hic Doctorum consensus non efficit quin unius Augustini (omnia simul unoque temporis puncto facta censentis) opinio, tametsi ceteris omnibus adversa, probabilis tamen in Ecclesia semper fuerit putata, et libere a quovis teneri et defendi potuerit. Scitum enim et verum est illud Vincentii Lyrinensis: Antiqua, inquit, sanctorum Patrum consensio, non in omnibus divinae legis quaestiunculis, sed solum in fidei regula, magno nobis studio et investiganda est et sequenda. Hoc igitur generatim dictum sit: deinceps eorum quos supra testes adversus nos citavimus expendamus testimonia.
...understood [the work of the world] to have been made and completed [gradually over the six days]: but this common consensus of the Doctors does not bring it about that the opinion of Augustine alone (who held that all things were made together, and in one instant of time), although adverse to all the others, was not nevertheless always reckoned probable in the Church, and could be freely held and defended by anyone. For that saying of Vincent of Lérins is apt and true: The ancient consensus of the holy Fathers, he says, is to be investigated and followed by us with great zeal, not in all the little questions of the divine law, but only in the rule of faith. Let this, then, be said in general: next let us weigh the testimonies of those whom above we cited as witnesses against us.14



Primum quidem Iustinus et Irenaeus, licet eos propter martyrii gloriam et doctrinae atque sanctitatis laudem cum primis colere ac venerari conveniat, in eo tamen quod de Paradiso tradiderunt non magnam fidem apud nos habere debent: ea namque docent de terrestri Paradiso quae partim incerta sunt, partim damnata iam ab Ecclesia, quaedam etiam divinae Scripturae contraria. Nam quod aiunt in illo Paradiso vivere Henoch et Eliam, incompertum et incertum esse supra (teste Augustino) demonstravimus; quod autem dicunt Paradisum illum eo conservatum esse a Deo ut omnes iustorum animae usque ad diem Iudicii in eo cum magna tranquillitate et iucunditate commorentur, ab omnibus Catholicis Theologis reprobatur, et iam pridem damnatum est ab Ecclesia in Concilio Florentino. Iam vero quod Christus dixit latroni, Hodie mecum eris in paradiso, interpretantur isti de illo terrestri paradiso: atqui hunc sensum plane excludit illa particula Hodie. Christus enim illo die non fuit in paradiso terrestri; eius enim anima soluta corpore statim ad inferos descendit, nec ante diem tertium (quo iam immortalis resurrexit Christus) supra terras ascendit: ideo enim dicitur tribus diebus et noctibus fuisse in corde terrae, hoc est apud inferos, quorum loca non procul corde (id est centro terrae) esse dicuntur. Ad extremum, existimant isti paradisum ad quem raptus est Paulus fuisse illum terrestrem unde Adam fuerat expulsus: sed hunc intellectum verba Pauli quae sunt in 12 capite secundae epistolae ad Corinthios manifeste redarguunt: ait enim se raptum esse ad paradisum et ad tertium caelum; quare paradisus ille Pauli non terrenus fuit, sed caelestis et divinus.
First indeed Justin and Irenaeus—although it is fitting to cherish and venerate them among the foremost, on account of the glory of their martyrdom and the praise of their learning and sanctity—ought nevertheless to have no great credit with us in what they handed down about Paradise: for they teach things about the terrestrial Paradise which are partly uncertain, partly already condemned by the Church, and some even contrary to the divine Scripture. For that they say Enoch and Elijah live in that Paradise, we have shown above (on Augustine's testimony) to be unascertained and uncertain; and that they say that Paradise has been preserved by God for this, that all the souls of the just might dwell in it, until the day of Judgment, with great tranquility and delight, is rejected by all Catholic Theologians, and was long ago condemned by the Church in the Council of Florence. Now, as for what Christ said to the thief, Today you will be with me in paradise, these men interpret it of that terrestrial paradise: but that word Today plainly excludes this sense. For Christ on that day was not in the terrestrial paradise; for his soul, freed from the body, descended at once to the underworld, nor did it ascend above the earth before the third day (on which Christ, now immortal, rose again): for this reason he is said to have been three days and nights in the heart of the earth, that is, among the dead, whose places are said to be not far from the heart, that is, the center of the earth. Finally, these men think that the paradise to which Paul was caught up was that terrestrial one whence Adam had been expelled: but Paul's words, which are in the 12th chapter of the second epistle to the Corinthians, manifestly refute this understanding: for he says he was caught up to paradise and to the third heaven; wherefore that paradise of Paul was not earthly, but heavenly and divine.15



VERUM Irenaeus affirmat se quod de paradiso tradit a presbyteris Asiae discipulis Apostolorum accepisse. Sed quid tum postea? An ideo quodcumque ab istis presbyteris proditum est tanquam certum et indubitatum doctrinae Christianae dogma haberi debet? Nonne constat istos ipsos presbyteros (eodem referente Irenaeo) quaedam et falsa et divinis litteris contraria docuisse? Mitto nunc errorem Chiliastarum, quo multi veterum fuere implicati, ab istis maxime presbyteris esse proseminatum. Certe Irenaeus libro tertio adversus haereses capit. 36 persuadere studet Christum Dominum annos prope quinquaginta in terris vixisse: idque probat ipse vel eo potissimum argumento, quod presbyteri Asiae Apostolorum discipuli id sibi ab Apostolis traditum alios docuerunt: quam tamen opinionem et vero procul esse, et adversari non solum historiae Ecclesiasticae sed etiam Evangeli[cae]...
But Irenaeus affirms that what he hands down about paradise he received from the presbyters of Asia, disciples of the Apostles. But what then? Is whatever has been reported by those presbyters on that account to be held as a certain and undoubted dogma of Christian doctrine? Is it not established (Irenaeus himself reporting it) that those very presbyters taught certain things both false and contrary to the divine writings? I pass over now the error of the Chiliasts, in which many of the ancients were entangled, which was sown chiefly by these presbyters. Certainly Irenaeus, in book three Against Heresies, chapter 36, is eager to persuade that Christ the Lord lived nearly fifty years on earth: and he proves it especially by this argument, that the presbyters of Asia, disciples of the Apostles, taught others that this had been handed to them by the Apostles—which opinion, however, is far from the truth, and is adverse not only to Church history but even to the Gospel[s]...16



...[Evangeli]cae, etiam leviter sacris litteris eruditi facile possunt intelligere: et a nobis in libro undecimo nostrorum Commentariorum in Danielem, in explicando quaestione septima, manifestis argumentis ostensum est. AD ceteros autem Doctores quorum nobis opposita est auctoritas respondendum est: primo quidem eos superiorum auctoritatem secutos, ab illis prodita bona fide prodidisse; tum eos non aliam ob causam putasse Paradisum nunc extare, nisi quia credebant Henoch et Eliam in illo Paradiso versari: id autem obscurum et dubium esse, nec sive affirmetur sive negetur spectare ad fidem Catholicam, paulo supra ex Augustini sententia ostendimus. His adde quod nullus istorum Doctorum opinionem illam suam tenet tanquam certam et quae secundum fidem Catholicam omnino teneri debeat, nec quisquam eorum contrariam sententiam ceu haereticam vel suspectam in fide vel temerariam damnavit: quin B. Thomas non simpliciter ausus est affirmare Henoch et Eliam vivere in illo Paradiso terrestri, sed ubi de hoc loquitur solet id dicere cum illa adiunctione, ut dicitur vel ut creditur: veluti in prima parte quaest. 103 art. 2, et in secunda secundae q. 64 art. 2, et in 3 parte q. 49 art. 2 docet Paradisum (tametsi a nullo habitetur) non esse tamen frustra; nec de Henoch et Helia verbum facit ullum: quos si putasset ipse inibi habitare, facilius fuisset responsum, negare Paradisum nunc a nemine habitari. Ex his apparet Paradisum nunc non existere videri satis probabile, nec huius opinionis fidem tam ullis Scripturae testimoniis vel argumentis quam novitate eius aut paucitate, nec magno nomine Auctorum qui adhuc eam secuti sunt, elevari. Posset igitur, si ea publice doceri posse videatur, ut probabilis doceri ac defendi, donec eam certiorem et tutiorem faciat maior doctorum et piorum hominum eam sequentium consensus.
...[to the Gospel], even those lightly learned in the sacred writings can easily understand: and it has been shown by us, with manifest arguments, in the eleventh book of our Commentaries on Daniel, in explaining the seventh question. But to the other Doctors whose authority is set against us, this is to be answered: first indeed, that they, having followed the authority of their predecessors, reported in good faith what had been reported by them; then, that they thought Paradise now exists for no other reason than because they believed Enoch and Elijah dwell in that Paradise: but that this is obscure and doubtful, and whether affirmed or denied does not pertain to the Catholic faith, we showed a little above from Augustine's opinion. To these add that none of those Doctors holds that opinion of his as certain and such as must absolutely be held according to the Catholic faith, nor did any of them condemn the contrary opinion as heretical, or suspect in faith, or rash: indeed Blessed Thomas did not simply dare to affirm that Enoch and Elijah live in that terrestrial Paradise, but where he speaks of this, he is wont to say it with that qualification, as it is said or as it is believed: as in the first part question 103 article 2, and in the second of the second q. 64 art. 2, and in the 3rd part q. 49 art. 2, he teaches that Paradise, although inhabited by no one, is nevertheless not in vain; nor does he make any word about Enoch and Elijah: whom, if he himself had thought to dwell there, it would have been easier to answer that Paradise is now inhabited by no one. From these things it appears probable enough that Paradise does not now exist; nor is the credit of this opinion lessened either by any testimonies or arguments of Scripture, or by its novelty or rarity, or by the great name of the authors who have hitherto followed it. It could therefore, if it should seem able to be taught publicly, be taught and defended as probable, until a greater consensus of learned and pious men following it should make it more certain and safe.17



SED unus etiam nunc restat eximendus scrupulus ab Augustino iniectus: quippe in libro 2 contra Pelagium et Coelestium capite 23 significat Augustinus Paradisum nunc existere fidem Christianam sine ulla dubitatione sentire. Ponam hic ipsa verba Augustini:
But one scruple still now remains to be removed, injected by Augustine: for in book 2 against Pelagius and Coelestius, chapter 23, Augustine signifies that the Christian faith holds, without any doubt, that Paradise now exists. I will set down here the very words of Augustine:18



Sunt nonnullae quaestiones in quibus, salva fide qua Christiani sumus, aut ignoratur quid verum sit, et verbis sententia definitiva suspenditur; aut aliter quam est humana et infirma suspicione coniicitur: veluti cum quaeritur qualis vel ubi sit paradisus, ubi constituit Deus hominem quem formavit ex pulvere—cum tamen esse illum Paradisum fides Christiana non dubitet. Vel cum quaeritur ubi sit nunc Helias vel Henoch, an ibi vel alibi: quos tamen non dubitamus in quibus nati sunt corporibus vivere. Hactenus Augustinus.
"There are some questions in which, with the faith by which we are Christians safe, either it is not known what the truth is, and a definitive judgment is suspended in words; or it is conjectured otherwise than it is, by human and weak suspicion: as when it is asked what or where paradise is, where God set the man whom He formed from the dust—although the Christian faith does not doubt that that Paradise exists. Or when it is asked where Elijah or Enoch now is, whether there or elsewhere: whom nevertheless we do not doubt to be living in the bodies in which they were born." Thus far Augustine.19



Verum ad hoc respondendum est, Augustinum istis verbis non aliud significare voluisse nisi Paradisum quem descripsit Moses intelligendum esse locum quendam corporatum, aspectabilem et terrestrem (non autem, ut Origeni et aliis placuit, tantummodo spiritualiter et mystice esse accipiendum). Nam quod secundum fidem Catholicam sentiendum sit Paradisum nunc extare, non voluit dicere Augustinus. Ubi enim aut quomodo id fides Christiana docet? An quia persuasum est...
But to this it must be answered that Augustine, by those words, wished to signify nothing else than that the Paradise which Moses described is to be understood as a certain corporeal, visible, and terrestrial place (not, however, as it pleased Origen and others, to be taken only spiritually and mystically). For that, according to the Catholic faith, it must be held that Paradise now exists, Augustine did not wish to say. For where or how does the Christian faith teach that? Is it because it is persuaded...20



...[An quia persuasum] est multis Henoch et Eliam in Paradiso versari? at enim illo eodem loco dubium et incertum hoc facit Augustinus. An quia in libro Ecclesiastici cap. 44 scriptum est Henoch translatum esse in Paradisum? sed nec Scriptura Graeca ibi habet vocabulum Paradisi, et ea vox non tantum proprie significat illum Paradisum in quo fuit Adam, sed universe quemvis locum amoenissimum et iucundissimum. An quia ex his quae traduntur in sacris litteris hoc elici et deduci potest? Nihil minus: immo vero ex divina Scriptura contrarium magis posse colligi supra ostendimus. An quia hoc aliquando Ecclesia decrevit et credendum esse constituit? Verum nec est unquam ab Ecclesia definitum, et cum sit res quae ad Fidem Catholicam minime spectet, sub certas illas et indubitatas Ecclesiae definitiones et decreta non cadit. An denique propter multitudinem et auctoritatem eorum qui hoc senserunt ipsi et memoriae proditum posteris tradiderunt? Sed istos auctores non magnum habere pondus ad istud probandum in aperto est ex superiori nostra disputatione.
...[Is it because] many are persuaded that Enoch and Elijah dwell in Paradise? But in that same place Augustine makes this doubtful and uncertain. Is it because in the book of Ecclesiasticus, chapter 44, it is written that Enoch was translated into Paradise? But neither does the Greek Scripture there have the word Paradise, and that word does not only properly signify that Paradise in which Adam was, but universally any most pleasant and delightful place. Is it because from the things handed down in the sacred writings this can be elicited and deduced? Nothing less: nay rather, we have shown above that from the divine Scripture the contrary can rather be gathered. Is it because the Church once decreed this and established that it must be believed? But it has never been defined by the Church, and since it is a matter that pertains in no way to the Catholic Faith, it does not fall under those certain and undoubted definitions and decrees of the Church. Is it, finally, on account of the multitude and authority of those who themselves held this and handed it down, reported to memory, to posterity? But that those authors have no great weight for proving this is plain from our earlier disputation.21



RESTAT igitur hanc controversiam (An Paradisus nunc sit in natura rerum) de numero esse earum rerum quae contrarias in partes (salva fide Catholica) agitari et tractari possunt. Nobis tamen visum est multo probabilissimum terrestrem illum Paradisum, generali diluvio destructum, hoc tempore nullum esse. Hanc nempe sententiam doctissimi quique huius nostri saeculi maxime approbarunt, atque inter hos (ut unius et scriptoris et iam mortui, sane viri admodum Catholici et docti, nomen memorem) Cornelius Iansenius Episcopus Gandavensis in suis Commentariis super caput 143 Concordiae Evangelicae eam prodidit ac defendit. Verum de hac, aliisque supra positis quaestionibus quae scilicet pertinebant ad illa verba Mosis, Plantaverat autem Deus Paradisum voluptatis a principio, hactenus disputata lectori nec hebeti nec in sacris litteris inexercitato satis esse possunt. Nos ad reliquam Mosis orationem de Paradiso interpretandam pergamus.
It remains, therefore, that this controversy (Whether Paradise now exists in the nature of things) is among the number of those matters which can be agitated and treated on opposite sides, with the Catholic faith safe. To us, however, it has seemed by far most probable that that terrestrial Paradise, destroyed by the general flood, is at this time nonexistent. This opinion, indeed, all the most learned men of this our age have especially approved; and among these (that I may recall the name of one writer, and now dead, a man indeed very Catholic and learned) Cornelius Jansen, Bishop of Ghent, in his Commentaries on chapter 143 of the Evangelical Harmony, set it forth and defended it. But concerning this, and the other questions set above—which, namely, pertained to those words of Moses, And God had planted a Paradise of pleasure from the beginning—the things hitherto disputed can be enough for a reader neither dull nor unexercised in the sacred writings. Let us proceed to interpret the remaining discourse of Moses about Paradise.22



GENESIS, chapter 2, verse 9. — And the Lord God brought forth from the ground every tree fair to behold and sweet to eat.23
GENES. CAP. 2. VERS. 9. — Produxit Dominus Deus de humo omne lignum pulchrum visu et ad vescendum suave.



INCOMPARABILIS, et nisi traderetur in divina Scriptura plane incredibilis, fuit illius Paradisi venustas, pulchritudo, magnificentia, et omnium bonorum optabilium homini abundantia: quam quidem Moses his paucis verbis adumbravit potius quam expressit; de qua multa Basilius in oratione de Paradiso, Augustinus lib. 14 de Civitate Dei, Damascenus libr. 2 de Fide orthodoxa cap. 11 tradiderunt. Omnis autem paradisi praestantia tribus potissimum in rebus videtur esse posita: in caelo et in aëre, in aquis, et in ipso...
Incomparable, and—unless it were handed down in the divine Scripture—plainly incredible, was the loveliness, beauty, magnificence of that Paradise, and the abundance of all goods desirable to man: which indeed Moses, in these few words, adumbrated rather than expressed; concerning which Basil in his oration On Paradise, Augustine in book 14 of the City of God, and Damascene in book 2 On the Orthodox Faith, chapter 11, have handed down much. Now all the excellence of paradise seems to be placed chiefly in three things: in the sky and in the air, in the waters, and in the [soil] itself...24



...in ipso terrae solo. In caelo summa erat salubritas, et omni tempore suavissima quaedam aequabilitas et tanquam perpetuum quoddam ver. Nam etsi annus suas temporum vices ageret, tamen vicissitudo illa variabat potius voluptatem quam tollebat: erat in aëre magna serenitas et claritas; erat admodum propitius, benignus et salutaris caeli aspectus omniumque defluxus astrorum. Aquarum ingens erat copia irrigantium Paradisum, mira perspicuitas, et ad bibendum suavitas atque salubritas, et in his incredibilis piscium abundantia. In magnis laudibus Sodomae, prius quam subverteretur a Deo, illud memoratur in primis Gen. 13, quod tota irrigaretur a Iordane fluvio similiter ut Paradisus Domini. Terra autem Paradisi usquequaque optima et fertilissima, sponte sine labore et molestia hominis (non tamen sine eius cultura) omnia proferens: nihil gignens noxium aut nulli futurum usui, sed largissime suppeditans quaecumque omnes sensus hominis suavissima possent iucunditate ac voluptate complere: gustatum dico suavissimis saporibus, odoratissimis herbis et floribus odoratum, visum varietate colorum et figurarum venustate, auditum lenissimo spiratium aurarum sonitu et dulci avium concentu. Alimentorum porro suppetebat quanta optari poterat copia, salubritas, iucunditas, et parandi facilitas. Dicam uno verbo: nihil quod homini optabile esset ei loco aberat. Merito igitur Damascenus supradicto loco dixit Paradisum fuisse omnis laetitiae et voluptatis promptuarium, et universae sensibilis venustatis intelligentiam excedens.
...in the soil of the earth itself. In the sky there was the highest wholesomeness, and at all times a certain most pleasant evenness, and as it were a perpetual spring. For although the year went through its changes of seasons, yet that vicissitude varied pleasure rather than took it away: there was in the air great serenity and brightness; the aspect of the sky and the influence of all the stars was exceedingly favorable, kindly, and salutary. There was a vast abundance of waters watering Paradise, of wondrous clearness, and a sweetness and wholesomeness for drinking, and in them an incredible abundance of fish. Among the great praises of Sodom, before it was overthrown by God, this is recalled first of all in Genesis 13: that it was watered throughout by the river Jordan, similarly to the Paradise of the Lord. But the land of Paradise, everywhere best and most fertile, bringing forth all things spontaneously without the labor and trouble of man (yet not without his cultivation): begetting nothing harmful or that would be of no use, but most lavishly supplying whatever things could fill all the senses of man with the sweetest delight and pleasure: the taste, I say, with sweetest flavors; the smell, scented with most fragrant herbs and flowers; the sight, with variety of colors and beauty of forms; the hearing, with the gentlest sound of breathing breezes and the sweet harmony of birds. Of nourishments, moreover, there was at hand as great an abundance, wholesomeness, delight, and ease of getting as could be wished. I will say it in one word: nothing that could be desirable to man was absent from that place. Rightly, therefore, Damascene in the aforesaid place said that Paradise was the storehouse of all gladness and pleasure, and exceeding the understanding of all sensible beauty.25



SED perpendamus verba Mosis, Produxit Dominus Deus de humo omne lignum pulchrum visu et ad vescendum suave. Haec verba quidam legunt coniuncte, quasi Moses significet omnes Paradisi arbores fuisse simul et pulchras visu et suaves ad vescendum: quare putant isti arboribus infructiferis nullum fuisse in Paradiso locum. Nam infructuosarum arborum nunc quidem humanae vitae fragili, caducae, multorumque indigenti, multiplex usus est: ad calefaciendum corpus, coquendos cibos, fabricandum, et ad remedia et medicinas morborum; in statu vero innocentiae nihil istis opus fuisset homini. Praeterea Deus dixit Adamo, Ex omni ligno Paradisi comede: omnis igitur arbor Paradisi fructifera erat et utilis homini ad vescendum.
But let us weigh the words of Moses, The Lord God brought forth from the ground every tree fair to behold and sweet to eat. These words some read conjointly, as if Moses signifies that all the trees of Paradise were at once both fair to behold and sweet to eat: wherefore these men think there was no place in Paradise for fruitless trees. For of fruitless trees there is now indeed a manifold use for human life—fragile, perishable, and needing many things—for warming the body, cooking foods, building, and for remedies and medicines of diseases; but in the state of innocence man would have had no need of these. Moreover, God said to Adam, Eat of every tree of Paradise: every tree of Paradise, therefore, was fruit-bearing and useful to man for eating.26



His ego non assentior: perspicuis enim verbis Moses docet fuisse in Paradiso omnia genera arborum, tam quae ad oblectandum aspectum quam quae ad suavitatem cibi hominis pertinerent. Nam si aliter fuisset, profecto non fuisset in Paradiso ficus, arbor minime quidem pulchri aspectus, suavissimi tamen fructus; nec summis hominum deliciis, eaque praecipua voluptate, quae aeque visum quam odoratum hominis afficiunt (rosas dico, violas et lilia), caruisse Paradisum credendum est: quod si nulla quae ad cibum hominis non pertinet arbor in Paradiso fuisset, quomodo in illo statu innocentiae perfectam earum arborum scientiam, quae per sensus multaque experimenta colli[gitur]...
With these I do not agree: for in plain words Moses teaches that there were in Paradise all kinds of trees, both those which pertained to the delighting of the sight and those which pertained to the sweetness of man's food. For if it had been otherwise, surely there would not have been in Paradise the fig, a tree of least fair aspect, yet of sweetest fruit; nor is it to be believed that Paradise was without the highest of men's delights, and that chief pleasure, which affect a man's sight as much as his smell (the roses, I mean, the violets and lilies): and if no tree which does not pertain to man's food had been in Paradise, how, in that state of innocence, [would there be acquired] the perfect knowledge of those trees, which is gather[ed] through the senses and many experiments...27



...[quae per sensus multaque experimenta] colligitur acquisivissent homines? Adiungit huic opinioni fidem quod est apud Ezechielem cap. 31: eo siquidem loco inter arbores Paradisi numerantur quaedam cibo hominis alienae et infructuosae, velut cedri et abietes. Nec sane officit nostrae sententiae illud a Deo dictum Adae, Ex omni ligno Paradisi comede: intelligendum enim est, ex omni ligno scilicet ad comedendum idoneo; quemadmodum dictum illud Pauli in Priori epistola ad Timotheum cap. 4, iubentis Christianos omni creatura vesci cum gratiarum actione, haud dubie intelligendum est de creatura quae ad cibum hominis pertinet.
...how would men have acquired [the knowledge of those trees, which is gathered through the senses and many experiments]? Credit is added to this opinion by what is in Ezekiel chapter 31: for in that place there are numbered among the trees of Paradise certain ones alien to man's food and fruitless, such as cedars and firs. Nor indeed does that saying of God to Adam, Eat of every tree of Paradise, tell against our opinion: for it must be understood as of every tree, namely, fit for eating; just as that saying of Paul in the first epistle to Timothy, chapter 4, ordering Christians to feed on every creature with thanksgiving, is without doubt to be understood of the creature which pertains to man's food.28



POTEST etiam hoc loco ad disceptationem adduci, an intra Paradisum fuerint animalia. Negat Damascenus in lib. 2 de Fide orthodoxa cap. 11, scribens solum omnium animalium hominem habitasse in Paradiso. Nec id videtur a ratione vacuum: nihil enim de Paradiso cognoscere vel affirmare debemus nisi quod traditum est in divina Scriptura; haec autem arborum quidem atque fluminum Paradisi, et ipsius hominis qui in eum a Deo illatus est, apertam et explicatam, animalium vero quae ibi fuerint nullam plane mentionem facit. Et sane si fuissent animalia in Paradiso, ea diluvii exitium effugissent, reclamante Scriptura in septimo capite Geneseos cunctas animantes terrestres diluvii aquis interiisse. Quid item opus fuisset tanta cura ex omni specie animantium aliquot servare in arca, cum ex animalibus in Paradiso conservatis species omnium servari ac deinde multiplicari potuissent? Damasceno Tostatus in 13 caput Geneseos quaestione 87 et 98 et rursus 113 et 114 partim assentiri, partim dissentire visus est.
It can also be brought into debate at this point, whether there were animals within Paradise. Damascene denies it, in book 2 On the Orthodox Faith, chapter 11, writing that of all animals man alone dwelt in Paradise. Nor does this seem void of reason: for we ought to know or affirm nothing about Paradise except what is handed down in the divine Scripture; and this makes open and explicit mention indeed of the trees and rivers of Paradise, and of man himself, who was brought into it by God, but plainly no mention of the animals which were there. And indeed, if there had been animals in Paradise, they would have escaped the destruction of the flood—Scripture protesting, in the seventh chapter of Genesis, that all the land animals perished in the waters of the flood. What need, likewise, would there have been to preserve with such care some of every species of animals in the ark, when, from the animals preserved in Paradise, the species of all could have been preserved and then multiplied? Tostatus, on the 13th chapter of Genesis, question 87 and 98 and again 113 and 114, seemed partly to agree, partly to disagree with Damascene.29



MIHI tamen similius vero est fuisse animalia in Paradiso. Hoc tradit Iosephus in 1 libro Antiquitatum; hoc disertis verbis docet Basilius in Oratione de Paradiso; hoc confirmat Augustinus, scribens in libro 4 de Civitate Dei cap. 11 simul cum primis illis hominibus fuisse in Paradiso cetera etiam animalia, innoxia tamen illis et subdita; hoc etiam Damascenus proxime antecedente capite docuerat, ita enim ibi ait:
To me, nevertheless, it is more like the truth that there were animals in Paradise. This Josephus hands down in the first book of the Antiquities; this Basil teaches in plain words in his Oration on Paradise; this Augustine confirms, writing in book 4 of the City of God, chapter 11, that together with those first men there were in Paradise the other animals also, harmless however to them and subject; this too Damascene had taught in the immediately preceding chapter, for thus he says there:30



Omnia animalia ante transgressionem homini subdita et ad malum obedientia erant, quia omnium constituerat eum Deus Principem et Dominum: serpens autem plus ceteris erat familiaris homini, frequenter ad ipsum accedens et placidis motibus ei blandiens: quapropter per ipsum praecipue diabolus primis parentibus venenum instillavit. Sic Damascenus.
"All the animals, before the transgression, were subject to man and obedient even toward evil, because God had appointed him Prince and Lord of all: but the serpent was more familiar to man than the rest, frequently approaching him and fawning on him with gentle movements: wherefore through it especially the devil instilled poison into our first parents." Thus Damascene.31



Adscribam hic quoque verba Basilii ex oratione eius de Paradiso:
I will here also append the words of Basil from his oration on Paradise:32



In Paradiso, inquit, omnia erant avicularum genera, quae et pulchritudine colorum et dulcedine concentus incredibiliter oblectabant hominem. Erant illic variorum etiam animalium spectacula: sed erant omnia mansueta, obedientia homini, inter se concorditer et pacifice viventia, quae et audiebant inter se et loquebantur sensate. Serpens autem non erat tunc horrendus, sed mitis et mansuetus: nec terribiliter in terrae superficie veluti natans reptabat, sed sublimis et erectus pedibus insistens ingrediebatur. Hactenus Basilius.
"In Paradise," he says, "there were all kinds of little birds, which both by the beauty of their colors and the sweetness of their harmony incredibly delighted man. There were there also spectacles of various animals: but all were tame, obedient to man, living among themselves harmoniously and peacefully, which both heard one another and spoke intelligibly. But the serpent was not then dreadful, but mild and tame: nor did it crawl terribly on the surface of the earth, as if swimming, but went about lofty and erect, standing upright on feet." Thus far Basil.33



ADEST quoque huic opinioni ratio valde probabilis. Si enim homini in Paradiso habitanti datum est a Deo imperium in omnes animantes, non est dubitandum quin fuerint in Paradiso animalia in quae posset imperium suum exercere. Eva quoque in Paradiso, si nec serpentem nec ullum aliud animal vidisset, profecto aspectu serpentis et sermone, tanquam re prius insolita, commota fuisset, nec tam secure ac familiariter sermonem cum eo miscuisset. Adiice et illud: si non fuissent animalia in Paradiso, qui eo loco fuissent homines privati essent multis nec exiguis voluptatibus quas ex variis animantibus capimus, nec absolutam animalium scientiam (non sine certis eorum experimentis parabilem) potuissent consequi. Aiunt illi hoc nusquam tradi a Mose; at enim sat est id esse consequens atque congruens aliis a Mose traditis: quanquam nec hoc non indicavit Moses cum dixit omnia animalia ducta esse ad Adamum in Paradiso versantem, ut is nomina eis imponeret—nisi forte iuvet fingere ea, nominibus acceptis, protinus omnia e Paradiso excessisse. Insistunt praeterea nos urgere, si fuissent animalia in Paradiso, fore ut ea servata essent ex illo generali diluvii exitio. Sed non est id necessario consequens: nam vel una cum Adamo eiecta sunt ex Paradiso, vel (quia Paradisum diluvio destructum existimamus) simul etiam illa, si quae in Paradiso usque ad id temporis remanserant, interierunt.
There is also for this opinion a very probable reason. For if to man dwelling in Paradise dominion over all animals was given by God, it is not to be doubted that there were animals in Paradise over which he could exercise his dominion. Eve too, in Paradise, if she had seen neither the serpent nor any other animal, would surely have been startled by the sight and speech of the serpent as by a thing before unusual, and would not have so securely and familiarly mingled speech with it. Add this also: if there had been no animals in Paradise, the men who were in that place would have been deprived of the many and not slight pleasures which we take from various animals, nor could they have attained the complete knowledge of animals (acquirable not without certain experiments of them). They say this is nowhere handed down by Moses; but it is enough that it is consequent upon and congruous with the other things handed down by Moses: although Moses did not fail to indicate even this, when he said that all the animals were led to Adam, dwelling in Paradise, that he might impose names on them—unless perhaps it pleases anyone to imagine that they, the names having been received, all immediately departed from Paradise. They press further to urge against us that, if there had been animals in Paradise, it would follow that they were preserved from that general destruction of the flood. But that is not necessarily consequent: for either they were cast out together with Adam from Paradise, or (because we hold Paradise was destroyed by the flood) those also, if any had remained in Paradise up to that time, perished along with it.34
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	The fifth question of the disputation: whether the terrestrial Paradise still exists today. ↩
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	Marginal glosses: "Expenditur Iustini et Irenaei sententia"; "Augustinus lib. 2 contra Pelagium et Celestium ca. 23"; "Excutitur locus Lucae ca. 23." Pererius weighs Justin and Irenaeus: venerable as martyrs, but their teaching on Paradise carries little weight—partly uncertain, partly Church-condemned, partly contrary to Scripture. (a) Enoch and Elijah dwelling there is uncertain (per Augustine). (b) Their view that Paradise preserves all just souls until Judgment Day is rejected by all Catholic theologians and was **condemned at the Council of Florence.** (c) Their reading of "Today you will be with me in paradise" (Luke 23) as the terrestrial paradise is excluded by "Today": Christ's soul descended that day to the underworld (the "heart of the earth," near its center) and did not ascend before the third-day resurrection. (d) Their view that Paul's paradise (2 Cor 12) was the terrestrial one is refuted by Paul's own words—he was caught up "to paradise and the third heaven," so it was heavenly, not earthly. ↩
	Pererius presses on Irenaeus's appeal to the Asian presbyters (disciples of the Apostles): their report is no guaranteed dogma—Irenaeus himself reports they taught things false and contrary to Scripture. He cites the **Chiliast (millenarian) error**, sown chiefly by these presbyters, and Irenaeus's own claim (Adv. haer. 3.36) that **Christ lived nearly fifty years on earth**—proved by the same presbyters' alleged apostolic tradition—an opinion far from the truth and contrary to Church history and the Gospel. Continues onto next page (catchword "cae"). ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Multa quae ad hanc quaestionem pertinent latius et diligentius infra lib. 7 in ultima Disputatione, quae est de Translatione Henoch, quaest. 7, ab Auctore disputantur." (Cross-ref also to Pererius's own Commentaries on Daniel, bk. 11, q. 7, on Christ's age.) Reply to the Doctors cited against him: (1) they followed earlier authorities in good faith; (2) they affirmed a present Paradise only because they believed Enoch and Elijah dwell there—an obscure, non-faith matter (per Augustine). None held it as certain or de fide, nor condemned the contrary as heretical/rash. **Aquinas** himself hedges ("as it is said," "as it is believed") and (Summa I q.103 a.2; II-II q.64 a.2; III q.49 a.2) teaches Paradise, though uninhabited, is not in vain—saying nothing of Enoch and Elijah. So Pererius's view is probable enough, not lessened by its novelty or rarity, and may be taught as probable until a wider consensus confirms it. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Obiectio ex verbis S. Augustini." One last scruple: Augustine (Contra Pelagium et Celestium 2.23) seems to say the Christian faith holds beyond doubt that Paradise now exists. Pererius quotes him in full (block-quote following). ↩
	Block quotation of Augustine (Contra Pelagium et Celestium 2.23): some questions can be left open without harm to the faith—e.g. what or where Paradise is (the faith does not doubt it *exists*, but its quality/location is open), or where Enoch and Elijah now are (uncertain, though they certainly live in their natural bodies). The pivot is that Augustine affirms only that Paradise *exists* (i.e. was a real place), not that it survives now—Pererius's reply turns on this. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Diluitur obiectio." Reply to the scruple: Augustine meant only that Moses's Paradise is a real corporeal, visible, terrestrial place—**not** (against Origen and others) a merely spiritual/mystical allegory. He did **not** say the faith requires holding that Paradise still exists now. For where does the faith teach that? (A series of rhetorical "is it because..." rebuttals begins.) Continues onto next page (catchword "est"; signature Q2). ↩
	Pererius tests each ground on which the faith might be thought to require a present Paradise, and rebuts all five: (1) the belief that Enoch and Elijah dwell there—Augustine himself makes it doubtful; (2) Ecclus 44—**the Greek lacks the word "Paradise,"** and the word is general anyway; (3) deduction from Scripture—the contrary is rather deducible; (4) a Church decree—it was never defined, and is not a faith-matter; (5) the multitude of authors—shown to carry little weight. ↩
	**Verdict on Question V:** whether Paradise now exists is a question that may be argued either way without prejudice to faith—but Pererius finds it far most probable that **the terrestrial Paradise, destroyed by the general flood, no longer exists.** The most learned of his age approve it; he names **Cornelius Jansen (the Elder), Bishop of Ghent** (d. 1576), who defended it in his commentary on ch. 143 of the *Concordia Evangelica* (the Gospel Harmony). This closes the questions on "God had planted a Paradise of pleasure from the beginning" (Gen 2:8); the commentary now resumes interpreting Moses's text on Paradise (Gen 2:9). ↩
	Scripture lemma heading: Genesis 2:9, the verse Pererius now expounds, set off as a centered head with the side-reference "GENES. CAP. 2. VERS. 9." ↩
	Opening of the Gen 2:9 exposition: Paradise's loveliness, beauty, magnificence, and abundance of all desirable goods was incomparable and—but for Scripture—incredible; Moses only adumbrated it in few words. Fuller treatments: Basil (oration *On Paradise*), Augustine (*City of God* bk. 14), John Damascene (*On the Orthodox Faith* bk. 2 ch. 11). Paradise's excellence lies chiefly in three things—the sky/air, the waters, and the soil. Continues onto next page (catchword "in ipso"). ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Triplex praestantia Paradisi, ex caelo, aquis, et terra." Paradise's threefold excellence elaborated: (1) **Sky/air**—supreme wholesomeness, a most pleasant evenness, a perpetual spring (the seasons varied pleasure rather than diminishing it); great serenity, a favorable aspect of sky and stars. (2) **Waters**—a vast, wondrously clear abundance, sweet and wholesome to drink, teeming with fish. (Among Sodom's praises before its overthrow, Gen 13 notes it was watered by the Jordan "like the Paradise of the Lord.") (3) **Soil**—everywhere most fertile, bringing forth all things spontaneously (yet not without cultivation), nothing harmful or useless, but filling every sense with delight: taste (sweet flavors), smell (fragrant herbs/flowers), sight (colors and forms), hearing (breezes and birdsong). Food was abundant, wholesome, and easy to get. In a word, nothing desirable to man was lacking—so Damascene called Paradise "the storehouse of all joy and pleasure, exceeding the understanding of all sensible beauty." ↩
	Pererius weighs Gen 2:9. **One reading** takes "fair to behold and sweet to eat" conjointly—so all Paradise's trees were both, leaving no place for fruitless (non-fruit-bearing) trees. Their reasons: fruitless trees now serve fragile mortal life (warming, cooking, building, medicine), but innocent man needed none of this; and God said "Eat of every tree of Paradise" (Gen 2:16), so every tree was fruit-bearing and edible. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Fuisse in Paradiso arbores etiam quarum fructus non pertinebant ad cibum hominis." **Pererius dissents:** Moses plainly teaches Paradise had *every* kind of tree—both those pleasing to sight and those for food. Otherwise the **fig** (a homely tree but sweetest fruit) would be excluded, and Paradise would lack the things that most delight men and please eye as much as smell—**roses, violets, and lilies.** And if no non-food tree existed there, how, in the state of innocence, would the perfect knowledge of such trees (gathered through the senses and many experiments) [be acquired]... Continues onto next page (catchword "colli"; signature Q3). ↩
	Continuation (from p.309) finishing Pererius's argument that Paradise had non-food trees: otherwise men could not have gained the empirical knowledge of such trees. Confirmed by Ezekiel 31, which numbers fruitless, inedible trees (cedars, firs) among Paradise's trees. And God's "Eat of every tree of Paradise" (Gen 2:16) means every tree *fit for eating*—as Paul's "feed on every creature with thanksgiving" (1 Tim 4) means every creature that is food. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "An intra Paradisum fuerint animalia." A new question: were there animals in Paradise? **Damascene** (de Fide orth. 2.11) denies it—man alone of animals dwelt there. The case for denial: affirm of Paradise only what Scripture says, and Scripture names its trees, rivers, and man, but no animals; had animals been there they would have escaped the flood (against Gen 7, where all land animals perished); and why stock the ark from every species if Paradise's animals could have restocked the world? **Tostatus** (Gen 13 qq. 87, 98, 113, 114) partly agrees, partly disagrees with Damascene. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Auctoris sententia." **Pererius's own view: it is more probable that there WERE animals in Paradise.** Authorities: Josephus (Antiquities bk. 1); Basil (Oration on Paradise); Augustine (City of God bk. 4 [sic; the Paradise material is in bk. 14], ch. 11)—the other animals were in Paradise with the first humans, harmless and subject to them; and Damascene himself, in the chapter just before the one cited for denial. The Damascene quotation follows. ↩
	Block quotation of John Damascene (de Fide orthodoxa 2.10): before the Fall all animals were subject and obedient to man, whom God had made their Prince and Lord; the serpent was the most familiar, fawning on man with gentle motions—wherefore the devil used it especially to instill poison into our first parents. (The clause "ad malum obedientia" is printed thus; rendered "obedient even toward evil.") ↩
	Pererius introduces a second block quotation, from Basil's oration On Paradise. ↩
	Block quotation of Basil (oration On Paradise): Paradise held all kinds of birds delighting man by color and song, and tame animals living peacefully and obedient to man, who heard and spoke intelligibly among themselves; and the serpent was not then dreadful but mild, walking erect on feet rather than crawling. (A vivid patristic picture of the prelapsarian animal world; the upright serpent is a traditional motif.) ↩
	A strongly probable reason for animals in Paradise: God gave Paradise-dwelling man dominion over all animals, so there were animals to rule. Also, had Eve seen no animal, the serpent's sight and speech would have startled her, not been met so familiarly. And without animals men would have lacked the pleasures and the complete (empirical) knowledge of animals. **Objection:** Moses nowhere reports it. **Reply:** it follows from what he reports—indeed he indicated it when the animals were brought to Adam in Paradise to be named (unless one pretends they all left at once after naming). **Objection:** then they would have escaped the flood. **Reply:** not necessarily—either cast out with Adam, or perished with Paradise (which Pererius holds the flood destroyed). ↩




DISPUTATION. On the tree of life

LatineEnglish


DISPUTATION. On the tree of life.1
DISPUTATIO. De arbore vitae.



GENESIS 2, verse 9. — The Lord God also brought forth the tree of life in the midst of Paradise.2
GEN. 2. VERS. 9. — Produxit etiam Dominus Deus lignum vitae in medio Paradisi.



HEBRAICE ad verbum est Lignum vitarum, in quo duplex est Hebraismus: nam et vitarum dictum est pro Vita, et rursus Lignum vitae, consuetudine linguae Hebraeae quae caret adiectivis, positum est pro lignum vitale seu vivificum—scilicet quod miram haberet vim atque naturam non solum ad vitam hominis conservandam, sed etiam perpetuandam et velut quodam immortalitatis genere donandam. Lignum quoque pro arbore positum est. Sed qui curiose mysteria undecumque (etiam ubi nulla sunt) eruere student, lignum vitarum non sine magna ratione dictum putant: varias autem ipsi eius appellationis rationes afferunt. Prima ratio, quia longissimam homini vitam tri[bueret]...
In Hebrew it is, word for word, Tree of lives; in which there is a double Hebraism: for "of lives" is said for "life," and again "tree of life," by the custom of the Hebrew tongue (which lacks adjectives), is put for "vital" or "life-giving tree"—namely, one which would have a wondrous power and nature not only for preserving man's life, but even for perpetuating it and bestowing it, as it were, with a certain kind of immortality. "Wood" (lignum) too is put for "tree." But those who are curiously eager to dig out mysteries from everywhere (even where there are none) think "tree of lives" was said not without great reason: and they bring forward various reasons for that name. The first reason, because it would bestow on man the longest life [of all]...3



...[quia longissimam homini vitam tri]bueret, et quod una instar esset multarum vitarum quas nunc homines agunt. Longissima enim vita hominis nunc est centum circiter annorum; ac fructus illius arboris vitae potens fuisset producendi vitam hominis, verbi gratia, ad tria vel quatuor millia annorum, quod tempus quadraginta nostrates vitas continet: merito igitur appellatum est lignum vitarum. Secunda ratio, quia fructus illius arboris tres hominis vitas (vegetativam dico, sensitivam et intellectivam) integre ac perfecte in suo quamque virore ac vigore conservabat. Tertia ratio, quia non uni tantum Adamo sed omnibus eius posteris (si quidem status ille innocentiae stetisset) vitam illam immortalem suppeditasset. Quarta ratio, quia dupliciter fovebat et sustinebat vitam hominis: tum quia consumptum humorem naturalem vi caloris fructus illius arboris resarciebat ac reficiebat (idque erat illi commune cum fructibus aliarum Paradisi arborum); tum quia (et hoc proprium erat illius arboris) humorem naturalem imminutum ac deperditum redintegrabat pari puritate et synceritate ei quam prius habuerat etiam in ortu hominis: ipsum etiam calorem naturalem ita corroborabat, ut etiam si continenter agendo (ut fit) nonnihil pateretur, beneficio tamen illius cibi ita confirmabatur ut nunquam debilitatus flaccesceret, unde senectus nascitur et qui senectutem comitantur complures defectus naturales. Quinta ratio, duobus modis dicitur vita: nam ipsum esse in viventibus dicitur vivere, non esse autem mori; praeterea vero ipsum esse, vacuum tamen molestiis et doloribus et cum tranquillitate ac voluptate coniunctum, proprie appellatur vivere; ex adverso autem vivere in miseriis et doloribus mors dicitur, sicut vita eorum qui sunt in inferno in sacris litteris mors appellatur. Ergo vocabatur lignum vitarum, quia non solum praestabat homini vitam longissimam, sed etiam quietissimam, iucundissimam, omniumque malorum expertem. Haec si tam placuerint lectoribus quam auctoribus eorum placuerunt, non fuit fortasse nullum operae pretium ea prodidisse.
...because it would bestow on man the longest life, and because one [life from it] would be as it were equal to many of the lives which men now lead. For the longest life of man is now about a hundred years; but the fruit of that tree of life would have been capable of prolonging man's life, for example, to three or four thousand years, which span contains forty of our lifetimes: rightly, therefore, was it called the tree of lives. The second reason, because the fruit of that tree preserved the three lives of man (the vegetative, I mean, the sensitive, and the intellective) wholly and perfectly, each in its own greenness and vigor. The third reason, because it would have supplied that immortal life not to Adam alone, but to all his posterity, if indeed that state of innocence had stood. The fourth reason, because it cherished and sustained man's life in two ways: both because the fruit of that tree repaired and restored the natural moisture consumed by the force of heat (and this it had in common with the fruits of the other trees of Paradise); and because (and this was proper to that tree) it restored the diminished and lost natural moisture to an equal purity and integrity with that which it had had before, even at man's birth: it also so strengthened the natural heat itself that, even if by acting continuously (as happens) it suffered somewhat, yet by the benefit of that food it was so confirmed that it never grew weak and flagged—whence old age is born, and the many natural defects which accompany old age. The fifth reason: life is spoken of in two ways: for in living things being itself is called living, and not-being, dying; but moreover being itself, free however from troubles and pains and joined with tranquility and pleasure, is properly called living; on the contrary, to live in miseries and pains is called death, just as the life of those who are in hell is called death in the sacred writings. Therefore it was called the tree of lives, because it gave man not only the longest life, but also the most quiet, the most delightful, and free of all evils. If these things please readers as much as they pleased their authors, it was perhaps not without some worth to have reported them.4



ILLUD autem quod inquit Moses, Arborem fuisse in medio Paradisi, vel est Hebraismus significans eam arborem in solo Paradiso, extra illum autem nusquam alibi fuisse (nam habitare in medio populi vel civitatis vel aliquorum, secundum phrasim Scripturae, significat habitare inter cives seu populares aut inter aliquos); vel significat eius arboris dignitatem et excellentiam, inter omnes Paradisi arbores principatum obtinentis; vel denique significat eam arborem fuisse in meditullio Paradisi, quod terra eius loci aut excelsior aut felicioris esset fertilitatis, et quo undique ab omnibus commodius adiri posset. Sed illud In medio Paradisi non est accipiendum de medio Mathematico, sed physico vel morali: non enim sola arbor vitae erat in medio Paradisi, sed etiam arbor scientiae boni et mali; duae autem arbores non potuissent esse in eodem medio loco, subtili[tate mathematica designato]...
But that which Moses says, that the tree was in the midst of Paradise, either is a Hebraism signifying that the tree was in the soil of Paradise alone, and nowhere else outside it (for to dwell in the midst of a people, or a city, or of some persons, according to the phrasing of Scripture, signifies to dwell among the citizens or fellow-countrymen, or among some persons); or it signifies the dignity and excellence of that tree, holding the chief place among all the trees of Paradise; or finally it signifies that the tree was in the very middle of Paradise, because the soil of that place was either higher, or of happier fertility, and to which it could be more conveniently approached from all sides by all. But that "in the midst of Paradise" is not to be taken of the Mathematical middle, but the physical or moral: for not the tree of life alone was in the midst of Paradise, but also the tree of the knowledge of good and evil; and two trees could not have been in the same middle place, designated [and defined] by mathematical [precision]...5



...[in eodem medio loco] subtilitate mathematica designato ac definito. Ceterum, quoniam haec arbor vitae multas habet quaestiones multaque dicta mira et explicatu difficilia, deinceps singulas quaestiones enucleate ac subtiliter explicabimus.
...in the same middle place designated and defined by mathematical precision. But, since this tree of life has many questions, and many statements that are wondrous and difficult to explain, we shall next expound the individual questions clearly and subtly.6



Translator’s notes
	A new disputation begins: On the Tree of Life. It will be subdivided into numbered QUAESTIONES. ↩
	Scripture lemma for the disputation: the clause of Gen 2:9 on the tree of life ("in the midst of Paradise"), set off as a centered head with the side-reference "GEN. 2. VERS. 9." ↩
	On the Hebrew: literally "Tree of lives" (Lignum vitarum), with a double Hebraism—the plural "lives" for "life," and "tree of life" (Hebrew lacking adjectives) for "life-giving/vivifying tree," one with wondrous power to preserve, perpetuate, and grant a kind of immortality to man's life; "lignum" (wood) also stands for "tree." Those eager to find mysteries everywhere give various reasons for the plural name "tree of lives" (five reasons follow). Continues onto next page (catchword "bueret"). ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Cur Hebraice dictum sit Lignum vitarum." The five reasons for the plural "tree of lives": (1) it gives the longest life—one life worth many of ours (man's max now ~100 yrs; its fruit could reach 3,000–4,000 yrs, = 40 lifetimes). (2) Its fruit preserved man's three "lives"—vegetative, sensitive, intellective—each in full vigor. (3) It would supply immortal life not to Adam only but to all posterity, had innocence stood. (4) It sustained life doubly: repairing natural moisture consumed by heat (shared with other Paradise fruits), and—uniquely—restoring lost moisture to its original purity and so fortifying the natural heat that man never declined into the decay that breeds old age and its defects. (5) "Life" = bare being (vs. death), but properly = being free of trouble and joined with tranquility/pleasure (life in misery is called "death," as the damned's life is in Scripture); so "tree of lives" because it gave the longest, most peaceful, most delightful, evil-free life. A wry close: if these please readers as they pleased their authors, perhaps it was worth reporting. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Quomodo intelligendum sit, arborem vitae fuisse in medio Paradisi." On "in the midst of Paradise": three possible senses—(a) a Hebraism meaning the tree was in Paradise's soil alone (as "in the midst of a people" = among them); (b) the tree's dignity, holding the chief place among Paradise's trees; (c) literally Paradise's center, the soil there being higher/more fertile and accessible from all sides. But "in the midst" means not the *mathematical* center but the physical or moral one—since both the tree of life AND the tree of knowledge were "in the midst," and two trees could not share one mathematically-defined center. Continues onto next page (catchword "subtili"). ↩
	Conclusion of the "in the midst" point, and transition: because the tree of life raises many hard questions, Pererius will now take them up one by one as numbered QUAESTIONES. ↩




QUESTION I. Whether the tree of life was like the other trees—that is, corporeal and terrestrial—or whether it was something intelligible and spiritual

LatineEnglish


QUESTION I. Whether the tree of life was like the other trees—that is, corporeal and terrestrial—or whether it was something intelligible and spiritual.1
QUAESTIO I. An arbor vitae fuerit ceterarum arborum similis, hoc est corporea et terrestris; an vero fuerit quippiam intelligibile et spirituale.



ARISTOTELES in lib. 3 Metaphysicorum textu 15 dissimulanter irridens Hesiodum aliosque veteres poëtas (ipse vocat Theologos), a quibus proditum erat Deos qui non gustarent nectar et ambrosiam esse mortales, qui autem illis alerentur immortales esse, hoc refellit eo argumento: quod vel utebantur ambrosia et nectare voluptatis tantum causa, vel etiam necessitatis; si solius voluptatis causa, non igitur illud alimentum praebebat eis immortalitatem; sin autem necessitatis, non futuri sine eo cibo immortales, id esse dicit de numero eorum quae fieri non possunt: nam quod cibo indiget, suapte natura solubile et mortale est; quod autem huiusmodi est, nulla ratione indissolubile atque immortale effici potest. Sic ibi Aristoteles, qui similia profecto de arbore vitae dixisset, si Fidei lumen ei affulsisset.
Aristotle, in book 3 of the Metaphysics, text 15, dissemblingly mocking Hesiod and the other ancient poets (he himself calls them Theologians), by whom it had been reported that the gods who did not taste nectar and ambrosia were mortal, but those who were nourished by them were immortal, refutes this by this argument: that they used ambrosia and nectar either only for the sake of pleasure, or also of necessity; if for the sake of pleasure alone, then that food did not afford them immortality; but if of necessity—not going to be immortal without that food—he says that this is among the number of those things which cannot happen: for what needs food is by its own nature dissoluble and mortal; but what is of this kind can by no means be made indissoluble and immortal. So Aristotle there, who would assuredly have said the like about the tree of life, if the light of Faith had shone upon him.2



NONNULLI de nostris (ut Origenes, et quos supra allegoricos paradisi Interpretes nominavimus) partim quo se facilius ex omnibus difficultatum tricis expedirent, partim rati donum immortalis vitae nullius terrestris et corporeae arboris effectum esse posse, ea quae Moses de arbore vitae scripsit putaverunt ipsi non proprie et historice (ut ipsa verba sonant) sed figurate, secundum sensum mysticum et allegoricum esse intelligenda. Verum quidnam oporteat intelligere per arborem illam vitae varie interpretantur. Quidam exponunt divinam Sapientiam, quippe Salomon Proverb. 3 vocat eam Lignum vitae iis qui apprehendunt eam. Alii Christum Dominum, ipse enim dicitur Panis vitae, Fons vitae, et Lignum vitae. Quidam vero etiam caelestem felicitatem, de qua Ioannes in Apocalypsi cap. 2 ait, Vincenti dabo edere de ligno vitae, quod est in Paradiso Dei mei. Similia scribit idem Ioannes eiusdem libri cap. 22. Augustinus Eugubinus in sua Cosmopoeia per arborem vitae symbolice significatam esse putat immortalitatem, quam Deus ceu praemium Adamo promiserat si praeceptis eius obtemperasset. Lata enim illa lege ne ederet de arbore scientiae boni et mali, interminatus est eam violanti mortem, ut metu tantae poenae a transgressione deterreretur; simul etiam observanti legem pollicitus immortalitatem, ut ad eam custodiendam, tanto proposito bono, vehementius commoveretur.
Some of our own (as Origen, and those whom above we named the allegorical Interpreters of paradise), partly that they might more easily extricate themselves from all the tangles of difficulties, partly judging that the gift of immortal life could be the effect of no terrestrial and corporeal tree, thought that the things which Moses wrote about the tree of life are to be understood by them not properly and historically (as the words themselves sound), but figuratively, according to the mystical and allegorical sense. But what, indeed, ought to be understood by that tree of life, they interpret variously. Some expound it as divine Wisdom, since Solomon, Proverbs 3, calls it a Tree of life to those who lay hold of it. Others, Christ the Lord, for He is called the Bread of life, the Fountain of life, and the Tree of life. Some, however, even heavenly happiness, of which John in the Apocalypse, chapter 2, says, To him that overcomes I will give to eat of the tree of life, which is in the Paradise of my God. The same John writes the like in chapter 22 of the same book. Augustinus Eugubinus, in his Cosmopoeia, thinks that by the tree of life is symbolically signified the immortality which God had promised to Adam as a reward, if he had obeyed His precepts. For, having laid down that law that he should not eat of the tree of the knowledge of good and evil, He threatened death to the one violating it, that he might be deterred from transgression by the fear of so great a penalty; and at the same time, promising immortality to the one observing the law, that he might be more vehemently moved to keep it, by so great a proposed good.3



VERUM enim vero ista, ut non aspernandam habent intelligentiam allegoricam, sic a germano et historico sensu sunt remotissima. Non enim in dubium verti debet arborem vitae fuisse veram et naturalem arborem, eiusque vim et effectum fuisse ab omni corruptione corporis ipsaque morte hominem servare. Etenim hoc liquido cernitur ex Mosaica narratione, quae tota est historica: ait enim Deum produxisse ex humo omne lignum visu pulchrum et ad vescendum suave, subditque, Lignum etiam vitae in medio Paradisi. Illa autem particula Etiam indicat arborem vitae fuisse ex humo procreatam et naturalem arborem non secus atque alias omnes paradisi arbores. Moses item ostendit fructum illius arboris potuisse ab homine comedi, quinimo in usus hominis esse comparatum. Quamobrem, ne fructum eius arboris homo etiam post peccatum comedens immortalitatem consequeretur, aditum ad eam arborem omnino fuisse ei a Deo interclusum: quo satis apparet nomine illius arboris nec divinam Sapientiam nec Christum dominum posse intelligi; non enim haec post peccatum adempta sunt homini, nec est ipsi ad ista adeundi et perveniendi potestas ablata.
But indeed those interpretations, though they have an allegorical meaning not to be despised, are nevertheless most remote from the genuine and historical sense. For it ought not to be called into doubt that the tree of life was a true and natural tree, and that its power and effect was to preserve man from all corruption of the body and from death itself. For this is clearly discerned from the Mosaic narrative, which is wholly historical: for he says that God brought forth from the soil every tree fair to sight and sweet to eat, and adds, The tree of life also in the midst of Paradise. And that particle Also indicates that the tree of life was procreated from the soil, and was a natural tree no otherwise than all the other trees of paradise. Moses likewise shows that the fruit of that tree could be eaten by man—nay rather, was provided for man's use. Wherefore, lest man, eating the fruit of that tree even after sin, should attain immortality, access to that tree was entirely closed off to him by God: from which it appears sufficiently that by the name of that tree neither divine Wisdom nor Christ the Lord can be understood; for these were not taken away from man after sin, nor was the power of approaching and reaching them removed from him.4



PONAM hoc loco luculentissimam Augustini sententiam ex libro eius de Civitate Dei 13 et cap. 21, quo loco exponit quae tradit Moses de Paradiso et arbore vitae, quemadmodum et alii fuerint interpretati, et ipse putet esse intelligenda. Verba eius ita se habent:
I will set down in this place a most lucid opinion of Augustine from his book On the City of God, 13 and chapter 21, in which place he expounds the things which Moses hands down about Paradise and the tree of life, in what manner others also have interpreted them, and how he himself thinks they are to be understood. His words are as follows:5



Nonnulli totum illum paradisum, ubi primi homines fuisse narrantur, ad intelligibilia referunt, arboresque illas et ligna fructifera in virtutes vitae moresque convertunt: tanquam visibilia et corporalia illa non fuerint, sed intelligibilium significandorum causa eo modo dicta vel scripta sint. Quasi propterea non potuerit esse paradisus corporalis, quia potest etiam spiritualis intelligi: tanquam ideo non fuerint duae mulieres Agar et Sara, et ex illis duo filii Abrahae, unus de ancilla alius de libera, quia duo testamenta in eis figurata dicit Apostolus. Nemo itaque prohibet intelligi paradisum vitam beatorum; quatuor eius flumina, quatuor virtutes, Prudentiam, Fortitudinem, Temperantiam atque Iustitiam; et ligna eius, omnes utiles disciplinas; et lignorum fructus, mores piorum; et lignum vitae, ipsam bonorum omnium matrem Sapientiam; lignum scientiae boni et mali, transgressi mandati experimentum. Possunt haec etiam in Ecclesia intelligi, ut ea melius accipiamus tanquam prophetica indicia praecedentia futurorum: Paradisum scilicet ipsam Ecclesiam, sicut de illa legitur in Cantico canticorum; quatuor autem paradisi flumina, quatuor Evangelia; ligna fructifera, sanctos; fructus autem eorum, opera eorum; lignum vitae, sanctum sanctorum, utique Christum; lignum scientiae boni et mali, proprium voluntatis arbitrium. Haec et si qua alia commodius dici possunt de intelligendo spiritualiter paradiso, nemine prohibente dicantur, dum tamen et illius historiae veritas, fidelissima rerum gestarum narratione commendata, credatur. Haec Augustinus.
"Some refer that whole paradise, where the first men are narrated to have been, to intelligible things, and turn those trees and fruit-bearing woods into virtues and modes of life: as though those things were not visible and corporeal, but were spoken or written in that way for the sake of signifying intelligible things. As if paradise could not be corporeal for this reason—because it can also be understood spiritually: just as the two women Agar and Sara, and from them the two sons of Abraham (one of the bondwoman, the other of the free), were not real for this reason, that the Apostle says two testaments are figured in them. No one, then, forbids paradise to be understood as the life of the blessed; its four rivers, the four virtues—Prudence, Fortitude, Temperance, and Justice; and its trees, all useful disciplines; and the fruit of the trees, the morals of the pious; and the tree of life, Wisdom herself, the mother of all goods; the tree of the knowledge of good and evil, the experience of the transgressed commandment. These things can also be understood in the Church, so that we may take them better as prophetic signs preceding things to come: namely, paradise as the Church herself, as is read of her in the Song of Songs; the four rivers of paradise, the four Gospels; the fruit-bearing trees, the saints; their fruit, their works; the tree of life, the holy of holies, namely Christ; the tree of the knowledge of good and evil, the proper choice of the will. These things, and whatever else can more aptly be said about understanding paradise spiritually, may be said with no one forbidding, provided that the truth of that history also, commended by a most faithful narration of the things done, be believed." Thus Augustine.6



Translator’s notes
	The first question of the disputation on the tree of life: was it a real corporeal, earthly tree, or something intelligible and spiritual (i.e. allegorical)? ↩
	Pererius opens with **Aristotle** (Metaphysics bk. 3 [B], text 15) mocking Hesiod and the old poets (his "theologians") who said gods are mortal/immortal according as they lack or feed on nectar and ambrosia. Aristotle's dilemma: the gods take that food either for pleasure or from necessity—if for pleasure, it confers no immortality; if from necessity (not immortal without it), that is impossible, since what needs food is by nature dissoluble and mortal, and cannot be made immortal. Pererius: Aristotle would have said the same of the tree of life, had the light of Faith reached him—framing the philosophical objection the question must answer. ↩
	The allegorical camp: **Origen** and the allegorical interpreters (named earlier) held Moses's words on the tree of life are to be taken not literally/historically but mystically—partly to escape the difficulties, partly because no earthly tree could confer immortal life. Their varied readings of "the tree of life": (a) **divine Wisdom** (Prov 3:18, "a tree of life to those who lay hold of it"); (b) **Christ** (Bread of life, Fountain of life, Tree of life); (c) **heavenly happiness** (Rev 2:7, "to him that overcomes I will give to eat of the tree of life, which is in the Paradise of my God"; cf. Rev 22). **Augustinus Steuchus of Gubbio** (Eugubinus), in his *Cosmopoeia*, takes it as symbolizing the immortality God promised Adam as reward for obedience—the prohibition on the tree of knowledge being backed by the threat of death and the promise of immortality. Breaks here (catchword "VERUM"; signature R; page-foot "Comm. in Gen. Tom. 1"). Resume PDF 355 with "VERUM..." — Pererius's own rebuttal of the allegorists. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Arborem vitae fuisse veram et terrestrem arborem." **Pererius's rebuttal of the allegorists:** the allegorical readings, though valid, are far from the literal/historical sense, which must stand—the tree of life was a true, natural tree whose power was to preserve man from bodily corruption and death. Proof from Moses's wholly historical text: the word "ALSO" ("the tree of life *also* in the midst") shows it grew from the soil like the other trees; its fruit could be eaten and was for man's use; and God *closed off access* to it after sin lest man eat and become immortal—which proves it cannot mean divine Wisdom or Christ (neither of which was taken from man after sin). ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Egregia S. Augustini sententia de veritate arboris vitae." Pererius introduces a long block quotation from Augustine, City of God 13.21, on how the Paradise narrative may be read allegorically yet must be held literally true. The quotation follows. ↩
	Block quotation of Augustine, City of God 13.21. Augustine catalogues two allegorical schemes—(1) paradise = the blessed life: the four rivers = the four cardinal virtues (Prudence, Fortitude, Temperance, Justice), the trees = useful disciplines, the tree of life = Wisdom (mother of all goods), the tree of knowledge = the experience of transgression; (2) paradise = the Church (Song of Songs): the four rivers = the four Gospels, the trees = saints, the fruit = their works, the tree of life = Christ the holy of holies, the tree of knowledge = free will. But he insists these allegories are permissible only **provided the literal historical truth is also believed.** This is precisely Pererius's hermeneutic—allegory built upon, never replacing, the literal sense. ↩




QUESTION II. Whether the tree of life was of the same species as, and similar to, some one of our trees

LatineEnglish


QUESTION II. Whether the tree of life was of the same species as, and similar to, some one of our trees.1
QUAESTIO II. An arbor vitae fuerit eiusdem speciei, et similis alicui nostrarum arborum.



NODATIO huius quaestionis pendet ex alterius quaestionis paulo infra tractandae explicatione: an vis illa et potentia arboris vitae servandi hominem ab interitu et faciendi quodammodo immortalem fuerit ei supernaturalis (hoc est, non ex natura eius proveniens, sed extrinsecus Dei munere ei concessa), an vero fuerit naturalis, ex intimis eius arboris principiis et ex naturali eius constitutione existens eique naturaliter inhaerens. Nam si vis illa et admirandus ille effectus erat supernaturalis, nihil prohibet eam arborem fuisse similem aliarum: potuit enim Deus effectum illum supernaturalem per quamlibet arborem, vel ficum vel pyrum vel prunum, operari; quoniam princeps causa efficiens et operans illum effectum non erat vel natura vel naturalis aliqua proprietas alicuius arboris, sed erat divina potestas assistens arbori vel per arborem sic operans. Non enim quia umbra praetereuntis Petri sanabat aegrotos, ideo illa differebat specie ab umbris aliorum hominum; aut quia semicinctia et sudariola Pauli propulsabant morbos et daemones ab hominibus, idcirco diversam aliis cingulis et sudariis speciem habebant; nec quia Baptismi aqua eluit animi sordes, propterea specie distingui ab aliis omnibus aquis censenda est.
The knot of this question depends on the explication of another question, to be treated a little below: whether that force and power of the tree of life, of preserving man from destruction and making him in a way immortal, was supernatural to it (that is, not proceeding from its nature, but granted to it from without by the gift of God), or whether it was natural, existing from the inmost principles of that tree and from its natural constitution, and inhering in it naturally. For if that force and that wondrous effect was supernatural, nothing prevents that tree from having been similar to the others: for God could have worked that supernatural effect through any tree whatever—whether fig or pear or plum—since the chief efficient and operating cause of that effect was not the nature or any natural property of some tree, but was the divine power assisting the tree, or so working through the tree. For not because the shadow of the passing Peter healed the sick did that shadow differ in species from the shadows of other men; nor because the kerchiefs and aprons of Paul drove off diseases and demons from men did they have a species different from other girdles and cloths; nor, because the water of Baptism washes away the filth of the soul, is it to be reckoned distinguished in species from all other waters.2



SIN autem illa vis et effectus arboris vitae naturalis erat et ex propria eius arboris natura profluens, profecto existimare convenit eam arborem extra ordinem fuisse aliarum omnium arborum, nec cuiusquam earum natura et specie similem. Etenim diversa operatio et effectus naturalis arguunt diversam vim et potentiam efficientem; diversa vis efficiens arguit diversam naturam. Cum igitur admirandus ille effectus arboris vitae in nulla ceterarum arborum adhuc visus sit, concluditur arborem vitae omnium aliarum arborum fuisse dissimilem. Praeterea, virtus naturalis alicuius arboris in cunctis eiusdem speciei arboribus communiter inest, differens fortasse tantum secundum magis et minus: quae tamen differentia arboribus extranea et adventitia est, scilicet quae aut ex benigniori caelo aut ex fertiliori solo aut ex meliore hominis cultura eis contingit; eiusmodi autem differentia Paradisi arboribus, quae illa omnia habebant paria, inesse non poterat. Ergo, quia (tanquam probabilius infra dicturi sumus) virtutem et effectum illum arboris vitae fuisse naturalem, dicendum est nunc arborem illam fuisse singularem et talem qualis nulla eius speciei vel intra paradisum vel extra inveniretur.
But if that force and effect of the tree of life was natural and flowing from the proper nature of that tree, then it is surely fitting to judge that that tree was outside the order of all other trees, and similar to none of them in nature and species. For a diverse operation and natural effect argue a diverse efficient force and power; a diverse efficient force argues a diverse nature. Since, therefore, that wondrous effect of the tree of life has hitherto been seen in none of the other trees, it is concluded that the tree of life was dissimilar to all the other trees. Moreover, the natural power of some tree is commonly present in all trees of the same species, differing perhaps only according to more and less: which difference, however, is extraneous and adventitious to the trees, namely that which befalls them either from a kinder sky, or from a more fertile soil, or from better cultivation by man; but such a difference could not be present in the trees of Paradise, which had all those things equal. Therefore, because (as we shall say below as more probable) that power and effect of the tree of life was natural, it must now be said that that tree was singular, and such as none of its species would be found either within paradise or outside.3



ILLUD tamen dubitari posset, an Arbor vitae fuerit una duntaxat numero, an vero multae fuerint...
This, however, could be doubted: whether the Tree of life was only one in number, or whether there were many...4



...[an vero multae fuerint] eiusdem illius speciei, eiusdem potentiae ac effectus arbores. Tostatus in caput 13 Genesis qu. 163 negat fuisse plures una. Nam si fuissent, inquit, plures una, vel illae fuissent intra paradisum vel extra: non extra paradisum, sic enim potuisset homo post peccatum ex illis edens mortem effugere; frustra igitur tanta Deus custodia aditum paradisi praemunivisset—eo scilicet consilio, ut inquit Scriptura, ne in posterum homo fructum illius arboris comedens in aeternum viveret. Nec intra paradisum erant multae arbores vitae: tum quia ubicumque Moses loquitur de hac arbore vitae (loquitur autem non semel in secundo et tertio capite huius libri) semper eam vocat numero singulari, Arborem vitae; tum quod ait eam fuisse in medio Paradisi, quod in multis arboribus vere dici non potest. Satis autem erat una arbor vitae ad id propter quod erat instituta, hoc est, non in cibum quotidianum hominis ad eum alendum et nutriendum, sed comparata erat in modum medicinae seu cibi medicati adversus naturales defectus qui processu aetatis homini accidunt, et contra eorum defectuum terminum qui est mors: itaque fructum illius arboris bis aut ter in anno satis fuisset homini comedere.
...or whether there were many trees of that same species, of the same power and effect. Tostatus, on the 13th chapter of Genesis, question 163, denies that there were more than one. For if there had been more than one, he says, they would have been either within paradise or outside: not outside paradise, for thus man could, after sin, by eating from them have escaped death; in vain, therefore, would God have fortified the entrance of paradise with so great a guard—namely, with this purpose, as Scripture says, lest thereafter man, eating the fruit of that tree, should live forever. Nor were there many trees of life within paradise: both because, wherever Moses speaks of this tree of life (and he speaks of it more than once, in the second and third chapters of this book), he always calls it by the singular number, the Tree of life; and because he says it was in the midst of Paradise, which cannot truly be said of many trees. And one tree of life was enough for that for which it was instituted—that is, not for the daily food of man, to feed and nourish him, but it was provided in the manner of a medicine, or medicated food, against the natural defects which befall man with the advance of age, and against the terminus of those defects, which is death: and so it would have been enough for man to eat the fruit of that tree twice or thrice a year.5



MIHI, ut probabile est a Deo (casus et lapsus Adae praescio) unam duntaxat in paradiso arborem vitae esse procreatam (quid enim opus erat pluribus?), ita fit admodum credibile, si status ille felicissimus quem vocant innocentiae vel iustitiae originalis in omnibus Adae posteris perdurasset, numerosissime multiplicato genere humano pariter quoque multiplicatum iri arborem vitae: non enim tantae hominum multitudini unica arbor, ne ad usus quidem tantum medicinales, satis esse potuisset.
To me, as it is probable that by God (foreknowing the fall and lapse of Adam) only one tree of life was procreated in paradise (for what need was there of more?), so it becomes quite credible that, if that most happy state which they call of innocence or of original justice had endured in all the posterity of Adam, the tree of life would have been multiplied likewise, the human race being most numerously multiplied: for one single tree could not have been enough for so great a multitude of men, not even for medicinal uses alone.6



Translator’s notes
	The second question on the tree of life: was it the same species as, and similar to, one of our familiar trees—or a unique kind? ↩
	The question's knot depends on a later one: was the tree of life's power (to preserve man from death and make him somehow immortal) **supernatural** (granted from outside by God, not from its nature) or **natural** (from its own intrinsic constitution)? If supernatural, the tree could be like ordinary trees—God could work that effect through any tree (fig, pear, plum), the chief cause being the divine power assisting it, not the tree's nature. Three analogies of ordinary things made instruments of divine power without changing species: **Peter's healing shadow** (Acts 5:15), **Paul's handkerchiefs and aprons** that drove off diseases and demons (Acts 19:12), and **baptismal water** that cleanses the soul—none differing in species from ordinary shadows, cloths, or water. ↩
	But if the power was **natural**, the tree must have been outside the order of all others, like none in nature or species—since a different natural effect argues a different efficient power, hence a different nature, and that wondrous effect is seen in no other tree. Moreover, a tree's natural power is shared by all of its species (differing only by degree, and that only from extrinsic factors—climate, soil, cultivation—all equal in Paradise). So, since (as Pererius will argue below as more probable) the tree's power was *natural*, the tree must have been **singular**, of a kind found nowhere else in Paradise or outside it. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "An fuerit una duntaxat Arbor vitae, an multae." A sub-question is raised: was there only one tree of life, or many of the same kind? Continues onto next page (catchword "nume"). ↩
	**Tostatus** (Gen 13 q.163) denies there was more than one tree of life: if many, they would be inside or outside Paradise—not outside (else man could escape death after sin, and God's guarding of the entrance would be pointless), nor many inside (Moses always uses the singular "the tree of life," and says it was "in the midst," which cannot apply to many). One sufficed for its purpose: not daily nourishment, but a medicine against the defects of age and against death itself—so eating its fruit twice or thrice a year would have sufficed. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Auctoris coniectura." **Pererius's conjecture:** since God foreknew Adam's fall, He probably created only one tree of life (no need of more); but had the state of innocence endured in all Adam's posterity, the tree of life would have multiplied along with the vastly multiplied human race—since one tree could not have sufficed for so great a multitude, even for medicinal use alone. ↩




QUESTION III. Why it was called the tree of life, and whether it truly bestowed immortal life on man

LatineEnglish


QUESTION III. Why it was called the tree of life, and whether it truly bestowed immortal life on man.1
QUAESTIO III. Cur dicta sit arbor vitae, et an vere largiretur homini vitam immortalem.



AUGUSTINUS Eugubinus in sua Cosmopoeia dictam esse putat arborem vitae non effective, quod vitam faceret immortalem, sed significative, quia symbolum esset et signum immortalitatis Adamo (si legem Dei custodiret) propositae. Verum Eugubino adversantur omnes ferme tam Graeci quam Latini scriptores, summo consensu immortalem vitam effectum illius arboris futurum fuisse interpretantes. Dicebatur igitur arbor vitae, non quod vitam daret non viventi (neque enim vitam praeberet nisi fructum eius comedenti; comedere autem tantummodo est viventium); nec vocabatur arbor vitae quod vitam hominis foveret et sustineret (id enim omnium bonorum et salubrium ciborum commune est); nec quia multo longiorem vitam faceret ea quam nunc vivunt homines: hoc enim praestiterunt homini ante dilu[vium]...
Augustinus Eugubinus, in his Cosmopoeia, thinks it was called the tree of life not effectively, because it made life immortal, but significatively, because it was a symbol and sign of the immortality set before Adam (if he should keep the law of God). But against Eugubinus stand almost all writers, both Greek and Latin, who by the highest consensus interpret that immortal life was going to be the effect of that tree. It was called the tree of life, therefore, not because it gave life to the non-living (for it would furnish life only to one eating its fruit, and eating belongs only to the living); nor was it called the tree of life because it cherished and sustained man's life (for this is common to all good and wholesome foods); nor because it made life much longer than that which men now live: for this herbs and trees afforded to man before the flo[od]...2



...[ante dilu]vium herbae et arbores, etiam quae extra paradisum erant: nam cum ante diluvium nullus esset usus carnium, sed cibus ex plantis tantummodo caperetur, quosdam hominum illorum ultra nongentesimum annum vitam produxisse legimus. Quinetiam credere par est fructus arborum quae erant in paradiso vim habuisse prorogandi vitam humanam fortasse ad millesimum et quingentesimum annum, etiamsi homo in paradiso habitans fructum arboris vitae non comedisset.
...before the flood the herbs and trees did, even those which were outside paradise: for since before the flood there was no use of flesh-meats, but food was taken only from plants, we read that some of those men prolonged their life beyond the nine-hundredth year. Indeed it is fitting to believe that the fruits of the trees which were in paradise had the power of prolonging human life perhaps to the one-thousand-five-hundredth year, even if man, dwelling in paradise, had not eaten the fruit of the tree of life.3



CUR igitur praecipue illa arbor cognominata est arbor vitae? Tostatus super 13 cap. Gen. quaest. 175 censet propterea dictam esse arborem vitae quod fructus eius vim haberet servandi hominem a morte in omne tempus et faciendi eum immortalem. Hoc probat ipse primum testimonio Scripturae, quae in tertio capite huius libri narrat idcirco Adamum ex paradiso eiectum esse et interclusum illi aditum ad arborem vitae, ne videlicet eius fructum comedens viveret in aeternum: esus igitur illius arboris vitam homini praestabat aeternam. Idem confirmat eo argumento, quod Adam, si Dei praecepto paruisset, nunquam moriturus erat; mortem namque Deus ei tanquam poenam legis violatae interminatus est. Quocirca Paulus ad Romanos 5 propter peccatum affirmat mortem in mundum intrasse; et in libro Sapientiae cap. 1 scriptum est mortem non esse a Deo factam, sed eam diaboli invidia obrepsisse homini. Ergo in statu innocentiae non fuisset homo moriturus; mortem autem ab homine fructus arboris vitae propulsabat. Deinde, si arbor vitae tribuebat homini vi[tam]...
Why, then, was that tree especially surnamed the tree of life? Tostatus, on the 13th chapter of Genesis, question 175, judges that it was called the tree of life for this reason: that its fruit had the power of preserving man from death for all time, and of making him immortal. This he proves first by the testimony of Scripture, which in the third chapter of this book narrates that Adam was for this reason cast out of paradise, and his access to the tree of life closed off—namely, lest, eating its fruit, he should live forever: the eating of that tree, therefore, afforded man eternal life. He confirms the same by this argument, that Adam, if he had obeyed God's precept, would never have died; for God threatened death to him as the penalty of the violated law. Wherefore Paul, to the Romans 5, affirms that through sin death entered into the world; and in the book of Wisdom, chapter 1, it is written that death was not made by God, but that it crept upon man through the envy of the devil. Therefore in the state of innocence man would not have died; and the fruit of the tree of life warded off death from man. Then, if the tree of life bestowed on man li[fe]...4



...[si arbor vitae tribuebat homini vi]tam sex vel decem mille annorum, etiam in omne tempus tribuere potuisset: si enim homo per decem millia annorum vitam incorruptam et ab omni malo integram, neque senescens neque aliquatenus tabescens et deficiens, ageret, profecto simili ratione in reliquum omne tempus vivere posset. Praeterea, si permansisset homo in statu innocentiae propter esum huius arboris, nulla senectutis incommoda, nullas aetatis molestias, nullos naturae defectus unquam sensisset: ergo nec fuisset unquam moriturus. Mortem enim naturalem praecedit senectus; multa quoque incommoda labentis naturae et deficientis vitae et inclinantis iam ad interitum aetatis, nuncia mortis, praecurrunt, sicut ait Paulus ad Hebraeos scribens 8: Quod antiquatur et senescit, prope interitum est. Ad hoc, si fructus illius arboris vitae reficiebat hominem, restituens eum in aequalem sanitatem, firmitatem, integritatem et vigorem ei quem ab initio habuit, idque toties praestabat quoties in cibum vel medicamentum sumebatur: nullo igitur tempore vires et vigor vitae poterant hominem deficere, nisi ab esu illius arboris abstinuisset, quod sine magno scelere facere non poterat.
...if the tree of life bestowed on man a life of six or ten thousand years, it could also have bestowed life for all time: for if man could lead, through ten thousand years, a life incorrupt and whole from all evil, neither aging nor in any way wasting and failing, then surely by a like reasoning he could live for all the remaining time. Moreover, if man had remained in the state of innocence on account of eating this tree, he would never have felt any discomforts of old age, any troubles of age, any defects of nature: therefore he would never have been going to die. For old age precedes natural death; and many discomforts of declining nature and of failing life and of an age now inclining toward destruction—heralds of death—run before it, as Paul says, writing to the Hebrews 8: What is made old and grows aged is near to destruction. To this, if the fruit of that tree of life restored man, re-establishing him in the same health, firmness, wholeness, and vigor which he had from the beginning, and afforded this as often as it was taken for food or medicine: at no time, therefore, could the strength and vigor of life fail man, unless he had abstained from eating that tree, which he could not do without great wickedness.5



CONFIRMAT hanc sententiam auctor quaestionum veteris et novi Testamenti, vulgo putatus Augustinus, et eo nomine citatus a S. Thoma in prima parte quaest. 97 art. 1. Is enim in quaestione 19 ita scribit: Quamdiu homo in Creatoris lege duravit, dignus fuit edere de arbore vitae...
This opinion is confirmed by the author of the Questions on the Old and New Testament, commonly thought to be Augustine, and cited under that name by Saint Thomas in the first part, question 97, article 1. For he, in question 19, writes thus: As long as man endured in the Creator's law, he was worthy to eat of the tree of life...6



[Quamdiu homo in Creatoris lege duravit, dignus fuit edere de arbore] vitae, ut mori non posset; nec enim corpus tale erat quod dissolvi impossibile videretur, sed gustus arboris vitae corruptionem corporis inhibebat. Denique etiam post peccatum potuit indissolubilis manere, si modo permissum esset illi edere de arbore vitae: nam quomodo immortale corpus habebat, quod cibo sustentabatur? Immortalis enim non eget cibo neque potu; cibus enim vires praestabat, vitae autem arbor, medicinae modo, corruptionem omnem prohibebat. Sic enim homini erat quasi inexpugnabilis murus. Sic ille.
"[As long as man endured in the Creator's law, he was worthy to eat of the tree] of life, so that he could not die; for the body was not such that it would seem impossible for it to be dissolved, but the taste of the tree of life checked the corruption of the body. Finally, even after sin he could have remained indissoluble, if only it had been permitted him to eat of the tree of life: for how did he have an immortal body, which was sustained by food? For the immortal needs neither food nor drink; for food afforded strength, but the tree of life, in the manner of a medicine, prevented all corruption. For thus it was for man like an impregnable wall." Thus he.7



Similia scribit ipse Augustinus libro 13 de Civitate Dei cap. 20 et 23, affirmans hominem, nisi peccasset, esu ligni vitae liberatum iri a necessitate moriendi et perpetuo in flore iuventutis conservatum iri. Idem videtur significare Chrysostomus homil. 18 in Genesim, et Rupertus lib. 3 de Trin. cap. 30, ubi ait quod semel sumptus ille fructus praestabat immortalitatem: quod est incredibile, quia naturale est ut calor naturalis agendo patiatur, et conficiendo alimentum eius vis hebetetur atque minuatur.
Augustine himself writes similar things in book 13 of the City of God, chapters 20 and 23, affirming that man, unless he had sinned, would by the eating of the tree of life have been freed from the necessity of dying, and would have been preserved perpetually in the bloom of youth. Chrysostom seems to signify the same, homily 18 on Genesis, and Rupert in book 3 On the Trinity, chapter 30, where he says that that fruit, taken once, afforded immortality: which is incredible, because it is natural that the natural heat, in acting, should suffer, and that in digesting the nourishment its force should be blunted and diminished.8



VERUM Scoti in 2 lib. Sententiarum distinct. 19 quaest. 1 longe diversa est sententia. Argumentatur illic Scotus arborem vitae non habuisse vim conservandi vitam hominis infinito tempore, sed usque ad aliquod modo definitum tempus: quo exacto, translatus fuisset homo in vitam spiritualem et omnino immortalem. Potentia enim illius arboris finita erat, ergo effectus quoque finitus, nec ad infinitum tempus efficax: poterat enim Deus aliam arborem illa praestantioris et maioris potestatis creare, quare effectus eius longioris et diuturnioris fuisset durationis. Omne item agens physicum in agendo patitur et debilitatur: quare etiam in statu innocentiae calor naturalis homini in ipsa nutritione aliisque actionibus aliquem defectum passus tandem debilitatus esset; nec fructus arboris vitae converti potuisset in nobiliorem statum quam erat manducantis ipsum, qui quidem iam erat debilitatus. In hanc sententiam inclinare videtur Beatus Thomas prima parte quaestione 97 articulo 4, et ibidem Caietanus.
But the opinion of Scotus, in the second book of the Sentences, distinction 19, question 1, is far different. There Scotus argues that the tree of life did not have the power of preserving man's life for an infinite time, but up to some time defined in a certain way: which being completed, man would have been translated into a spiritual and wholly immortal life. For the power of that tree was finite, therefore its effect too was finite, and not efficacious for an infinite time: for God could have created another tree of more excellent and greater power, whereby its effect would have been of a longer and more lasting duration. Likewise every physical agent, in acting, suffers and is weakened: wherefore even in the state of innocence the natural heat in man, having suffered some defect in nutrition itself and other actions, would at last have been weakened; nor could the fruit of the tree of life have been converted into a nobler state than that of the one eating it, who indeed was already weakened. To this opinion Blessed Thomas seems to incline, in the first part, question 97, article 4, and Cajetan there.9



EGO, ut opinionem Scoti probabiliorem iudicem, vel uno illo maxime ducor argumento: si arbor vitae vim habuisset conservandi hominis vitam ad infinitum tempus, fore illam vim et potentiam plane otiosam, inanem et supervacaneam, frustraque ei arbori tributam. Cum enim homo in statu innocentiae non esset vitam in terris aeternam acturus, sed constituisset Deus eum ad tempus quoddam longissimum (definitum tamen, puta ter vel quater mille annorum) in terris vivere, postea vero in statum meliorem commutatum vitam ducere omni aevo in caelis beatissimam: erat profecto rationi consentaneum ut arbor vitae potentiam haberet servandi hominem incorruptum et integrum usque ad illud tempus praescriptum; ultra vero illud tempus nec opus erat homini, et fuisset sine ullo usu atque omnino supervacuum. Deus autem et natura (inquiunt Philosophi) nihil frustra, nihil sine causa, nihil ad nullum usum et finem faciunt. Et cum corpus humanum sit intrinsece corruptibile quadru[plici]...
I, that I may judge the opinion of Scotus the more probable, am drawn most of all by that one argument: if the tree of life had had the power of preserving man's life for an infinite time, that force and power would be plainly idle, vain, and superfluous, and bestowed on that tree in vain. For since man in the state of innocence was not going to lead an eternal life on earth, but God had appointed him to live on earth for a certain very long time (definite, however—say three or four thousand years), and afterward, changed into a better state, to lead a most blessed life in the heavens for all ages: it was surely consonant with reason that the tree of life should have the power of preserving man incorrupt and whole up to that prescribed time; but beyond that time it was not needed by man, and would have been without any use and entirely superfluous. But God and nature (say the Philosophers) do nothing in vain, nothing without cause, nothing for no use and end. And since the human body is intrinsically corruptible in a four[fold]...10



...[quadru]plici nomine: quia ex materia, quia ex elementis, quia ex partibus heterogeneis contrariisque coagmentatum est, quia denique calor eius debilior fit in dies, et ex repugnantia alimenti et ex impuritate humoris alimentaris qui est pabulum eius: cum igitur ita se habeat corpus humanum, non potest fieri naturaliter ut non aliquando corrumpatur. Nec opinor ex ullo cibo vel medicina posse fieri calorem et humorem nativum ita perfectum et purum sicut est ab ortu hominis. Nec multiplicanda sunt miracula de illa arbore sine necessitate, cum secundum nostram opinionem praeclare constent omnia quae vel in Scriptura vel a Patribus de ea traduntur. Ita sentit Caietanus in prima parte quaest. 97 art. 4, et Durandus in secundo dist. 19 articulo primo.
...for a fourfold reason: because it is compounded of matter, because of [the] elements, because of heterogeneous and contrary parts, because, finally, its heat becomes weaker by the day, both from the resistance of the nourishment and from the impurity of the alimentary moisture which is its fuel: since, therefore, the human body is so disposed, it cannot naturally come about that it not at some time be corrupted. Nor do I think that from any food or medicine the native heat and moisture can be made as perfect and pure as it is from man's birth. Nor are miracles about that tree to be multiplied without necessity, since according to our opinion all the things which are handed down about it, whether in Scripture or by the Fathers, stand clearly. So holds Cajetan in the first part, question 97, article 4, and Durandus in the second [book], distinction 19, article one.11



INTELLIGENDUM hoc loco est tres omnium animantium dissolutionis atque interitus esse causas. Prima causa est, quod earum corpora rebus contrariis et inter se pugnantibus constant: conflata enim et coagmentata sunt ex quatuor elementis, ex quatuor humoribus, ex partibus item non solum diversis sed etiam adversis, contrarias naturas, affectiones et vires habentibus. Cerebrum enim frigidissimum est, cor calidissimum, mollis et humida caro, os durum et siccum: contrariarum autem rerum consociatio et copulatio ad breve aliquod tempus constare potest, sed cum violenta sit, indissolubilis et sempiterna esse non potest. Altera causa est, quod calor naturalis insitus animantibus, ipsiusque animae ad omnes functiones eius naturale et generale quoddam instrumentum, cohaeret humori nativo tanquam pabulo quo pascitur et sustentatur, ipsum continenter conficiens atque consumens: qui licet per cibum et potum resarciatur, non tamen secundum eam puritatem et synceritatem quam primo habuit. Et quia omne agens physicum in agendo patitur, ipse quoque calor naturalis non agit sine passione, quo fit ut paulatim debilitetur: hinc oritur corruptio sanitatis, infirmitas virium, imbecillitas sensuum, senectutis incommoda, et malorum omnium extremum mors. Tertia causa versatur in iis quae extrinsecus homini perniciem et exitium important: in his numerari debet aër pestilens, aqua obruens et suffocans, ignis adurens, saeva et venenata animalia, inimici homines, daemones, et ut verbo dicam quicquid est ex quo potest homini extrinsecus interitus accidere.
It must be understood at this point that there are three causes of the dissolution and death of all living things. The first cause is, that their bodies consist of contrary things, warring among themselves: for they are blended and compounded of the four elements, of the four humors, and likewise of parts not only diverse but even adverse, having contrary natures, affections, and powers. For the brain is coldest, the heart hottest, the flesh soft and moist, the bone hard and dry: but the association and coupling of contrary things can hold together for some short time, but, since it is violent, cannot be indissoluble and everlasting. The second cause is, that the natural heat implanted in living things, and a kind of natural and general instrument of the soul itself for all its functions, clings to the native moisture as to the fuel by which it is fed and sustained, continually digesting and consuming it: which, although it is repaired by food and drink, is not so according to that purity and integrity which it had at first. And because every physical agent suffers in acting, the natural heat too does not act without suffering, whereby it comes about that it is gradually weakened: hence arises the corruption of health, the weakness of the powers, the feebleness of the senses, the discomforts of old age, and the last of all evils, death. The third cause is engaged in those things which bring destruction and ruin upon man from without: among these must be numbered pestilent air, water overwhelming and suffocating, burning fire, savage and venomous animals, hostile men, demons, and—to say it in a word—whatever there is by which destruction can befall man from without.12



CONTRA praedictas tres causas mortis, Deus hominem in statu innocentiae potentissimis remediis et validissimis praesidiis usque adeo munierat et armaverat, ut, siquidem permansisset ipse in Dei gratia, nihil mali quod ex causis illis proficisci posset ei timendum esset. Etenim contra primam causam mortis dederat Deus animae hominis vim quandam supernaturalem, qua posset anima res illas contrarias, ex quibus compositum est corpus hominis, in debita temperatione et aequabilitate omni tempore continere. De hac virtute S. Thomas quaestione 97 artic. primo primae partis ita scribit:
Against the aforesaid three causes of death, God had so fortified and armed man in the state of innocence with the most powerful remedies and the strongest defenses, that, if indeed he himself had remained in the grace of God, nothing of evil which could proceed from those causes would have to be feared by him. For against the first cause of death God had given to the soul of man a certain supernatural power, by which the soul could keep those contrary things, of which the body of man is composed, in due temperament and balance at all times. Concerning this power, Saint Thomas, in question 97, article one, of the first part, writes thus:13



Corpus primi hominis non erat indissolubile per aliquem immortalitatis vigorem in eo existentem, sed inerat animae vis quaedam supernaturaliter divinitus data, per quam poterat corpus ab omni corruptione praeservare, quandiu ipsa Deo subiecta mansisset: quod rationabiliter factum est. Quia enim anima rationalis excedit proportionem corporalis materiae, conveniens fuit ut in principio ei virtus daretur, per quam corpus conservare posset supra naturam corporalis materiae. Haec S. Thomas.
"The body of the first man was not indissoluble by any vigor of immortality existing in it, but there was in the soul a certain power, supernaturally given by God, by which it could preserve the body from all corruption, as long as the soul itself remained subject to God: which was reasonably done. For since the rational soul exceeds the proportion of corporeal matter, it was fitting that in the beginning a power be given to it, by which it could preserve the body above the nature of corporeal matter." Thus Saint Thomas.14



Cuius sententiae ratio haec est: nam cum anima rationalis ex se haberet vim informandi corpus in omne tempus (quippe quae suapte natura immortalis est), corpus autem humanum, quia est mortale, non sit per se capax immortalis vitae, quo esset debita et aequalis proportio inter corpus et animam, data est animae a Deo supradicta illa virtus servandi corpus ab omni corruptione.
The reason of this opinion is this: for since the rational soul of itself had the power of informing the body for all time (inasmuch as it is by its own nature immortal), but the human body, because it is mortal, is not of itself capable of immortal life, then—so that there might be a due and equal proportion between body and soul—there was given to the soul by God that aforesaid power of preserving the body from all corruption.15



VERUM de hac virtute multi, nec sine causa, valde ambigunt: videtur enim vel ipsa vel arbor vitae fuisse supervacanea, cum alterutra sola servando homini a corruptione et morte sufficiens esset. Nec facile intellectu est quemadmodum illa virtus animae posset corpus humanum sine adiumento arboris vitae ab omni corruptione semper conservare. Nos hac de re in alio libro (quem de Creatione et felici statu primorum hominum secundum hunc edemus) nostram sententiam explicabimus. Contra secundam causam mortis provisum erat homini in statu innocentiae per arborem vitae, quae praeter id quod omnium alimentorum commune est (hoc est, alere et nutrire hominem) duplicem aliam habebat vim, et utramque profecto admirandam: quippe fructus cum edebatur ab homine tantam alimenti bonitatem habebat, ut non solum repararet ac reficeret humorem naturalem, sed etiam primigeniam eius puritatem et integritatem ei restitueret; praeterque calorem ita corroborabat et confirmabat, ut non sineret eum paulatim obtundi, debilitari et languere, unde sensuum, virium, denique ipsius vitae defectus existit.
But about this power many, and not without cause, greatly doubt: for it seems that either it or the tree of life was superfluous, since either one alone would be sufficient for preserving man from corruption and death. Nor is it easy to understand how that power of the soul could preserve the human body always from all corruption without the help of the tree of life. We shall explain our opinion on this matter in another book (which we shall publish, after this one, On the Creation and Happy State of the First Men). Against the second cause of death, provision had been made for man in the state of innocence by the tree of life, which, besides that which is common to all foods (that is, to feed and nourish man), had two other powers, and both indeed wonderful: for its fruit, when it was eaten by man, had so great a goodness of nourishment that it not only repaired and restored the natural moisture, but also restored to it its original purity and integrity; and besides, it so strengthened and confirmed the heat that it did not allow it to be gradually blunted, weakened, and to languish—whence comes the failure of the senses, of the powers, and finally of life itself.16



CONTRA tertiam causam mortis quae ingruit extrinsecus, prospectum erat homini dupliciter: primo quidem per humanam providentiam (tunc enim homo excelluisset ratione et prudentia, scientiaque discernendi salutaria et convenientia sibi ab iis quae noxia erant et perniciosa, eaque praecavendi et declinandi); deinde aderat illi singularis Dei providentia et cura, Angelorum item custodia, qua quae ab illo provideri non poterant extrinsecus nocitura penitus arcebantur: nullum illi periculum imminebat ex animalibus, cum essent omnia mansueta eique subiecta; nihil a daemonibus timendum erat, adversus quos praesidio Angelorum defendebatur; non ab aliis hominibus, in nullo enim tunc voluntas nocendi aut incommodandi alteri homini fuisset. Sed de his satis.
Against the third cause of death, which assails from without, it had been provided for man in two ways: first indeed by human providence (for then man would have excelled in reason and prudence, and in the knowledge of discerning the wholesome and fitting things for himself from those that were noxious and pernicious, and of guarding against and avoiding them); then there was present to him the singular providence and care of God, and likewise the guard of the Angels, by which the harmful things from without, which could not be foreseen by him, were utterly kept off: no danger threatened him from the animals, since they were all tame and subject to him; nothing was to be feared from the demons, against whom he was defended by the protection of the Angels; nor from other men, for in no one then would there have been the will of harming or troubling another man. But enough of these things.17



ILLUD praeterea quaeri potest: si esus illius fructus vitae non ad infinitum sed ad finitum tempus servabat hominis vitam, quantum esset futurum illud tempus. Crediderim futurum fuisse minimum ad octo vel decem [millia annorum]...
This, moreover, can be asked: if the eating of that fruit of life preserved man's life not for an infinite but for a finite time, how great that time would be. I would believe it would have been at least up to eight or ten [thousand years]...18



...[octo vel decem] millia annorum: quod sic argumentari licet. Status hominis ante peccatum instructior et efficacior fuisset ad producendam hominis vitam, comparatione status hominis post peccatum ante diluvium, quam fuit hic status comparatione eius status in quo nunc est homo (quia uterque hic status est hominis peccatoris habentis corpus infirmum et mille malis obnoxium); sed in statu hominis ante diluvium vita fuit decuplo longior quam est nunc (nam fere nongentos annos excedebat): ergo in statu innocentiae vita hominis fuisset decuplo longior quam fuit ante diluvium. Sed hoc intelligi volumus quantum pertinet ad vim et efficaciam arboris vitae et vigorem naturae humanae in eo statu: nam quamdiu hominem Deus vitam in terris agere vellet, ne divinari quidem potest.
...eight or ten thousand years: which it is permitted to argue thus. The state of man before sin would have been more equipped and more effective for prolonging man's life, by comparison with the state of man after sin before the flood, than this [pre-flood] state was by comparison with that state in which man now is (because both of these states are of sinful man, having an infirm body and subject to a thousand evils); but in the state of man before the flood life was tenfold longer than it is now (for it exceeded nearly nine hundred years): therefore in the state of innocence man's life would have been tenfold longer than it was before the flood. But we wish this to be understood as far as pertains to the force and efficacy of the tree of life and the vigor of human nature in that state: for how long God would have willed man to lead his life on earth cannot even be divined.19



Translator’s notes
	The third question on the tree of life: why it bears that name, and whether it really conferred immortal life on man. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Cur diceretur Arbor vitae." **Augustinus Steuchus of Gubbio** (Eugubinus), in his *Cosmopoeia*, holds it was called "tree of life" not *effectively* (as if it made life immortal) but *significatively*—as a symbol of the immortality offered Adam if he kept God's law. But nearly all writers, Greek and Latin, by greatest consensus hold immortal life was the tree's real *effect*. It was called "tree of life" NOT because it gave life to the non-living (it only fed the living), NOR because it nourished life (common to all wholesome food), NOR merely because it greatly prolonged life—for ordinary herbs and trees did that before the flood. Continues onto next page (catchword "luvium"). ↩
	Continuation: ordinary herbs and trees (even outside Paradise) prolonged life before the flood—since men then ate no meat, only plants, some lived beyond 900 years; and Paradise's fruits could probably have prolonged human life to ~1,500 years even without the tree of life. (This sets up the point that the tree of life's name signifies something *more* than mere longevity—true immortality.) ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Tostatus putavit Arborem vitae habuisse vim faciendi hominem simpliciter immortalem." Why "tree of life" especially? **Tostatus** (Gen 13 q.175): because its fruit had power to keep man from death forever and make him immortal. Proofs: (Gen 3) Adam was expelled and barred from the tree lest he eat and live forever—so eating it gave eternal life; (argument) had Adam obeyed, he would never have died, death being the threatened penalty—whence **Rom 5** (death entered through sin) and **Wisdom 1** (death not made by God, but crept in through the devil's envy). So in innocence man would not have died, and the tree's fruit warded off death. Continues... ↩
	Tostatus's argument continued: if the tree could give a life of 6,000 or 10,000 incorrupt years, it could give life forever (the same reasoning extends without limit). Had man stayed in innocence by eating it, he would never feel old age's ills or any natural defect—hence never die; for old age, with its declining ills ("heralds of death"), precedes natural death—**Heb 8[:13]: "What grows old and ages is near to destruction."** And since the fruit restored man to his original health and vigor each time taken, his strength could never fail unless he abstained from it—which he could not do without grave sin. ↩
	The view is confirmed by the author of the *Questions on the Old and New Testament* (commonly ascribed to Augustine—now attributed to **Ambrosiaster**—and cited as Augustine by Aquinas, Summa I q.97 a.1). His q.19 is quoted: "As long as man endured in the Creator's law, he was worthy to eat of the tree of life..." Breaks mid-quotation (catchword "vitae"; signature R3). Resume PDF 359 with "...vitae..." continuing the Pseudo-Augustine quotation. ↩
	Conclusion of the block quotation begun on p.317 from the *Questions on the Old and New Testament* (Ambrosiaster, "commonly thought Augustine"): as long as man kept the Creator's law he could not die—not because his body was intrinsically indissoluble, but because the taste of the tree of life checked bodily corruption. Even after sin he could have remained indissoluble had he been allowed to eat of it. (Objection: an immortal body needs no food. Answer: ordinary food gave strength, but the tree of life, *as a medicine*, prevented all corruption—it was for man like an "impregnable wall.") ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Sententia Chrysostomi et Ruperti de arbore vitae." Augustine (City of God 13.20 & 23): had man not sinned, eating the tree of life would have freed him from the necessity of dying and kept him perpetually in youth's bloom. Chrysostom (Hom. 18 on Genesis) and Rupert (de Trinitate 3.30) seem to agree—Rupert even holding the fruit, **taken once**, conferred immortality. Pererius rejects that as incredible: it is natural that the body's heat is blunted by acting and digesting food (so the tree's effect could not be permanent from a single eating). ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Scotus censuit arborem vitae habuisse vim conservandi hominem in vita ad longissimum aliquod tempus, non tamen in perpetuum." **Scotus** (Sent. 2 d.19 q.1) holds a far different view: the tree did not preserve life for *infinite* time, but only to some definite time, after which man would be translated to a spiritual, wholly immortal life. For its power was finite, hence its effect finite (God could have made a stronger tree with longer effect); and since every physical agent weakens in acting, even in innocence the natural heat would at last weaken, nor could the fruit raise the eater to a nobler state than his own already-weakened one. **Aquinas** (Summa I q.97 a.4) and **Cajetan** incline this way. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Auctor Scoti opinionem sequitur." **Pererius follows Scotus** as more probable, chiefly by one argument: if the tree preserved life for *infinite* time, that power would be idle and superfluous—for man in innocence was not to live on earth eternally, but God set him to live a very long but *definite* time (say 3,000–4,000 years), then to be changed to a better state and live blessed in heaven forever. So the tree reasonably preserved man only to that prescribed time; beyond it the power was needless—and "God and nature do nothing in vain." And since the human body is intrinsically corruptible in four ways... Continues onto next page (catchword "plici"). ↩
	The human body is intrinsically corruptible in **four** ways: it is compounded (1) of matter, (2) of [the four] elements, (3) of heterogeneous and contrary parts, and (4) its heat grows daily weaker (from the resistance of food and the impurity of its alimentary moisture). So it cannot naturally avoid corrupting at some point; nor can any food or medicine make the native heat and moisture as perfect as at birth. "Miracles about that tree are not to be multiplied without need," since on Pererius's view all that Scripture and the Fathers report stands clearly. So **Cajetan** (Summa I q.97 a.4) and **Durandus** (Sent. 2 d.19 a.1). ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Tres causae dissolutionis et interitus animalium." **The three causes of death of all living things:** (1) bodies of *contrary, warring* components—four elements, four humors, adverse parts (brain coldest, heart hottest, flesh soft/moist, bone hard/dry); such a violent union of contraries cannot last forever. (2) The natural heat (the soul's instrument for all its functions) feeds on the native moisture, consuming it; food only partly restores it, never to its original purity—and since every physical agent suffers in acting, the heat weakens over time, breeding loss of health, strength, and senses, old age, and finally death. (3) **External** causes: pestilent air, drowning water, burning fire, savage/venomous animals, hostile men, demons—whatever can destroy man from without. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Contra tres supradictas mortis causas, Deus in statu innocentiae efficacissima antidota comparaverat." Against the three causes of death, God so armed man in innocence with powerful remedies that, had he stayed in grace, he need fear no evil from them. **Against the FIRST cause**, God gave man's soul a *supernatural power* to keep the contrary elements of the body in due temperament and balance at all times. The Aquinas quotation (Summa I q.97 a.1) follows. Continues onto next page (catchword "Corpus"). ↩
	Block quotation of Aquinas (Summa I q.97 a.1): the first man's body was not immortal by any inherent vigor, but by a *supernatural power in the soul* (given by God) preserving it from all corruption so long as the soul remained subject to God—fitting, since the rational soul (immortal) exceeds the proportion of corporeal matter, and so was given power to preserve the body above its material nature. ↩
	Pererius's gloss on Aquinas's reasoning: the rational soul, being immortal, of itself can inform the body forever; but the human body, being mortal, is not of itself capable of immortal life—so, for a due proportion between body and soul, God gave the soul the power to preserve the body from all corruption. ↩
	Many rightly doubt this soul-power: either it or the tree seems superfluous (either alone would suffice), and it is hard to see how the soul's power alone could preserve the body without the tree. Pererius defers his own view to a forthcoming book, *On the Creation and Happy State of the First Men.* **Against the SECOND cause** (decay of heat/moisture), the tree of life provided: besides nourishing, it had two wondrous powers—restoring the natural moisture to its *original* purity, and so strengthening the heat that it never blunted, weakened, or languished (the source of failing senses, strength, and life). ↩
	**Against the THIRD (external) cause**, man was doubly provided for: (1) by *human providence*—excelling in reason and prudence to discern the wholesome from the harmful and avoid the latter; (2) by God's *singular providence* and the *guard of the Angels*, which kept off the unforeseeable external harms. No danger from animals (all tame and subject to him), none from demons (the Angels defended him), none from other men (none then had any will to harm). "But enough of these things." ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Quamdiu in terris vixisset homo in statu innocentiae." A further question: if eating the fruit preserved life for a finite time, how long would that be? Pererius would believe at least 8,000 or 10,000 [years]. Continues onto next page (catchword "decem"). ↩
	The argument for ~8,000–10,000 years: the pre-sin state was more apt for prolonging life (vs. the pre-flood post-sin state) than the pre-flood state was (vs. our present)—since both present and pre-flood states are of *sinful* man with a weak body. But pre-flood life was tenfold longer than now (exceeding ~900 years); so innocence's life would be tenfold longer than pre-flood (~9,000 years). This concerns only the tree's power and human nature's vigor in that state—for how long God would actually have willed man to live on earth cannot be guessed. ↩




QUESTION IV. Whether that power of the tree of life, of preserving man from corruption, was natural to it, or supernatural

LatineEnglish


QUESTION IV. Whether that power of the tree of life, of preserving man from corruption, was natural to it, or supernatural.1
QUAESTIO IIII. An illa vis arboris vitae servandi hominem a corruptione fuerit ei naturalis, an supernaturalis.



QUI tam priorum quam posteriorum doctorum censuerint effectum illum arboris vitae fuisse supernaturalem, qui contra putaverint fuisse naturalem, expositis hoc loco singulorum de arbore vitae sententiis, liquido intelligi ac diiudicari poterit. Augustinus libro 8 de Genesi ad litteram capite 5 ita scribit:
Which of the doctors, both earlier and later, judged that that effect of the tree of life was supernatural, and which on the contrary thought it was natural, will be able to be clearly understood and judged once the opinions of each about the tree of life are set out in this place. Augustine, in book 8 On Genesis according to the letter, chapter 5, writes thus:2



Illud quoque addo, quanquam corporalem cibum, talem tamen illam arborem praestitisse, quo corpus hominis sanitate stabili firmaretur, non sicut ex alio cibo, sed nonnulla inspiratione salubritatis occulta. Profecto enim, licet usitatus panis, aliquid tamen amplius habuit, cuius una collyride hominem Deus ab indigentia famis dierum quadraginta spatio vindicavit. An credere dubitamus, per alicuius arboris cibum, cuiusdam altioris significationis gratia, homini Deum praestitisse ne corpus eius vel infirmitate vel aetate in deterius mutaretur aut in occasum etiam laberetur: qui ipsi cibo humano praestitit tam mirabilem statum, ut in fictilibus vasculis farina et oleum deficientes reficerent, nec deficerent?
"This too I add: that, although it was corporeal food, yet that tree afforded such food that the body of man might be strengthened with stable health—not as from other food, but by a certain hidden inspiration of wholesomeness. For surely, although it was ordinary bread, yet it had something more, by one cake of which God delivered a man from the want of hunger for the space of forty days. Do we doubt to believe that, through the food of some tree—for the sake of a certain higher signification—God afforded to man that his body should not be changed for the worse by infirmity or by age, or even slip into its setting [death]: He who afforded to human food itself so wonderful a state, that in earthen vessels the failing meal and oil should renew themselves, and not fail?"3



Hoc loco Augustinus duobus exemplis, altero subcinericii panis Eliae, altero farinae et olei illius viduae Elisei, declarat vim illam arboris vitae nec videri debere incredibilem, et fuisse supernaturalem. Idem in eiusdem operis libro 11 et capite 40 ait Adamum propter peccatum separari debuisse a ligno vitae, sive quod ex ipso illo subsisteret felix ille status corporis (ex re visibili, virtute invisibili), sive quod in eo esset sacramentum visibile invisibilis sapientiae. Et in lib. 13 de Civitate Dei capite 20 hoc modo scribit: Corpora primorum parentum ante peccatum sic erant affecta, ut, licet senio non veterascerent, ut necessitate perduceretur ad mortem; qui status eis de ligno vitae quod in me[dio Paradisi erat]...
In this place Augustine, by two examples—the one of the ash-baked bread of Elijah, the other of the meal and oil of that widow [in the story] of Elijah—declares that that power of the tree of life ought not to seem incredible, and was supernatural. The same author, in book 11 and chapter 40 of the same work, says that Adam, on account of sin, had to be separated from the tree of life, either because that happy state of the body subsisted from that very tree (from a visible thing, by an invisible power), or because in it there was a visible sacrament of invisible wisdom. And in book 13 of the City of God, chapter 20, he writes in this manner: The bodies of the first parents before sin were so disposed that, although they did not grow old with age, [they were not so] that they would be brought to death by necessity; which state was theirs from the tree of life which was in the mi[dst of Paradise]...4



[...qui status eis de ligno vitae quod in me]dio paradisi cum arbore vetita simul erat, mirabili Dei gratia praestabatur; tamen et alios sumebant cibos, praeter unam arborem quae fuerat interdicta. Et paulo infra: Alebantur aliis cibis quos sumebant, ne animalia corpora molestia aliquid esuriendo ac sitiendo sentirent. De ligno autem vitae propterea gustabatur, ne mors eis undecunque subreperet, vel senectute confecti decursis temporum spatiis interirent, tanquam cetera essent alimento, illud sacramento: ut sic fuisse accipiatur lignum vitae in paradiso corporali, sicut in spirituali, hoc est intelligibili paradiso Sapientia Dei, de qua Scriptum est, Lignum vitae est his qui apprehenderint eam, et qui tenuerint eam, Beati. Et infra 23 cap. eiusdem libri: Adam, inquit, non immortalitate illa absoluta atque indissolubili, sed ligno vitae a mortis necessitate prohibebatur, atque in iuventutis flore retinebatur.
"[...which state was theirs from the tree of life which] in the midst of paradise stood together with the forbidden tree, was afforded to them by the wonderful grace of God; yet they took other foods also, besides the one tree which had been forbidden." And a little below: "They were fed by other foods which they took, lest their animal bodies feel any trouble by hungering and thirsting. But of the tree of life they tasted for this reason: lest death should anywhere creep upon them, or, worn out by old age, they should perish when the spans of time were run—the other things being as it were for nourishment, that one for a sacrament: so that the tree of life may be understood to have been in the corporeal paradise just as, in the spiritual—that is, intelligible—paradise it is the Wisdom of God, of which it is written, 'It is a tree of life to those who lay hold of it, and blessed are they who hold it.'" And further on, in chapter 23 of the same book: "Adam," he says, "was kept from the necessity of death not by that absolute and indissoluble immortality, but by the tree of life, and was retained in the bloom of youth."5



Celebrata quoque est a Theologis scholasticis illa eiusdem Augustini ex libr. 14 de Civitate Dei sententia: Aderat homini in paradiso cibus ne esuriret, potus ne sitiret; lignum autem vitae, ne senectus eum dissolveret. Supra in quaestione 3 quid auctor quaestionum veteris et novi Testamenti, existimatus vulgo Augustinus, in quaestione 13 de arbore vitae scriptum reliquerit, commemoravimus. Beda sic ait: Lignum vitae dictum est, quia divinitus acceperat ut qui ex eo manducaret, corpus eius stabili sanitate firmaretur, ne vel aetate in deterius vel tandem in occasum dilaberetur.
That sentence of the same Augustine, from book 14 of the City of God, is also celebrated by the scholastic Theologians: There was at hand for man in paradise food lest he should hunger, drink lest he should thirst; but the tree of life, lest old age should dissolve him. Above, in question 3, we recalled what the author of the Questions on the Old and New Testament, commonly thought to be Augustine, left written about the tree of life in his question 13. Bede speaks thus: It was called the tree of life, because it had received divinely that whoever ate of it, his body would be strengthened with stable health, lest it should slip either by age into the worse, or at last into its setting.6



SANCTVS Bonaventura in secundo Sententiarum distinctione 17 tria recenset arborum paradisi genera:
Saint Bonaventure, in the second [book] of the Sentences, distinction 17, reckons up three kinds of trees of paradise:7



Quaedam, inquit, proderant corpori ad eius nutritionem et sustentationem, de quibus Moses in universum dixit, Produxit Deus ex humo omne lignum ad vescendum suave. Alia arbores proderant animae hominis, huiusmodi erat arbor scientiae boni et mali, cuius fructus interdictus est homini, scilicet ad probandam eius obedientiam: a quo fructu, si praeceptis Dei obediens abstinuisset, proculdubio dulcissimum immortalitatis fructum esset adeptus. Tertii generis fuit arbor vitae, ipsi homini (hoc est, coniuncto ex anima et corpore) profutura: quippe tribuens perpetuam homini vitam, et indissolubilem faciens corporis et animae coniunctionem. Harum duntaxat duarum arborum proprie meminit Moses, propter singulares et admirandos earum effectus, propter quos Deus eas posuerat in medio paradisi, inter se propinquas: ut aspiciens homo arborem vitae, amore immortalitatis ad observantiam divinae legis acrius incitaretur; cernens autem arborem scientiae boni et mali, mortis metu tanquam freno quodam in divinorum praeceptorum obedientia contineretur. Dicta est autem arbor vitae, non ob effectum quem ipsa habuit, sed ad quem ordinabatur, et quem sine dubio habuisset, si homo in Dei gratia perseverasset.
"Some," he says, "were of profit to the body, for its nutrition and sustenance, about which Moses said in general, God brought forth from the soil every tree sweet to eat. Other trees were of profit to the soul of man—of this kind was the tree of the knowledge of good and evil, whose fruit was forbidden to man, namely to prove his obedience: from which fruit, if, obedient to God's precepts, he had abstained, without doubt he would have attained the most sweet fruit of immortality. Of the third kind was the tree of life, to be of profit to the man himself (that is, to the compound of soul and body): namely, bestowing perpetual life on man, and making the conjunction of body and soul indissoluble. Of these two trees only does Moses make proper mention, on account of their singular and wonderful effects, for which God had placed them in the midst of paradise, near to each other: that man, beholding the tree of life, might be the more keenly incited by love of immortality to the observance of the divine law; and, seeing the tree of the knowledge of good and evil, might by the fear of death, as by a kind of bridle, be held in obedience to the divine precepts. But it was called the tree of life, not on account of the effect which it itself had, but of that to which it was ordained, and which without doubt it would have had, if man had persevered in the grace of God."8



Idem Bonaventura eodem in loco textum Magistri explanans tradit lignum vitae non habuisse naturalem potentiam tribuendi homini immortalitatem, cum ipsum per se esset corruptibile, sed quia virtute sibi data disponebat hominem ad immortalitatem; divina enim virtus tanquam Sacramento assistens immortalitatem tribuebat.
The same Bonaventure, in the same place expounding the text of the Master, hands down that the tree of life did not have a natural power of bestowing immortality on man, since it was itself in itself corruptible, but because, by a power given to it, it disposed man for immortality; for the divine power, assisting it as in a Sacrament, bestowed immortality.9



"Nor ought it to be a wonder that by the fruit of that tree man could be disposed for immortality: since there are many aromatics, such as myrrh and bals[am]..."10
Nec mirum esse debet, eius arboris fructu potuisse hominem disponi ad immortalitatem: cum multa sint aromata, veluti myrrha et bals[amum]...



...[myrrha] et balsamum, quae longissimo tempore corpora servant incorrupta. Ergo sicut Sacramenta nostra non creant gratiam, sed Divina virtus ipsis assistens in eorum legitima perceptione gratiam infundit: sic fructus eius arboris non dabat immortalitatem, sed Divina virtus, cum fructus ille comedebatur, immortalitatem homini largiebatur. Hactenus Bonaventura.
"...myrrh and balsam, which preserve bodies incorrupt for a very long time. Therefore, just as our Sacraments do not create grace, but the Divine power assisting them, in their lawful reception, infuses grace: so the fruit of that tree did not give immortality, but the Divine power, when that fruit was eaten, bestowed immortality on man." Thus far Bonaventure.11



Ex cuius verbis et ex illis Augustini supra positis, satis apparet et extat ipsos sensisse vim illam et effectum arboris vitae fuisse supernaturalem. E diverso, Strabus, Hugo de S. Victore et B. Thomas videtur sensisse illam vim et effectum arboris vitae fuisse naturalem. Strabus sic ait:
From his words, and from those of Augustine set down above, it appears and stands clear enough that they held that force and effect of the tree of life to have been supernatural. On the other side, Strabo, Hugh of St. Victor, and Blessed Thomas seem to have held that force and effect of the tree of life to have been natural. Strabo speaks thus:12



"The tree of life had naturally this power, that whoever ate of its fruit would be clothed with perpetual soundness, to be wearied by no infirmity, nor anxiety, nor senile weariness."13
Lignum vitae hanc naturaliter virtutem habebat, ut qui ex eius fructu comederet, perpetua soliditate vestiretur, nulla infirmitate vel anxietate vel senili lassitudine fatigandus.



Hugo de S. Victore ita scribit:
Hugh of St. Victor writes thus:14



Lignum vitae habuit in se naturam ut perpetuaret homini vitam, si competenter ederetur. Factus est enim homo et mortalis et immortalis: immortalis quidem, quia poterat non mori per cibi sustentationem quo egebat; mortalis autem, quia perire poterat per extrinsecam violentiam. Sed Deus ita munierat eum intus per lignum vitae sumptum in cibum, et extra per divinam potentiam, ut posset non mori: intus, portam negligentiae per rationem humanam; extra, portam violentiae obserans per divinam custodiam, ut nisi homo ratione abutens portam negligentiae aperiret, nunquam per portam violentiae aliquid ei noxium intraret. Sed quia noluit sibi cavere ut servaret portam sibi commissam, merito Deus eius deseruit custodiam. Haec Hugo.
"The tree of life had in itself a nature to perpetuate life for man, if it were fittingly eaten. For man was made both mortal and immortal: immortal indeed, because he could not die, through the sustenance of food which he needed; but mortal, because he could perish through external violence. But God had so fortified him within, by the tree of life taken as food, and without, by the divine power, that he could not die: within, [barring] the gate of negligence by human reason; without, barring the gate of violence by the divine guard—so that, unless man, abusing his reason, should open the gate of negligence, nothing harmful would ever enter to him through the gate of violence. But because he would not take care to keep the gate committed to him, God deservedly abandoned the guard of it." Thus Hugh.15



BEATVS Thomas in prima parte quaest. 97 art. ultimo argumentatur non potuisse lignum vitae praestare corpori humano aliquam dispositionem immortalitatis qua nunquam dissolvi posset:
Blessed Thomas, in the first part, question 97, last article, argues that the tree of life could not afford to the human body any disposition of immortality by which it could never be dissolved:16



...propterea quod virtus cuiuscumque corporis est finita; et quanto aliqua virtus est maior, tanto imprimit durabiliorem effectum. Unde non poterat virtus ligni vitae ad hoc se extendere, ut daret corpori virtutem durandi tempore infinito, sed tantummodo usque ad determinatum tempus, quo finito vel homo translatus esset ad spiritualem vitam, vel indiguisset iterum sumere de ligno vitae. Sic Thomas.
"...because the power of any body whatever is finite; and the greater any power is, the more durable an effect it imprints. Whence the power of the tree of life could not extend itself to this, that it should give the body a power of lasting for an infinite time, but only up to a determinate time, which being ended, either man would be translated to a spiritual life, or he would have needed to take again of the tree of life." Thus Thomas.17



quae argumentatio eius invalida esset, si virtus arboris vitae dicatur fuisse supernaturalis; sin autem ponatur esse naturalis, est validissima. AD hanc posteriorem sententiam equidem libentius accedo. Sic enim mecum ipse reputare ac ratiocinari soleo: si virtus arboris vitae fuisset supernaturalis, non adfuisset illi arbori post peccatum hominis, nec peccatori homini profuisset; atqui fuisse illam virtutem in arbore vitae post peccatum hominis aperte ostendit divina Scriptura, narrans propterea Deum tanta custodia aditum paradisi munivisse, ne ho[mo in paradisum auderet intrare]...
which argument of his would be invalid, if the power of the tree of life be said to have been supernatural; but if it be posited to be natural, it is most valid. To this latter opinion I, for my part, more willingly accede. For thus I am wont to reckon and reason with myself: if the power of the tree of life had been supernatural, it would not have been present to that tree after the sin of man, nor would it have profited sinful man; but that that power was in the tree of life after the sin of man, the divine Scripture openly shows, relating that God for this reason fortified the entrance of paradise with so great a guard, lest ma[n should dare to enter into paradise]...18



...[ne homo in paradisum auderet intrare], et fructum arboris vitae comedens viveret in aeternum. Sicut igitur virtus Sacramentorum, quia supernaturalis est, in eo qui cum peccato ea suscipit effectus suos non operatur: ita si virtus arboris vitae fuisset supernaturalis, nihil profecto peccatori homini profuisset; nec ad custodiendam arborem vitae opus fuisset ullo praesidio, sed satis fuisse Deum non assistere illi arbori ad effectum illum operandum. Deinde, cum virtus illius arboris effi[cax esset] non ad infinitum tempus, sed ad tempus aliquod determinatum, ut supra ostendimus, nihil prohibet eam virtutem fuisse naturalem. Si enim ceterae Paradisi arbores potuissent conservare hominem naturaliter ad duo millia annorum, potuit etiam arbor vitae naturaliter eum conservare ad tria vel quatuor annorum millia. Quacunque enim specie arboris producta, potest Deus, infinita pollens vi et potestate, aliam praestantioris naturae et maioris potentiae atque efficacitatis procreare.
...[lest man should dare to enter into paradise] and, eating the fruit of the tree of life, should live forever. Just as, therefore, the power of the Sacraments, because it is supernatural, does not work its effects in him who receives them with sin: so, if the power of the tree of life had been supernatural, it would surely have profited sinful man nothing; nor would any guard have been needed for guarding the tree of life, but it would have sufficed that God not assist that tree for working that effect. Then, since the power of that tree was efficacious not for an infinite time, but for some determinate time (as we have shown above), nothing prevents that power from having been natural. For if the other trees of Paradise could have preserved man naturally up to two thousand years, the tree of life too could naturally preserve him up to three or four thousand years. For from any species of tree produced, God, mighty with infinite force and power, can procreate another of more excellent nature and greater power and efficacy.19



Translator’s notes
	The fourth question on the tree of life (flagged earlier as the one on which Questions II–III depended): was the tree's preservative power *natural* to it, or *supernatural*? ↩
	Pererius will set out the doctors' opinions—who held the tree's effect supernatural, who natural. He begins with Augustine (de Genesi ad litteram 8.5); the quotation follows. ↩
	Block quotation of Augustine (de Genesi ad litteram 8.5). Augustine: the tree of life was corporeal food, yet gave the body stable health by a hidden "inspiration of wholesomeness"—just as the single ash-baked cake by which God sustained a man (Elijah) for forty days (1 Kings 19:6-8), or the meal and oil that did not fail in the widow's earthen vessels (1 Kings 17:14-16, margin "3. Reg. 17"). So the tree's preservative power should not seem incredible. ↩
	Pererius: by these two examples (the **ash-baked cake of Elijah**, 1 Kings 19; the **meal and oil of the widow**, 1 Kings 17—the printed "viduae Elisei" is a slip, the margin's "3. Reg. 17" fixing it as Elijah and the widow of Zarephath) Augustine shows the tree's power should not seem incredible, and was supernatural. Augustine also (de Genesi ad litteram 11.40): Adam had to be separated from the tree after sin—either because the happy bodily state subsisted from it (a visible thing with invisible power), or because it held a visible sacrament of invisible wisdom. And (City of God 13.20): the bodies of our first parents before sin were so disposed that, though they did not grow old, they were not subject to necessary death—a state theirs from the tree of life which was in the mi[dst of Paradise]... Breaks mid-quotation (catchword "dio"; signature S). Resume PDF 363 with "...medio Paradisi..." finishing the City of God 13.20 quotation. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Prouerb. 3" (Prov 3:18). Conclusion of the Augustine *City of God* 13.20 quotation (begun on p.321): the happy bodily state, theirs from the tree of life standing in the midst of Paradise with the forbidden tree, was God's wondrous gift; yet they ate other foods too (lest their bodies hunger), tasting the tree of life only against death and aging—the other foods as nourishment, this one as a *sacrament*. So the tree of life is in the corporeal paradise what God's Wisdom is in the spiritual paradise (Prov 3:18). And (City of God 13.23): Adam was kept from death and held in youth's bloom not by an absolute, indissoluble immortality, but by the tree of life. ↩
	The scholastics' famous Augustine sentence (City of God 14): in paradise man had food lest he hunger, drink lest he thirst, but the tree of life lest old age dissolve him. (Cross-ref to the Pseudo-Augustine/Ambrosiaster *Questions* q.13, cited in Q.III above.) **Bede**: it was called "tree of life" because it had divinely received the power that whoever ate of it would be kept in stable health, never declining through age or into death. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Bonaventura, tria dicit fuisse in Paradiso arborum genera." Pererius introduces a block quotation of Bonaventure (Sent. 2 d.17) distinguishing three kinds of trees in Paradise. The quotation follows. ↩
	Block quotation of Bonaventure (Sent. 2 d.17): three kinds of Paradise trees—(1) for the *body* (ordinary nourishment), (2) for the *soul* (the tree of knowledge, forbidden to test obedience—abstinence from it would have won immortality), (3) for the *whole man* (the tree of life, giving perpetual life and an indissoluble body-soul union). Moses mentions only the latter two, for their singular effects, set near each other in the midst: the tree of life to *incite* man to keep the law by love of immortality, the tree of knowledge to *restrain* him by fear of death. It was called "tree of life" not from its actual effect but from the effect it was ordained to and would have had, had man persevered in grace. ↩
	Pererius summarizes Bonaventure's gloss on Peter Lombard's text: the tree of life had no *natural* power to give immortality (being itself corruptible), but by a power given to it disposed man for immortality—the divine power, assisting it *as in a Sacrament*, conferring immortality. (This makes Bonaventure a witness for the *supernatural* view.) ↩
	Continuation of the Bonaventure quotation: it should be no wonder the tree's fruit could dispose man for immortality, since many aromatics (myrrh, balsam...) preserve bodies incorrupt for a very long time. Continues onto next page (catchword "& bals"). ↩
	Conclusion of the Bonaventure quotation: myrrh and balsam preserve bodies long incorrupt; and as our Sacraments do not create grace, but the divine power assisting them infuses grace in their lawful reception, so the fruit did not give immortality—the divine power, when it was eaten, bestowed it. (The Sacrament analogy clinches Bonaventure for the supernatural view.) ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Qui auctores senserint virtutem arboris vitae fuisse naturalem; Strabus in Genesim." From Bonaventure and Augustine, the **supernatural** camp is clear. **On the other side** (the *natural* view): Strabo, Hugh of St. Victor, and Aquinas. Strabo's words follow. ↩
	Block quotation of Strabo (Glossa, on Genesis): the tree of life had *naturally* the power that whoever ate its fruit would enjoy perpetual soundness, never wearied by infirmity, anxiety, or the weariness of age. (Strabo witnesses for the *natural* view.) ↩
	Pererius adduces Hugh of St. Victor for the natural view; his words follow. ↩
	Block quotation of Hugh of St. Victor: the tree of life had a *nature* to perpetuate man's life if rightly eaten. Man was made both mortal and immortal—immortal in that food could keep him from dying, mortal in that external violence could destroy him. God fortified him *within* (against the "gate of negligence," by reason) and *without* (against the "gate of violence," by the divine guard): so no external harm could enter unless man himself, abusing reason, opened the inner gate—which he did, so God justly withdrew the guard. (Hugh witnesses for the *natural* view.) ↩
	Pererius cites Aquinas (Summa I q.97 a.4 [the last article]): the tree of life could not give the body a disposition of immortality by which it could *never* be dissolved. The quotation follows. ↩
	Block quotation of Aquinas (Summa I q.97 a.4): any bodily power is finite, and a greater power imprints a more durable effect; so the tree's power could not give the body endurance for *infinite* time, but only to a determinate time—after which man would either be translated to a spiritual life or need to eat of the tree again. (Note: Aquinas's argument matches Scotus's; Pererius observes it tells *for the natural view*.) ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Iudicium auctoris." Pererius notes Aquinas's argument is invalid if the tree's power was supernatural, but most valid if natural—and **he accedes to the natural view.** His own reasoning: if the power had been *supernatural*, it would not have remained in the tree after man's sin, nor profited sinful man; but Scripture shows the power *did* remain after sin (God guarded Paradise's entrance lest man enter and eat...). Continues onto next page (catchword "cax"). ↩
	Pererius's verdict on Question IV continued: were the power *supernatural* (like the Sacraments'), it would not work in the sinner—yet Scripture shows it still operated after sin (God had to guard the tree); and were it supernatural, no physical guard would be needed (God's mere non-assistance would suffice). So, since the power lasted only a *determinate* time, **nothing stops it from being NATURAL**: if other Paradise trees could preserve man ~2,000 years, the tree of life could naturally do ~3,000–4,000; and God can always create from any species a tree of greater natural power. **(Verdict: the tree's preservative power was natural.)** ↩




QUESTION V. Whether the Sages of the Gentiles had any knowledge of the tree of life

LatineEnglish


QUESTION V. Whether the Sages of the Gentiles had any knowledge of the tree of life.1
QUAESTIO V. An Sapientes Gentilium ullam arboris vitae notitiam habuerint.



VALDE probatur mihi quod scriptum reliquit Iustinus martyr in secunda Apologia pro Christianis, summa daemonis calliditate ac malitia esse factum ut multa a Poëtis Gentilium fabulosa et commentitia fuerint prodita, eorum quae traduntur in sacris libris quam similia: quo scilicet fides abrogaretur divinis litteris, in quibus traduntur multa omnem naturae et humanae intelligentiae vim et potestatem excedentia; reputantibus qui ea legerent nihilo plus ipsa esse credibilia priscorum Poëtarum fabulis et commentis, quorum essent consimilia. Hoc Iustinus multis probat exemplis: sed in praesentia unum, ad id quod nunc agitur pertinens, satis erit. Moses tradit fuisse in Paradiso arborem vitae, cuius fructus praestabat homini immortalitatem; hoc fortasse cum legisset Hesiodus aliique vetustiores Poëtae (istos enim omnes multis seculis Moses anteivit) id ad fabulas suas transtulerunt, commenti deorum cibum ac potum esse nectar atque ambrosiam: quibus rebus qui alerentur eos non modo immortalem, sed etiam viridem perpetuo ac florentem aetatem agere. Et nomina quidem ista figmentis belle congruunt: Nectar enim dictum est (auctore Suida) quasi νέους, id est bibentes ipsum faciens iuvenes, vel a particula negante νή et verbo κτείνω, id est interficio, quasi mortalitatem auferens nec sinens mori. Ambrosia vero dicta est quasi abrosia, id est sine morte, aut quia caret ea mortalis, Graece βροτός dictus.
I greatly approve what Justin Martyr left written in his second Apology for the Christians: that it was brought about by the demon's utmost cunning and malice that many fabulous and fictitious things were put out by the poets of the Gentiles, as similar as possible to the things handed down in the sacred books: namely, that faith might be taken away from the divine writings, in which many things are handed down exceeding all force and power of nature and of human understanding; those who read them reckoning these to be no more credible than the fables and fictions of the ancient poets, to which they were quite similar. Justin proves this by many examples: but for the present one, pertaining to what is now in hand, will be enough. Moses hands down that there was in Paradise a tree of life, whose fruit afforded immortality to man; this, perhaps, when Hesiod and the other more ancient poets had read it (for Moses preceded all of them by many ages), they transferred to their own fables, inventing that the food and drink of the gods was nectar and ambrosia—by which things those who were fed led an age not only immortal, but even green, perpetually flourishing. And indeed those names fit the fictions nicely: for Nectar is said (on the authority of Suidas) to be as if from νέους (young), that is, making young those drinking it; or from the negating particle νή and the verb κτείνω, that is, I kill—as if taking away mortality and not allowing one to die. And Ambrosia is said to be as if a-brosia, that is, without death, or because the mortal lacks it (in Greek called βροτός, mortal).2



Celebratur etiam a Poëtis Nepenthes herba seu potio, omnem adimens dolorem et luctum: nam luctus Graece πένθος, inde νηπενθής. Eodem spectat Moly herba laudatissima Homero, homines ad iuventutem revocans, cuius vires Plinius libro 25 cap. 4 multis verbis describit. Fabulantur etiam Poëtae nectar et ambrosiam ministrari diis in mensa ab Hebe Iunonis filia, quae vox iuventutem significat: ex quo significarunt omnem deorum naturam semper florere semperque suo robore pollere.
There is also celebrated by the poets the herb or potion Nepenthes, taking away all grief and mourning: for mourning in Greek is πένθος, whence νηπενθής. To the same point looks Moly, the herb most praised by Homer, recalling men to youth, whose powers Pliny, book 25, chapter 4, describes at length. The poets also feign that nectar and ambrosia are ministered to the gods at table by Hebe, the daughter of Juno—which word signifies youth: by which they signified that all the nature of the gods ever flourishes and is ever strong with its own vigor.3



NEC adversus arborem vitae, sicut adversus ambrosiam Poëtarum, valet argumentatio illa Aristotelis in tertio libro Metaphysico textu 15, quam supra memoravimus. Nam quod ait non posse esse immortale quicquid cibo indiget, si de naturali et absoluta immortalitate loquatur, libenter concedimus, et sine ulla dubitatione verum est. Sed Adamus, etiam in statu innocentiae in Paradiso habitans et fructu arboris vitae vescens, suapte natura tamen mortalis erat ac dissolubilis: esus autem arboris vitae servabat eum a morte, non quidem ad infinitum tempus, sed longissimo tamen aevo, quoad scilicet in spiritualem ac caelestem vitam et in perfectae statum immortalitatis transferretur.
Nor against the tree of life, as against the ambrosia of the poets, does that argument of Aristotle hold, in the third book of the Metaphysics, text 15, which we recalled above. For as to what he says—that nothing which needs food can be immortal—if he speaks of natural and absolute immortality, we gladly concede it, and it is true without any doubt. But Adam, even in the state of innocence, dwelling in Paradise and feeding on the fruit of the tree of life, was nevertheless by his own nature mortal and dissoluble: but the eating of the tree of life preserved him from death—not indeed for an infinite time, but yet for a very long age, until, namely, he should be translated into a spiritual and heavenly life, and into the state of perfect immortality.4



QUAERI posset, an Adam dum fuit in Paradiso gustaverit et comederit fructum arboris vitae? Sed facile est responsum, non comedisse. Primo, quia brevissimo tempore fuit in Paradiso, et fructus illius arboris non futurus erat cibus quotidianus ad hominem alendum, sed ad modum medicinae, ad occurrendum naturae defectibus, per longa temporum intervalla sumendus. Deinde, esus illius arboris permittendus erat homini, siquidem ipse legem de non edendo fructu arboris scientiae boni et mali servasset: quare prius probanda erat aliquandiu obedientia Adami, quam ut eum fructum comederet. Postea, si edisset Adam illum vitalem fructum, hauddubie longius quam ullus mortalium vitam produxisset, cum tamen brevioris vitae fuerit quam Mathusalem, Iared et Noë.
It could be asked whether Adam, while he was in Paradise, tasted and ate the fruit of the tree of life. But the answer is easy: that he did not eat it. First, because he was in Paradise for a very short time, and the fruit of that tree was not to be daily food for nourishing man, but, in the manner of a medicine, to be taken at long intervals of time, for meeting the defects of nature. Then, the eating of that tree was to be permitted to man only if he himself had kept the law about not eating the fruit of the tree of the knowledge of good and evil: wherefore the obedience of Adam had first to be proved for some time, before he should eat that fruit. Afterward, if Adam had eaten that vital fruit, he would without doubt have prolonged his life longer than any of mortals—whereas he was of a shorter life than Methuselah, Jared, and Noah.5



Ceterum, ut de Arbore vitae, sic de Arbore scientiae boni et mali nonnullae quaestiones enodandae sunt.
But, as concerning the Tree of life, so concerning the Tree of the knowledge of good and evil, some questions must be untangled.6



Translator’s notes
	The fifth question on the tree of life: did the pagan sages have any knowledge of it? (A digression on the pagan myths of nectar and ambrosia as garbled echoes of the Mosaic tree of life.) ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Nectar et ambrosia unde deducta nomina." Pererius approves **Justin Martyr** (2nd Apology): by the demon's cunning the pagan poets produced fables *similar* to Scripture, to discredit the sacred books (so readers would reckon the miraculous in Scripture no more credible than the poets' fictions). One example: Moses's tree of life, whose fruit gave immortality, was (perhaps) borrowed by **Hesiod** and older poets—who postdate Moses—into the gods' **nectar and ambrosia**, food of immortality and perpetual youth. The Greek etymologies (per the **Suda**): **νέκταρ** as if from **νέους** ("making drinkers young"), or from the negating **νή** + **κτείνω** ("I kill") = "not letting one die"; **ἀμβροσία** as *a-brosia*, "without death" (Greek **βροτός** = mortal). [Greek glyphs verified on the 300-dpi crop; the verb glossed "interficio" is κτείνω.] ↩
	More pagan parallels: **Nepenthes**, the herb/potion taking away all grief (Greek **πένθος** = grief, whence **νηπενθής** = "griefless"); **Moly**, Homer's most-praised herb that recalls men to youth (its powers described by **Pliny** 25.4); and **Hebe** (Juno's daughter, her name = "youth") who serves the gods nectar and ambrosia at table—signifying the gods' nature ever flourishes in its vigor. [Greek glyphs verified on the crop.] Continues onto next page (catchword "NEC"). ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Solvitur Aristotelis Argumentatio." **Aristotle's argument resolved** (Metaphysics 3, text 15, raised in Q.I): his claim that nothing needing food can be immortal is gladly granted *if* he means natural, absolute immortality. But Adam, even eating the tree of life in innocence, was by his own nature mortal; the tree preserved him from death not for infinite time but for a very long age—until he should be translated to a spiritual, heavenly life and perfect immortality. (So Aristotle's principle and the tree of life are compatible.) ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Verum [=Utrum] Adam cum fuit in Paradiso, comederit fructum Arboris vitae." **Did Adam eat of the tree of life?** No. (1) He was in Paradise only a very short time, and the fruit was not daily food but a medicine taken at long intervals. (2) Its eating was to be permitted only after he had kept the law against the tree of knowledge—his obedience had first to be tested. (3) Had he eaten it, he would have outlived any mortal—yet he lived a *shorter* life than Methuselah, Jared, and Noah (proof he never ate it). ↩
	Transition closing the disputation on the tree of life: as with the tree of life, so some questions on the tree of the knowledge of good and evil must now be resolved. ↩




DISPUTATION ON THE TREE of the Knowledge of Good and Evil

LatineEnglish


DISPUTATION ON THE TREE of the Knowledge of Good and Evil.1
DISPUTATIO DE ARBORE Scientiae boni et mali.



GENESIS 2, verse 9. — Also the tree of the Knowledge of good and evil.2
GEN. 2. VERS. 9. — Lignum quoque Scientiae boni et mali.



Translator’s notes
	A new disputation begins: On the Tree of the Knowledge of Good and Evil. It will be subdivided into numbered QUAESTIONES, expounding the second clause of Gen 2:9. ↩
	Scripture lemma for the new disputation: the second clause of Gen 2:9, on the tree of the knowledge of good and evil, set off as a centered head with the side-reference "GEN. 2. VERS. 9." ↩




QUESTION I. Whether it was a true and natural tree, and whether only one
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QUESTION I. Whether it was a true and natural tree, and whether only one.1
QUAESTIO I. An fuerit illa vera et naturalis Arbor, et an una tantum.



DE ARBORE vitae dictum est: proxime sequitur Arbor scientiae boni et mali, pauciorum quaestionum et facilioris explicationis, illaque in primis obvia quaestione, an fuerit corporea et terrestris arbor—negantibus id quibusdam propter scientiam boni et mali, quem effectum ipsius nulli corporearum arborum convenientem esse...
Concerning the Tree of life it has been said: next follows the Tree of the knowledge of good and evil, of fewer questions and easier explanation—and first of all with that obvious question, whether it was a corporeal and terrestrial tree—certain ones denying this, on account of the "knowledge of good and evil," which effect of it, [they say,] being suited to no one of the corporeal trees, to be...2



...[quem effectum ipsius, nulli corporearum arborum convenientem,] esse putaverunt. Sed perpendentibus verba Mosis, non potest esse in dubio eam fuisse naturalem et corpoream arborem: ut quam Moses ceteris arboribus ex humo generatis et in Paradiso consitis annumeravit. Deus quoque eius esu homini mortem comminatus interdixit: ergo ferebat fructus qui poterant ab homine comedi. Eva item aspiciens arborem aspectu pulchram, fructumque eius ad vescendum suavem, decerpsit, comedit, viroque suo dedit comedendum. Neque vero cognominata est arbor scientiae boni et mali quod eum haberet effectum, ut fructum suum comedentes boni et mali scientes faceret, sed ob alias causas paulo infra exponendas. Illud etiam fit mihi admodum verisimile, unicam duntaxat fuisse eam arborem: nam et una sat erat consilio et proposito Dei, volentis per eam probare hominis obedientiam; et ubicumque Scriptura eam nominat, singulari numero eam appellat; necnon et interdictio eius ad Adamum et Evam tantum pertinebat, et in una numero arbore continebatur.
...they thought [that effect of it—the knowledge of good and evil—suited to no one of the corporeal trees—] to be [an argument that it was not corporeal]. But to those weighing the words of Moses, it cannot be in doubt that it was a natural and corporeal tree: inasmuch as Moses numbered it with the other trees generated from the soil and planted in Paradise. God too, threatening man with death, forbade the eating of it: therefore it bore fruits which could be eaten by man. Eve likewise, looking at the tree beautiful in aspect, and its fruit sweet to eat, plucked, ate, and gave it to her husband to eat. Nor indeed was it surnamed the tree of the knowledge of good and evil because it had this effect, that it made those eating its fruit knowers of good and evil, but for other causes to be set forth a little below. This also becomes to me quite probable, that there was only one such tree: for one was enough for the counsel and purpose of God, who wished to prove man's obedience through it; and wherever Scripture names it, it calls it in the singular number; and the prohibition of it pertained only to Adam and Eve, and was contained in one tree in number.3



Translator’s notes
	The first question on the tree of knowledge: was it a real, natural (corporeal, earthly) tree, and was there only one of it? ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Arborem scientiae boni et mali fuisse corpoream, et unam numero." The tree of life is finished; next the tree of the knowledge of good and evil, of fewer and easier questions—first the obvious one: was it a corporeal, earthly tree? **Some deny it**, on account of the "knowledge of good and evil"—an effect they say suits no corporeal tree (the start of the objection Pererius will rebut). Breaks mid-sentence (catchword "esse"; signature S3). Resume PDF 367 with "...esse..." continuing the objection and Pererius's reply. ↩
	Conclusion of QUAESTIO I (from p.325), rebutting the allegorists. Against their denial: weighing Moses's words, the tree of knowledge was certainly a real, corporeal tree—numbered among the soil-grown trees, forbidden under threat of death (so it bore edible fruit), and seen by Eve as beautiful with sweet fruit, plucked and shared. It was NOT named "of the knowledge of good and evil" because it *made* eaters know good and evil, but for other reasons (below). Pererius also finds it probable there was only **one** such tree: one sufficed for God's purpose of testing obedience, Scripture always names it in the singular, and the prohibition concerned only Adam, Eve, and one tree. ↩
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QUESTION II. Among what species of trees the Tree of the knowledge of good and evil was.1
QUAESTIO II. In qua specie arborum fuerit Arbor scientiae boni et mali.



HOC magis curiosam habet cognitionem, sed adhuc incompertam, ac mea quidem sententia inexplicabilem: ausi tamen quidam sunt eius arboris speciem proprie ac nominatim indicare. Alii existimarunt fuisse vel vitem vel frumentum: ea coniectura, quod in pane et in vino Dominus corpus ac sanguinem suum in sacramento Eucharistiae nobis exhibuerit, ad exsolvendam videlicet expiandamque noxam per esum illius arboris ab Adamo contractam. Verum cum Scriptura eam nominet arborem ubicumque de ea agit, satis apparet neque frumentum neque vitem esse potuisse.
This has a more curious knowledge, but still undiscovered, and in my opinion inexplicable: yet some have dared to indicate the species of that tree properly and by name. Some thought it was either the vine or grain: by this conjecture, that in bread and in wine the Lord exhibited to us his body and blood in the sacrament of the Eucharist—namely, to pay off and expiate the guilt contracted by Adam through the eating of that tree. But since Scripture names it a tree wherever it treats of it, it appears clearly that it could have been neither grain nor vine.2



MOSES Barcepha in libro suo de Paradiso, auctorem secutus Philoxenum in oratione de Arbore vitae, aliosque multos, censet eam arborem fuisse ficum: credibile enim esse, simulatque de ea arbore primi nostri Parentes edissent, tum patrati sceleris animadversione, tum pudore nuditatis (quae pudenda ipsis et probrosa esse coeperat), ex eo quod proxime ad manum erat subligacula sibi comparavisse, quibus sua obvelarent pudenda. Ea vero ex ficulneis esse facta testatur ipsa Scriptura; nec est simile veri ipsos, proxima eis arbore praetermissa, ad aliam longius dissitam festinasse, ex cuius foliis subligacula sibi concinnarent, quibus suam contegerent nuditatem. Theodoretus q. 28 in Genesim hoc ipsum tanta asseveratione affirmat, ut extra controversiam ponat.
Moses Bar-Cepha, in his book On Paradise, following his authority Philoxenus in his oration On the Tree of Life, and many others, judges that that tree was a fig: for it is credible that, as soon as our first Parents had eaten of that tree, then—both by awareness of the crime committed, and by shame of their nakedness (which had begun to be shameful and disgraceful to them)—from that which was nearest to hand they procured aprons for themselves, with which to veil their private parts. And that these were made of fig-leaves the Scripture itself testifies; nor is it like the truth that they, passing by the tree nearest to them, hastened to another more distant, from whose leaves they should fashion aprons for themselves, with which to cover their nakedness. Theodoret, question 28 on Genesis, affirms this very thing with such great asseveration that he places it beyond controversy.3



TOSTATVS tamen super cap. 13 Geneseos quaest. 164 satis probabili argumento confirmat non fuisse ficum, scilicet vel eo ipso quod ex foliis ficus sibi fecerunt subligacula. Nam cum statim ut comederunt fructum vetitum senserint et malum in quod incurrerant et bonum quo fuerant privati, haud dubie ingens eos illius arboris horror et odium coepit, ex qua tantum damnum accepissent: timuissent igitur eius folia contrectare et sibi in usum vestis admovere, maius aliquod malum ex ea sibi metuentes. Quid quod in c. 3 libri Geneseos traditur arborem illam fuisse pulchram oculis et visu delectabilem? quod profecto in arborem ficus minime quadrat. Neque vero necesse est Evam et Adamum simul ex ea arbore edisse; quinimo perspicue indicat Scriptura Evam prius edisse ex ea arbore, postea vero fructum eius (quem innoxie comedisse sibi visa erat) ad virum suum detulisse.
Tostatus, however, on the 13th chapter of Genesis, question 164, confirms by a fairly probable argument that it was not a fig—namely, by this very fact, that they made themselves aprons from fig-leaves. For since, as soon as they had eaten the forbidden fruit, they felt both the evil into which they had run and the good of which they had been deprived, without doubt a great horror and hatred of that tree seized them, from which they had received such great loss: they would therefore have feared to handle its leaves and apply them to use as clothing, dreading some greater evil to themselves from it. What of the fact that in chapter 3 of the book of Genesis it is handed down that that tree was beautiful to the eyes and delightful to behold? which surely fits a fig tree least of all. Nor indeed is it necessary that Eve and Adam ate from that tree together; rather Scripture plainly indicates that Eve first ate from that tree, and afterward brought its fruit (which she seemed to herself to have eaten harmlessly) to her husband.4



NON defuerunt qui opinati sint eam arborem fuisse Malum, propter id quod scriptum est in Canticis c. 8, Sub arbore Malo suscitavi te: ibi corrupta est mater tua, ibi violata est genitrix tua. At enim vero doctrina illius libri tota est parabolica, quare propriae vocabulorum significationi nequaquam insistendum est: alioqui cogentur isti dicere arborem crucis (sub qua significatur eo loco naturam humanam a Christo esse suscitatam) fuisse arborem Mali: quanquam nomen Mali generale est, multas arborum species complectens. Denique, non assentior arbitrantibus arborem illam diversae speciei fuisse ab omnibus aliis arboribus: neque enim scientia boni et mali (quae ratio illos movit) effectus fuit illius arboris, ut mox ostendemus.
There were not lacking those who thought that tree was an apple, on account of what is written in Canticles, chapter 8: Under the apple tree I raised you up: there your mother was corrupted, there she who bore you was violated. But indeed the teaching of that book is wholly parabolic, wherefore one must by no means insist on the proper signification of the words: otherwise these men will be compelled to say that the tree of the cross (under which is signified, in that place, that human nature was raised up by Christ) was an apple tree. (Although the name Apple [Malum] is general, embracing many species of trees.) Finally, I do not assent to those who judge that tree to have been of a species different from all the other trees: for the knowledge of good and evil (the reason which moved them) was not the effect of that tree, as we shall soon show.5



VERUM igitur est quod in principio quaestionis diximus, in qua specie arborum fuerit arbor scientiae boni et mali sciri non posse. Sed bene habet quod id scire, ad intelligenda quae de ea arbore tradit Scriptura, nihil plane refert: potuit enim ea arbor fuisse vel pyrus vel prunus vel quaevis aliarum arborum; nam nec interdicta est homini quod per se mala esset aut ipsi exitialis (sicut docet Augustinus lib. 13 de Civitate Dei cap. 20), nec scientia boni et mali naturalis ipsius erat effectus, sed ad probandam tantum hominis obedientiam eius fructus ipsi fuerat interdictus. Sed cur appellata sit arbor scientiae boni et mali, hoc deinceps ostendamus.
It is true, therefore, what we said at the beginning of the question, that the species of trees the tree of the knowledge of good and evil belonged to cannot be known. But it is well, that to know this matters nothing at all for understanding the things which Scripture hands down about that tree: for that tree could have been a pear, or a plum, or any other of the trees; for it was not forbidden to man because it was in itself evil, or deadly to him (as Augustine teaches, book 13 of the City of God, chapter 20), nor was the knowledge of good and evil its natural effect; but, only to prove the obedience of man, its fruit had been forbidden to him. But why it was called the tree of the knowledge of good and evil, let us show next.6



Translator’s notes
	The second question on the tree of knowledge: of what botanical species was it? ↩
	Marginal glosses: "Mira narrat Plinius de ficu Indica lib. 12 cap. 5" and "de ficu Aegyptiaca lib. 13 cap. 7" (Pliny on the Indian fig [banyan] and Egyptian fig [sycamore]). The tree's species is a curious but undiscoverable—and (Pererius thinks) inexplicable—matter, yet some name it. Some say the **vine or grain**, conjecturing that the Lord gives his body and blood in *bread and wine* (the Eucharist) to expiate Adam's guilt from that tree. But since Scripture always calls it a "tree," it could be neither grain nor vine. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Philoxenus putavit illam arborem fuisse ficum." **Moses Bar-Cepha** (On Paradise, following Philoxenus's oration On the Tree of Life, and many others) holds it was a **fig**: credibly, as soon as our first parents ate, then from awareness of the crime and shame of their nakedness, they made aprons from what was nearest—and Scripture says these were of fig-leaves; nor would they have passed by the nearest tree for a distant one. **Theodoret** (q. 28 on Genesis) affirms this so strongly as to put it beyond dispute. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Tostatus probat illam Arborem non fuisse ficum." **Tostatus** (Gen 13 q.164) argues, fairly probably, that it was NOT a fig—precisely from the fig-leaf aprons: once they ate and felt the evil incurred and the good lost, a great horror and hatred of that tree would have seized them, so they'd have feared to handle its leaves for clothing. Moreover Gen 3 calls the tree "beautiful to the eyes and delightful to behold," which hardly fits a fig. Nor did Eve and Adam eat together—Scripture shows Eve ate *first*, then brought the fruit to her husband. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "An illa arbor fuerit arbor Malum." Some held it was an **apple** (Malum), from Canticles 8:5 ("Under the apple tree I raised you up..."). But the Song's teaching is wholly parabolic, so its words can't be pressed literally—else the "apple tree" there (signifying where Christ raised human nature, i.e. the cross) would be a literal apple tree. (And "Malum" is a general name for many species.) Pererius also rejects the view that the tree was of a *different species* from all others, since the "knowledge of good and evil" (their reason) was *not* the tree's effect, as he will show. ↩
	So (as said at the start) the tree's species cannot be known—but happily that matters nothing for understanding Scripture's account: it could have been a pear, plum, or any tree. It was forbidden not because evil or deadly in itself (Augustine, City of God 13.20), nor was "knowledge of good and evil" its natural effect; its fruit was forbidden *only to test man's obedience*. Why it bears that name comes next (Question III). ↩
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QUESTION III. Why it was called the tree of the knowledge of good and evil.1
QUAESTIO III. Cur appellata sit arbor scientiae boni et mali.



DE CAUSA huius appellationis quatuor esse animadverto auctorum sententias. Prima sententia est Hebraeorum, quibus solenne est in exponendis Sacris litteris ridicule nugari frequentesque miscere fabulas. Similiter igitur hoc loco fingunt Adamum et Evam creatos esse simplicissimos, sine usu rationis, infantium similes...
Concerning the cause of this name, I observe that there are four opinions of authors. The first opinion is that of the Hebrews, for whom it is customary, in expounding the Sacred writings, to trifle ridiculously and frequently to mix in fables. So likewise in this place they imagine that Adam and Eve were created most simple, without the use of reason, like infants...2



...[infantium] similes. Quoniam autem arbor illa vim habebat accelerandi usum rationis et liberi arbitrii, propterea inquiunt appellatam fuisse Arborem scientiae boni et mali: nam secundum phrasim Scripturae, scire bonum et malum idem sonat atque usum habere rationis. Verum, infulsum est hoc Hebraeorum commentum: etenim Adamus et Eva facti sunt ut corpore robusto aetateque perfecta et ad generandum idonea (quippe dictum est eis, Crescite et multiplicamini), ita facti sunt perfecta ratione et iudicio, menteque ad discernendum bonum et malum et quidvis intelligendum matura. Quid enim non modo ad usum rationis, sed etiam ad rerum omnium scientiam ei potuit abesse, qui cunctis animantibus aptissima et convenientissima nomina imposuit? cum quo Deus familiares habuit sermones; cui legem sanxit, capitali poena violanti eam constituta; quem divino prophetiae spiritu implevit; quo afflatus Adam praeclarum illud ac nobile edidit vaticinium, Hoc nunc os ex ossibus meis, et caro de carne mea.
...like infants. But since that tree had the power of accelerating the use of reason and of free will, therefore, they say, it was called the Tree of the knowledge of good and evil: for according to the phrasing of Scripture, to know good and evil sounds the same as to have the use of reason. But this Hebrew fabrication is insipid: for as Adam and Eve were made with a robust body, and a perfect age, and fit for generating (since it was said to them, Increase and multiply), so they were made with perfect reason and judgment, and a mind mature for discerning good and evil and for understanding anything whatever. For what could be lacking to him—not only for the use of reason, but even for the knowledge of all things—who imposed on all the animals the most apt and most fitting names? with whom God held familiar conversations; on whom He enacted a law, with a capital penalty appointed for violating it; whom He filled with the divine spirit of prophecy; inspired by which Adam uttered that splendid and noble prophecy, This now is bone of my bones, and flesh of my flesh.3



ALTERA opinio est Iosephi in primo libro Antiquitatum aientis ideo sic appellatam esse illam arborem, quod eius fructus, si ederetur ab homine, vim haberet augendi acumen ingenii et solertiam ac prudentiam cogitandi, multumque conferret ad percipiendam scientiam. Iosephum ita refellit Nicolaus de Lyra: fructum eius arboris fuisse corporeum, non igitur vim ullam habere potuisse in mentem et ingenium hominis, quod est incorporeum et immateriale. Agens namque corporeum non potest agere nisi per actionem corporalem et materialem, quae non in alio subiecto nisi corporeo recipi potest. Quinetiam certum est Philosophis decretum, eorum quae inter se agunt et patiuntur communem debere esse materiam.
The second opinion is that of Josephus, in the first book of the Antiquities, saying that the tree was so named because its fruit, if it were eaten by man, would have the power of increasing the sharpness of the wit and the cleverness and prudence of thinking, and would contribute much to acquiring knowledge. Nicholas of Lyra refutes Josephus thus: that the fruit of that tree was corporeal, and therefore could have no power over the mind and wit of man, which is incorporeal and immaterial. For a corporeal agent cannot act except by a corporeal and material action, which cannot be received in any subject except a corporeal one. Moreover it is a certain settled principle of the Philosophers, that of those things which act on and are acted on by one another the matter must be common.4



Firma esset haec ratio Nicolai de agente quod per se ac directe agit, non autem de eo quod agit indirecte. Manifestum enim est, vel ipsa experientia, cibis valde vel iuvari vel corrumpi spiritus animales et organa interiorum sensuum, quorum bona constitutio ad bonitatem actionum mentis mirifice confert. Sunt cibi qui valde prosunt, sunt etiam qui nocent plurimum memoriae et ingenio: quemadmodum etiam nati et viventes sub caelo gravi et crasso obtusioris sunt ingenii, sub tenui autem et puro et acutioris et acrioris. Auctor est Aristoteles in septimo libro Politicorum, homines qui versantur in frigidis regionibus esse quidem corpore robustiores, sed mente tamen tardiores atque hebetiores; contra vero qui in calidis sunt regionibus esse imbecilliores viribus, ingenio tamen solertiores ac sagaciores; qui autem in molli ac temperato caelo vitam agunt, utraque re pariter excellere.
This argument of Nicholas would be firm concerning an agent which acts of itself and directly, but not concerning one which acts indirectly. For it is manifest, even by experience itself, that by foods the animal spirits and the organs of the interior senses are greatly either helped or corrupted, whose good constitution contributes wonderfully to the goodness of the mind's actions. There are foods which greatly profit, there are also those which harm very much the memory and the wit: just as also those born and living under a heavy and thick sky are of a duller wit, but under a thin and pure one, of a sharper and keener one. Aristotle is the authority, in the seventh book of the Politics, that men who dwell in cold regions are indeed more robust in body, but nevertheless slower and more sluggish in mind; on the contrary, that those who are in hot regions are weaker in their powers, but yet cleverer and more sagacious in wit; but that those who lead their life in a mild and temperate climate excel equally in both.5



Denique, Isaias capite 7 de Messia loquens, Butyrum, inquit, et mel comedet, ut sciat reprobare malum et eligere bonum. Salomon item in libro Ecclesiastae capite secundo ait cogitasse se carnem suam abstrahere a vino, quo liberius sapientiae studere ac vacare posset. Nihil igitur prohibet quin esus illius ligni ad boni[tatem]...
Finally, Isaiah in chapter 7, speaking of the Messiah, says: He shall eat butter and honey, that he may know to refuse the evil and choose the good. Solomon likewise, in the book of Ecclesiastes, chapter two, says that he thought to withdraw his flesh from wine, that he might more freely study and have leisure for wisdom. Nothing, therefore, prevents that the eating of that tree could profit man to the good[ness and excellence of wit]...6



...[ad boni]tatem et praestantiam ingenii potuerit homini proficere. QUOCIRCA Iosephus aliter confutandus est: nempe, si fructus illius arboris ad ingenii acumen et perceptionem scientiae profuisset, nunquam Deus eius usum homini interdixisset. Non enim bonis nostris invidet, nec quae ad perfectionem hominis pertinent (praesertim spiritualem et intellectualem) prohibere aut impedire vult. Et vero, si talis fuisset fructus illius arboris, fuisset profecto lex Dei eam interdicens homini gravissima ac durissima: siquidem nihil est quod natura duce ardentius expetant homines, et ad quod maiori naturae impetu rapiantur, quam ad consecutionem et perceptionem scientiae. Ad hoc, si ita res haberet, promissum serpentis datum Evae fuisset verum: illud dico promissum, In quocunque die comederitis ex eo, eritis sicut dii, scientes bonum et malum: quod tamen promissum mendax fuisse ac fallax sententia est omnium Patrum. Quod si eiusmodi effectum illius arboris fuissent primi homines in seipsis experti, non tantopere doluissent propter esum eius, scilicet tanto ingenii bono aucti et locupletati.
...could profit man to the goodness and excellence of wit. Wherefore Josephus must be refuted otherwise: namely, if the fruit of that tree had profited the sharpness of the wit and the perception of knowledge, God would never have forbidden the use of it to man. For He does not envy our goods, nor wish to forbid or hinder the things which pertain to the perfection of man (especially the spiritual and intellectual). And indeed, if the fruit of that tree had been such, the law of God forbidding it would surely have been most grievous and most hard for man: since there is nothing which, by the leading of nature, men more ardently desire, and to which they are carried by a greater impulse of nature, than the attainment and perception of knowledge. To this, if the matter were so, the promise of the serpent given to Eve would have been true: I mean that promise, In whatever day you eat of it, you shall be as gods, knowing good and evil: which promise, however, all the Fathers hold to have been lying and deceptive. And if the first men had experienced in themselves such an effect of that tree, they would not have grieved so much over the eating of it—namely, being increased and enriched with so great a good of wit.7



TERTIA sententia est fere Theologorum communis et per omnes scholas pervagata: sic dictam esse illam arborem ab eventu, et ex eo quod esum ipsius consecutum est. Accidit enim homini ut tunc experiendo cognosceret discrimen inter bonum quo ante peccatum fruebatur et malum in quod peccando incurrit; ideoque scientiam haberet boni et mali, videlicet (ut vocant Theologi) experimentalem. Nam licet antea speculative nosset Adam discrimen boni et mali, post peccatum tamen practice et per experientiam id magis cognovit. Sicut medicus scientia medicinae cognitam habet differentiam sanitatis et aegritudinis; eam tamen ipse, amissa sanitate et in morbum delapsus, nova quadam ratione (scilicet per experientiam) melius agnoscit. Haec est sententia Augustini in lib. 14 de Civitate Dei cap. 17 et lib. 8 de Genesi ad litteram cap. 6 et 15, eademque est Magistri sententiarum et Theologorum scholasticorum in 2 lib. sentent. dist. 17.
The third opinion is almost the common one of the Theologians, and spread abroad through all the schools: that that tree was so named from the event, and from that which followed its eating. For it befell man that he then, by experiencing, knew the difference between the good which he enjoyed before sin, and the evil into which he ran by sinning; and therefore he had a knowledge of good and evil—namely (as the Theologians call it) experimental. For although Adam knew the difference of good and evil before, speculatively, yet after sin he knew it more practically and by experience. Just as a physician, by the science of medicine, has known the difference of health and sickness; yet he himself, having lost his health and fallen into illness, recognizes it better by a certain new way—namely, by experience. This is the opinion of Augustine in book 14 of the City of God, chapter 17, and book 8 On Genesis according to the letter, chapters 6 and 15; and the same is the opinion of the Master of the Sentences and of the scholastic Theologians, in the second book of the Sentences, distinction 17.8



Quemadmodum igitur ab eventu appellatus est Puteus iurgii seu calumniae, et Puteus iuramenti, et Tumulus testis seu Acervus testimonii, Castra quoque Dei, et Domus Dei, ut videre est in libro Geneseos: sic ab eventu Arbor scientiae boni et mali appellata est. Alii scientiam experimentalem referunt non ad Adamum sed ad Deum, quem inquiunt imposuisse Adamo illud praeceptum ut experiretur et probaret Adamum de bono et malo, id est de obedientia et inobedientia: utrum scilicet futurus esset obediens (quod ei magno bono fuisset) an inobediens (quod malorum omnium futurum ei erat seminarium).
As, therefore, from the event there was named the Well of strife or calumny, and the Well of the oath, and the Mound of the witness or Heap of testimony, the Camp of God also, and the House of God, as may be seen in the book of Genesis: so from the event the Tree of the knowledge of good and evil was named. Others refer the experimental knowledge not to Adam but to God, who, they say, imposed on Adam that precept in order to test and prove Adam concerning good and evil, that is, concerning obedience and disobedience: namely, whether he would be obedient (which would have been a great good for him) or disobedient (which was to be the seedbed of all evils for him).9



SED non fuisse illam arborem sic appellatam ab eventu, et ab eo quod esum ipsius consecutum est, non desunt argumenta quibus probari queat. Primum enim, si ex eventis sumenda erat appellatio, simili ratione nominari potuisset Arbor apertionis oculorum, vel cognitionis propriae nuditatis, vel confectionis subligaculorum: haec enim omnia...
But that that tree was not so named from the event, and from that which followed its eating, there are not lacking arguments by which it can be proved. For first, if the name was to be taken from events, by a like reasoning it could have been named the Tree of the opening of the eyes, or of the knowledge of one's own nakedness, or of the making of aprons: for all these things...10



...[vel confectionis subligaculorum: haec enim] omnia similiter, ut experimentalis scientia boni et mali, esum illius arboris sunt consecuta. Narrat enim Scriptura, cum primum Adam et Eva ex ea arbore comederunt, apertos fuisse illis oculos, et se nudos esse magno cum pudore cognovisse, et ad operiendam nuditatem fecisse sibi subligacula. Deinde, quo serpens Evam alliceret ad esum illius arboris, promisit fore ut, si ex ea comederent, efficerentur tanquam dii scientes bonum et malum. Nec serpens significabat scientiam boni et mali experimentalem: cum enim ea mala sit et fugienda, non eam instar maximi boni maximeque expetendi promisisset. Consensu etiam Patrum liquet serpentem in illo suo promisso esse mentitum: non esset autem mentitus, si de scientia boni et mali per experientiam locutus esset; eam namque scientiam re vera primi homines post peccatum satis superque adepti sunt; nec talis scientia congruit ipsis diis, quorum similes eos fore promisit. Ad extremum, cum Adam eiiciendus erat ex Paradiso, dictum est de ipso per ironiam (vel ab aliquo Angelo cum aliis Angelis loquente, vel ab una aliqua persona Divina cum aliis duabus sermonem habente), Ecce Adam quasi unus ex nobis factus est, sciens bonum et malum. Manifestum est autem in hac sententia per scientiam boni et mali non posse intelligi scientiam experimentalem: haec enim, cum sit mala nec sine detrimento contingat ipsam habenti, non potest convenire in Angelos bonos, nedum in Divinas personas.
...[or of the making of aprons: for] all these things likewise, just as the experimental knowledge of good and evil, followed the eating of that tree. For Scripture relates that, as soon as Adam and Eve ate of that tree, their eyes were opened, and they knew with great shame that they were naked, and made themselves aprons to cover their nakedness. Then, in order that the serpent might allure Eve to the eating of that tree, he promised that, if they ate of it, they would be made like gods, knowing good and evil. Nor did the serpent signify the experimental knowledge of good and evil: for since that is evil and to be fled, he would not have promised it as the greatest good and most to be desired. By the consensus of the Fathers too it is clear that the serpent lied in that promise of his; but he would not have lied, if he had spoken of the knowledge of good and evil through experience—for that knowledge the first men in truth acquired more than enough after sin; nor does such knowledge befit those gods, whose likes he promised they would be. Lastly, when Adam was to be cast out of Paradise, it was said of him by irony (whether by some Angel speaking with the other Angels, or by some one Divine Person holding discourse with the other two), Behold, Adam is become as one of us, knowing good and evil. But it is manifest that in this sentence, by the knowledge of good and evil, the experimental knowledge cannot be understood: for this, since it is an evil and does not befall its possessor without detriment, cannot be fitting in the good Angels, much less in the Divine Persons.11



QUARTA sententia, cui equidem plus ceteris assentior, est Ruperti in libro secundo de Trinitate et operibus eius cap. 27, et Tostati super caput decimumtertium libri Geneseos quaestione centesima quinquagesimaquarta et quinquagesimaquinta: affirmantium nomen illud Scientiae boni et mali inditum fuisse ei arbori propter mendacia verba et fallacia promissa serpentis, qui primos illos homines ad edendum ex ea arbore pellexit et impulit mendacissimis verbis et fallacissimis promissis, pollicitus eos fore deorum similes scientes bonum et malum. Hoc lignum, inquit Rupertus, ironice appellatum est scientiae boni et mali, ut ipso nomine suo monumentum legentibus repraesentet diabolici mendacii. Ex eo igitur quod illo falso promisso decepisset primos homines, impositum est ei arbori nomen scientiae boni et mali, vel ab ipso Adamo vel a Mose: ac licet in historia Mosis ante congressum serpentis cum Eva bis ea arbor appelletur eo nomine (videlicet scientiae boni et mali), id facit tamen scriptor historiae Moses per anticipationem; revera enim anteà non habuerat id nominis, sed cum Deus dixit Adae ne ex ea arbore comederet, vel alio nomine eam appellavit, vel quasi digito speciem et locum eius demonstrando eam indicavit.
The fourth opinion, to which for my part I assent more than to the others, is that of Rupert, in the second book On the Trinity and its Works, chapter 27, and of Tostatus, on the thirteenth chapter of the book of Genesis, question one hundred fifty-fourth and fifty-fifth: who affirm that that name, Of the knowledge of good and evil, was put upon that tree on account of the lying words and deceptive promises of the serpent, who lured and impelled those first men to eat of that tree by most lying words and most deceptive promises, promising that they would be like gods, knowing good and evil. This tree, says Rupert, was ironically called of the knowledge of good and evil, that by its very name it might present to readers a monument of the diabolical lie. From the fact, therefore, that he had deceived the first men by that false promise, the name of the knowledge of good and evil was imposed on that tree, either by Adam himself or by Moses: and although in Moses's narrative, before the encounter of the serpent with Eve, that tree is twice called by that name (namely, of the knowledge of good and evil), yet Moses the writer of the narrative does this by anticipation; for in truth it had not had that name before, but when God said to Adam that he should not eat of that tree, He either called it by another name, or pointed it out as with a finger, demonstrating its kind and place.12



Augustinus libro 8 de Genesi ad litteram capite 15 vult ante sermocinationem serpentis cum Eva fuisse nomen hoc ei arbori impositum a Deo: quia per illam arborem denunciavit Deus futurum ut manifestaretur bonum et malum hominis, hoc est obedientia eius aut inobedientia; vel quia Deus denunciavit Adamo (quo magis eum ab esu arboris deterreret) fore ut, si ex ea come[deret]...
Augustine, in the eighth book On Genesis according to the letter, chapter 15, holds that before the talk of the serpent with Eve this name had been imposed on that tree by God: because through that tree God announced that it would come to pass that the good and evil of man—that is, his obedience or disobedience—should be made manifest; or because God announced to Adam (the more to deter him from the eating of the tree) that it would come to pass that, if he ate of it...13



...[si ex ea] comederet, differentiam boni et mali experientia cognosceret; vel denique quia cogniturus erat discrimen boni et mali, tam si ex ea arbore comederet quam si ab esu eius abstineret, ratione tamen longe diversa. Sed haec plenius apud Augustinum in supradicto loco legi et considerari possunt.
...if he ate of it, he would know the difference of good and evil by experience; or finally because he was going to know the distinction of good and evil, both if he ate of that tree and if he abstained from the eating of it, but by a far different reasoning. But these things can be read and considered more fully in Augustine, in the aforesaid place.14



Translator’s notes
	The third question on the tree of knowledge: why it bears the name "of the knowledge of good and evil." Pererius will survey four opinions. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Figmentum Hebraeorum." Pererius notes **four opinions** on the name. The **FIRST** is the Hebrews' (who, he says, customarily trifle absurdly and mix fables into their exegesis): here they imagine Adam and Eve were created utterly simple, without use of reason, like infants... Continues onto next page (catchword "similes"). ↩
	The Hebrew fable, continued and refuted: they say the tree had power to *accelerate* the use of reason and free will, so it was called the tree of knowledge—"to know good and evil" (Scripture's idiom) meaning "to have the use of reason." Pererius: an *insipid* fiction. Adam and Eve were made with mature bodies, perfect age, fit to generate ("Increase and multiply"), and likewise with perfect reason, judgment, and a mind to discern good and evil. What could be lacking—of reason or of universal knowledge—to him who named all the animals, conversed familiarly with God, received a law under capital penalty, was filled with the prophetic spirit, and uttered "This now is bone of my bones, and flesh of my flesh" (Gen 2:23)? ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Iosephi opinio." The **SECOND** opinion (Josephus, Antiquities bk. 1): it was so named because its fruit, eaten, would sharpen the wit and aid the acquiring of knowledge. **Nicholas of Lyra** refutes him: the fruit was corporeal, so could have no power over man's mind and wit, which are incorporeal—for a corporeal agent acts only by corporeal action received in a corporeal subject, and (a settled philosophical principle) agent and patient must share a common matter. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Pro varietate alimenti et caeli, variari etiam hominum ingenia et mores." Pererius nuances Lyra: his argument holds for an agent acting *directly*, not *indirectly*. Experience shows food greatly helps or harms the animal spirits and inner-sense organs, whose good state much aids the mind; some foods help, others harm memory and wit—as those under a heavy sky are duller, under a pure one sharper. **Aristotle** (Politics bk. 7): cold-region men are stronger in body but slower in mind; hot-region men weaker but cleverer; those in a temperate climate excel in both. ↩
	Scriptural support that food can affect mind: Isaiah 7 (of the Messiah) "He shall eat butter and honey, that he may know to refuse evil and choose good"; and Solomon (Ecclesiastes 2) thought to withdraw his flesh from wine, to study wisdom more freely. So nothing prevents that eating the tree could have profited man's wit. Continues onto next page (catchword "boni"). ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Refellitur Iosephi sententia." Pererius refutes Josephus differently: had the fruit profited the wit and knowledge, God would never have forbidden it—He does not envy our goods nor forbid what perfects man (especially intellectually); and such a prohibition would have been a most grievous law, since men most ardently desire knowledge above all. Besides, then the serpent's promise ("you shall be as gods, knowing good and evil," Gen 3:5) would have been *true*—which all the Fathers hold was lying. And had the first parents felt such an enriching of wit, they would not have grieved so over eating it. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Cur dicta sit arbor Scientiae boni et mali secundum communem opinionem." The **THIRD** opinion (almost the common one, spread through all the schools): the tree was named **from the event**, from what followed its eating. Man then knew *by experience* the difference between the good he had before sin and the evil he incurred by sinning—an *experimental* knowledge of good and evil (theologians' term). Adam knew the difference *speculatively* before, but after sin knew it more *practically, by experience*—as a physician knows health and sickness by his art, but knows them better once he himself falls ill. So **Augustine** (City of God 14.17; de Genesi ad litteram 8.6 & 15), **Peter Lombard the Master**, and the scholastics (Sentences 2 d.17). ↩
	Marginal Scripture refs: "a Genes. 26; b Infra 46; c Genes. 31; d Infra 32; e Supra 28." The analogy: as Genesis names places *from the event*—the Well of Strife/Calumny (Gen 26, Esek/Sitnah), the Well of the Oath (Beersheba, Gen 46:1), the Mound of the Witness / Heap of Testimony (Gen 31, Galeed/Jegar-sahadutha), the Camp of God (Mahanaim, Gen 32), the House of God (Bethel, Gen 28)—so the tree was named from the event "of the knowledge of good and evil." **Others** refer the experimental knowledge not to Adam but to *God*, who imposed the precept to test Adam concerning good and evil (obedience or disobedience)—whether he would obey (a great good) or disobey (the seedbed of all evils). ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Reijcitur praedicta opinio." **Pererius begins rejecting the common ("from the event") view.** First argument: if the name were taken from events, it could just as well have been called the Tree of the *opening of the eyes*, or of the *knowledge of one's nakedness*, or of the *making of aprons*—for all these also followed the eating. Breaks mid-sentence (catchword "omnia"; signature T). Resume PDF 371 with "...omnia..." continuing the rejection. ↩
	Continuation of Pererius's rejection of the common ("from the event") view. **1st argument** (from p.329): by that logic the tree could equally be named the Tree of the opening of the eyes, of the knowledge of nakedness, or of the making of aprons—all of which followed too. Further: the serpent did NOT mean *experimental* knowledge in "you shall be as gods, knowing good and evil" (Gen 3:5)—that knowledge is an evil to flee, not the supreme good he promised. The Fathers agree the serpent *lied*; but he wouldn't have lied had he meant experimental knowledge (which the first parents really did gain), nor does it befit "gods." And "Behold, Adam is become as one of us, knowing good and evil" (Gen 3:22)—spoken ironically by an Angel or a Divine Person—cannot mean *experimental* knowledge, which (an evil, harmful to its holder) cannot apply to good Angels, much less the Divine Persons. ↩
	Marginal glosses: "Probabilior ratio, cur fuerit dicta arbor scientiae boni et mali." / "Rupertus. Tostatus." The **FOURTH** opinion, which **Pererius prefers**: Rupert (de Trinitate et operibus eius 2.27) and Tostatus (Gen 13 qq.154–155)—the name was given to the tree because of the serpent's *lying words and deceptive promises* (he lured the first parents by promising they would be like gods, knowing good and evil). **Rupert:** "This tree was ironically called 'of the knowledge of good and evil,' that by its very name it might present to readers a *monument of the diabolical lie.*" So the name came from the serpent's deceiving them by that false promise—imposed by Adam or by Moses; and though Moses's text names it so twice *before* the serpent's encounter with Eve, he does this *by anticipation*: it had no such name before, and when God forbade it to Adam He called it by another name or pointed it out "as with a finger." ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Augustinus." Augustine's variant (de Genesi ad litteram 8.15): the name was imposed by God *before* the serpent's talk with Eve—because through that tree God announced that man's good and evil (his obedience or disobedience) would be made manifest; or because God warned Adam (to deter him from eating) that, if he ate of it... Continues onto next page (catchword "come"). ↩
	Conclusion of Augustine's variant (de Genesi ad litteram 8.15): God named the tree because man would know good and evil by experience if he ate; or because he would know the distinction *whether* he ate or abstained, but in far different ways. (Fuller in Augustine's text.) This closes Question III. ↩




ON THE FOUR RIVERS of Paradise

LatineEnglish


ON THE FOUR RIVERS of Paradise.1
DE QUATUOR FLUMINIBUS Paradisi.



GENESIS 2, verse 10. — And a river went out of the place of pleasure to water Paradise, which from thence is divided into four heads.2
GENES. 2. VERS. 10. — Et fluvius egrediebatur de loco voluptatis ad irrigandum Paradisum, qui inde dividitur in quatuor capita.



SI qua extant in Sacris litteris illius paradisi vestigia, quibus insistendo ad aliquam loci et situs Paradisi notitiam sine errore perveniri possit, ea profecto haec Mosis historia de quatuor Paradisi fluminibus potissimum continet: quocirca omnia eius verba cum cura et diligentia sigillatim ponderanda, et subtiliter atque enucleate declaranda sunt. Cur autem Moses tam distincte ac minutatim de fluminibus Paradisi scripserit, origines eorum, cursus, terrasque quas praeterlabebantur, earumque terrarum insignia enarrans, non aliam equidem reor fuisse causam, nisi ut pateret omnibus Paradisum fuisse locum corporeum et terrestrem, et ut aliqua signa et indicia daret quibus in qua parte orbis, in quibus regionibus, apud quas gentes olim fuerit paradisus cognosci posset.
If there exist in the Sacred writings any vestiges of that paradise, by treading upon which one might without error arrive at some knowledge of the place and site of Paradise, these surely this history of Moses about the four rivers of Paradise chiefly contains: wherefore all its words must be weighed with care and diligence, one by one, and declared subtly and clearly. But why Moses wrote so distinctly and minutely about the rivers of Paradise—relating their origins, their courses, and the lands which they flowed past, and the notable features of those lands—I for my part think there was no other cause, except that it might be plain to all that Paradise was a corporeal and terrestrial place, and that he might give some signs and indications by which it could be known in what part of the world, in what regions, among what peoples paradise once was.3



VERUM expendamus suprapposita verba Mosis, in quibus tria subobscura sunt et aliquam desiderant explanationem. Ante omnia est illud, Fluvius egrediebatur ex loco voluptatis: nam Hebraice pro loco voluptatis est עדן Heden, quam vocem supra docuimus aliquando significare voluptatem, nonnunquam vero in scriptura nomen esse proprium certae cuiusdam regionis ac loci. Priori modo accepit eam Latinus interpres, quem secuti Latini expositores intelligunt significari a Mose fluvium illum scaturivisse ex ipso Paradiso, et primo ad eum irrigandum aquas suas diffudisse. Graeci autem interpretes secuti translationem Septuaginta, Hebraei quoque scriptores ut supra, sic etiam hoc loco per עדן Heden intelligunt certam quandam regionem in cuius orientali parte Paradisus erat consitus; itaque censent egressum esse fluvium illum ex regione Heden, et inde cursum direxisse ad locum Paradisi ut eam irrigaret. Visum est quibusdam fluvium dici hoc loco pro fluviis, singulari numero posito pro plurali, existimantibus ex regione Heden multos fluvios ad irrigationem Paradisi confluxisse. Non est autem necessarium illo verbo Egrediebatur significari primum ortum primamque illius fluvii originem, sed tantum indicari flumen illud ex regione Heden profluens directo itinere et cursu in Paradisum influxisse. Est enim admodum verisimile flumen hoc non fuisse aliud quam Tigrim et Euphratem, scilicet ubi...
But let us weigh the words of Moses set down above, in which three things are somewhat obscure and require some explanation. Before all is this: A river went out of the place of pleasure. For in Hebrew, for "place of pleasure" there is עדן Heden, which word we taught above sometimes signifies pleasure, but sometimes in Scripture is the proper name of a certain region and place. In the former way the Latin interpreter took it; following whom the Latin expositors understand it to be signified by Moses that that river welled up out of Paradise itself, and first poured out its waters to water it. But the Greek interpreters, following the translation of the Seventy, and the Hebrew writers also (as above), so likewise in this place, by עדן Heden understand a certain region, in the eastern part of which Paradise was planted; and so they judge that that river went out from the region Heden, and thence directed its course to the place of Paradise, to water it. It seemed to some that "river" is here said for "rivers," the singular number being put for the plural, they thinking that many rivers from the region Heden flowed together for the watering of Paradise. But it is not necessary that by that word "went out" the first rise and first origin of that river be signified, but only that that river, flowing from the region Heden, flowed into Paradise by a direct route and course. For it is quite probable that this river was none other than the Tigris and Euphrates, namely where...4



...[scilicet] ubi mixtis aquis unum in locum circa Mesopotamiam confluunt, et unius fluminis instar aliquanta terrarum spatia peragrant: ille concursus et confluxus duorum fluminum et fiebat in regione Heden, et vocabulo unius fluminis appellatur, cum ante et post duo sint diversa flumina, quorum fontes et origines (ut infra dicemus) in montibus Armeniae maioris apparent et extant. ALTERUM quod in hac oratione Mosis obscuritatem habet est illud, Ad irrigandum Paradisum: quemadmodum videlicet unus ille fluvius totum paradisum perluere atque irrigare potuerit. Verum id quatuor modis fieri potuisse cogitandum est: vel ut fluvius ille multos sinus et anfractus faciens usquequaque Paradisum allueret et irrigaret; vel ut ex eo complures alvei ducerentur et in omnes Paradisi partes derivarentur; vel ut, modo Nili ac Iordanis statis anni temporibus augescens et superfluens, Paradisum inundaret atque irrigaret; vel denique ut per subterraneos meatus universam Paradisi terram humore suo perfunderet ac foecundaret.
...namely where, with their waters mixed, they flow together into one place around Mesopotamia, and like one river traverse some spaces of land: that meeting and confluence of the two rivers both happened in the region Heden, and is called by the name of one river, although before and after they are two distinct rivers, whose springs and origins (as we shall say below) appear and exist in the mountains of Greater Armenia. The second thing which has obscurity in this discourse of Moses is this: To water Paradise—namely, in what manner that one river could wash through and water the whole of paradise. But it must be considered that this could happen in four ways: either that that river, making many bends and windings, washed and watered Paradise on every side; or that from it several channels were led and derived into all the parts of Paradise; or that, swelling and overflowing at fixed times of the year (in the manner of the Nile and the Jordan), it inundated and watered Paradise; or finally that, through subterranean passages, it soaked and made fertile the whole soil of Paradise with its moisture.5



AD extremum, illud quoque in his verbis Mosis videtur ambiguum, quod proxime subditur, Qui inde dividitur in quatuor capita. Hoc enim referri potest aut ad locum Heden (ut videlicet in ipso egressu fluminis ex Heden statim divideretur in quatuor capita), aut ad paradisum (ut fluvius ille egrediens quidem ex Heden unus esset, sed ingressus in Paradisum divideretur in quatuor flumina, quibus omnis terra paradisi commodius irrigaretur), aut denique potest referri ad egressum illius fluminis ex paradiso (ut flumen illud, postquam irrigasset paradisum, eius finibus egressum, postea in quatuor fluvios esset dispertitum). Incertum autem est quanto intervallo post egressum eius fluminis ex paradiso ipsum fuerit in quatuor flumina dissectum ac divisum. Quocirca non necesse est fontes eorum fluminum bis conspicuos esse paradiso propinquos. Tostatus, ut supra ostendimus, duos gravissimos testes excitat Basilium et Ambrosium, affirmantes fluvium illum ex paradiso delapsum in maximam planitiem efficere lacum amplissimum ex quo illa quatuor flumina dimanant. Quosdam etiam non ignobiles scriptores memorat Moses Barcepha in eo libro quem de Paradiso scripsit, a quibus proditum sit illum fluvium e sublimi loco paradisi precipitatum mergi in terram et subter Oceani vada delatum in hanc nostram terram variis ex locis erumpere: quo factum esse ut praedicta quatuor flumina non uno ex loco, sed ex diversis et longissime dissitis originem ducere videantur. Verum ista, ut fabulosis similia, supra confutavimus.
Lastly, this also seems ambiguous in these words of Moses, which is added next: Which from thence is divided into four heads. For this can be referred either to the place Heden (namely, that at the very going-out of the river from Heden it was at once divided into four heads), or to paradise (that that river, going out indeed from Heden, was one, but on entering Paradise was divided into four rivers, by which all the land of paradise might be more conveniently watered), or finally it can be referred to the going-out of that river from paradise (that that river, after it had watered paradise, having gone out of its bounds, was afterward distributed into four rivers). But it is uncertain at how great an interval, after the going-out of that river from paradise, it was cut and divided into four rivers. Wherefore it is not necessary that the visible sources of those rivers be near paradise. Tostatus, as we showed above, summons two most weighty witnesses, Basil and Ambrose, affirming that that river, having fallen from paradise into a very great plain, makes a very vast lake, from which those four rivers flow. Moses Bar-Cepha also recalls certain not ignoble writers, in the book which he wrote On Paradise, by whom it has been reported that that river, hurled down from the lofty place of paradise, is sunk into the earth, and carried beneath the depths of the Ocean, bursts up in this our land from various places: whereby it has come about that the aforesaid four rivers seem to draw their origin not from one place, but from diverse and very far-distant ones. But these things, as being like fables, we have confuted above.6



NON alienum puto adscribere hoc loco memorandam sane de hoc paradisi flumine et aliorum quatuor fluminum origine Ruperti sententiam: quam equidem auguror lectori fore mirabilem magis quam credibilem. Is igitur libro secundo de Trinitate et operibus eius capite 24 et 29 ita scribit: Aquarum natura per se salsa est, nec idonea potui, sicut in se ipso ostendit mare, ascendens autem de abysso, qua[e]...
I think it not amiss to set down in this place the truly memorable opinion of Rupert about this river of paradise and the origin of the other four rivers: which I for my part forebode will be to the reader more marvelous than credible. He, then, in the second book On the Trinity and its Works, chapters 24 and 29, writes thus: The nature of the waters is in itself salty, and not fit for drinking, as the sea shows in itself; but ascending from the abyss, which...7



...[ascendens autem de abysso] quae est matrix omnium aquarum, in illam quasi magni corporis terrae mammam (id est Paradisi fontem) quodammodo lacteam assumit dulcedinem, et irrigat universae terrae superficiem; ut iuxta Psalmistam, potent omnes bestiae silvae et expectent onagri in siti sua; immo ut dulcesceret omnis terra ad nutricandam herbam virentem lignumque pomiferum quod iussa erat terra producere; atque hoc potissimum valet in terris Orientalibus, non solum panis et vini sed etiam preciosorum aromatum, metallorum ac lapidum fertilissimis. Omnes igitur aquae potabiles et salubres, ubicumque fluant et undecumque appareant, de fonte Paradisi per occultos meatus originem trahunt, et ex eius dulcedine hoc habent ut potabiles et salubres sint. Et quemadmodum iecur in corpore animalis fons est sanguinis (ut docent Physici), cunctis per corpus sparsis venis sanguinem dispensans, atque hoc ministerio vitam animalis conservans: sic ille fons universam terram per occultas venas irrigans vegetat, et in multos redundat fontes ac flumina. Sed eorum omnium ista quatuor sunt capita, id est principalia. Fontes igitur Tigris et Euphratis, si libet, in Armenia demonstrentur; et tamen per viam quam solus novit auctor fluminum Deus, de Paradiso (secundum veritatem Scripturae huius) manare credantur. Haec Rupertus.
"...but ascending from the abyss, which is the matrix of all the waters, into that as it were teat of the great body of the earth (that is, the fountain of Paradise), it takes on, in a way, a milky sweetness, and waters the surface of the whole earth; so that, according to the Psalmist, all the beasts of the forest may drink, and the wild asses look for water in their thirst; nay, that all the earth might grow sweet, to nourish the green herb and the fruit-bearing tree which the earth had been commanded to produce; and this avails most of all in the Eastern lands, most fertile not only of bread and wine, but even of precious aromatics, of metals, and of stones. All potable and healthful waters, therefore, wherever they flow and from wherever they appear, draw their origin from the fountain of Paradise through hidden passages, and from its sweetness have this, that they are potable and healthful. And just as the liver in the body of an animal is the fount of the blood (as the natural philosophers teach), dispensing blood to all the veins scattered through the body, and by this ministry preserving the life of the animal: so that fountain, watering the whole earth through hidden veins, quickens it, and redounds into many founts and rivers. But of all these, these four are the heads, that is, the principal ones. Let the sources of the Tigris and Euphrates, then, be pointed out in Armenia, if one likes; and yet, by the way which God alone, the author of the rivers, knows, let them be believed to flow from Paradise (according to the truth of this Scripture)." Thus Rupert.8



Translator’s notes
	A new major section of the commentary begins: On the Four Rivers of Paradise (Genesis 2:10–14). The side-reference reads "GENES. 2. VERS. 10." ↩
	Scripture lemma for the section: Genesis 2:10—the river of Paradise that divides into four heads (the four rivers). ↩
	If any vestiges of Paradise survive in Scripture to guide one (without error) toward its place, they are chiefly in this account of the four rivers—so every word must be weighed carefully. Why did Moses describe the rivers so minutely (origins, courses, the lands they pass and those lands' features)? For no other reason, Pererius thinks, than to make clear to all that Paradise was a **corporeal, earthly place**, and to give signs by which one might know in what part of the world, in what regions, and among what peoples Paradise once was. ↩
	Three obscurities in Gen 2:10. **First**: "a river went out *of the place of pleasure*"—in Hebrew "place of pleasure" is **עדן** (Heden/Eden), a word (shown earlier) that sometimes means "pleasure," sometimes is the proper name of a region. The Vulgate took it the *first* way (the river welled up from Paradise itself); but the **LXX (Septuagint)** and the Hebrew writers take עדן as a *region* in whose eastern part Paradise was planted (so the river went out *from the region Heden* to water Paradise). Some take "river" (singular) for "rivers" (many converging from Heden). But "went out" need not mean the river's *first origin*—only that it flowed from Heden straight into Paradise. **Pererius: this river was very probably none other than the Tigris and Euphrates** [joined], where... Continues onto next page (catchword "ubi"). [Hebrew עדן verified on the 300-dpi crop.] ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Quomodo ille fluvius irrigaverit Paradisum." The river = Tigris and Euphrates where, with mixed waters, they converge around Mesopotamia and run a while as one river; that confluence was in the region Heden, called by one river's name though before and after they are two distinct rivers rising in the mountains of Greater Armenia. **Second obscurity:** "to water Paradise"—how could one river water the whole? Four ways: (1) winding in many bends, it washed Paradise on every side; (2) several channels were led from it into all parts; (3) swelling and overflowing at set seasons (like the Nile and Jordan), it flooded Paradise; (4) it soaked the whole soil through subterranean passages. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Ubi facta sit illius unius fluminis in quatuor alia flumina divisio." **Third obscurity:** "which from thence is divided into four heads." This may refer (a) to the region Heden (splitting into four at its exit), (b) to Paradise (one river entering, dividing into four to water it), or (c) to the river's *exit* from Paradise (one while watering, then divided into four after leaving). The distance of the division below Paradise is uncertain—so the rivers' visible sources need not be near Paradise. **Tostatus** cites Basil and Ambrose (the river falls into a plain, forming a vast lake whence the four flow). **Moses Bar-Cepha** names writers who report the river plunges from Paradise's height, sinks underground beneath the Ocean, and bursts up in our land from various places (so the four seem to rise from diverse, distant places)—but these fable-like tales Pererius refuted above. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Mirabili de illo fluvio Paradisi Ruperti sententia." Pererius adds Rupert's truly memorable opinion on this river and the four rivers' origin—"more marvelous than credible." Rupert (de Trinitate et operibus eius 2.24 & 29) begins: "The nature of the waters is in itself salty and unfit for drinking, as the sea shows; but ascending from the abyss, which..." The block quotation continues onto the next page (catchword "qua"). ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Psalm. 103" (Ps 104:11 Heb. / 103:11 Vulg.). Conclusion of Rupert's block quotation (de Trinitate et operibus eius 2.24 & 29): water is salty by nature, but ascending from the abyss (the "matrix of all waters") into the "fountain of Paradise"—the "teat" of the earth's great body—it gains a *milky sweetness* and waters the whole earth (Ps 103:11: the beasts and wild asses drink), making the earth sweet for herb and fruit-tree (most fertile in the East—bread, wine, aromatics, metals, gems). So **all** potable, healthful waters everywhere draw their origin from the fountain of Paradise through hidden passages. As the **liver** is the body's fount of blood (dispensing it through all the veins, preserving life), so that fountain waters the whole earth through hidden veins and redounds into many founts and rivers—of which these four are the chief. So the Tigris and Euphrates may be shown rising in Armenia, yet are to be believed to flow from Paradise by a way only God knows. ↩




ON THE FIRST RIVER, PHISON

LatineEnglish


ON THE FIRST RIVER, PHISON.1
DE PRIMO FLUMINE PHISON.



GENESIS 2, verses 11 and 12. — The name of one is Phison: that is it which compasses all the land of Hevilath, where gold is born; and the gold of that land is the best, and there is found Bdellium and the onyx stone.2
GEN. 2. VERS. 11 et 12. — Nomen uni Phison, ipse est qui circuit omnem terram Hevilath, ubi nascitur aurum, et aurum terrae illius optimum est, ibique invenitur Bdellium et lapis Onychinus.



DE unoquoque dicturi quatuor fluminum quae Moses ait exire ex flumine Paradisi, convenit ut prius aliorum interpretationes et sententias exponamus; postea quod narrationi Mosis et doctrinae Sacrarum litterarum rectaeque rationi magis consentaneum videtur explicaturi. In Mosaica descriptione primi fluminis Phison tres insunt difficultates, non omnino quidem inexplicabiles, sed explicatu tamen difficiles. Prima difficultas, Quis fluvius sit פישון Phison, ex fluminibus terrae nostrae nobis cognitis; Secunda, quaenam terra sit Hevilath, et ad quam partem nostri orbis spectet; Tertia, quid sit Bdellium et lapis Onychinus.
Being about to speak of each one of the four rivers which Moses says go out from the river of Paradise, it is fitting that we first set forth the interpretations and opinions of others; afterward to explain what seems more consonant with the narrative of Moses, and with the doctrine of the Sacred writings, and with right reason. In the Mosaic description of the first river, Phison, there are three difficulties—not altogether inexplicable, indeed, but yet difficult to explain. The first difficulty: which river, of the rivers of our earth known to us, is פישון Phison; the second: what land Hevilath is, and to what part of our world it looks; the third: what Bdellium and the onyx stone are.3



SENTENTIA est omnium fere Interpretum ac Theologorum probata consensu, fluvium qui nominatur Phison non alium esse quam Gangen Indiae flumen. Hoc tradit Iosephus in primo libr. Antiquitatum; hoc Epiphanius in Ancorato; hoc Augustinus in lib. 8 de Genesi ad litteram cap. 7; et Hieronymus in libro traditionum Hebraicarum in Genesim. Sed quid pergo singulos eius sententiae auctores nominatim percensere, cum ea omnium fere sit sententia? Hieronymus in Epist[ola]...
It is the opinion approved by the consensus of almost all Interpreters and Theologians, that the river which is named Phison is none other than the Ganges, the river of India. This Josephus hands down in the first book of the Antiquities; this Epiphanius in the Ancoratus; this Augustine in the eighth book On Genesis according to the letter, chapter 7; and Jerome in the book of Hebrew traditions on Genesis. But why do I go on to review one by one, by name, the authors of that opinion, since it is the opinion of almost all? Jerome, in his Epistle...4



[Hieronymus in Epist. 4 quam scripsit ad Rusticum monachum:] Ganges fluvius, inquit, quem Phison sancta Scriptura commemorat, qui circumit totam terram Euilath, et multa genera pigmentorum de Paradisi dicitur fonte devehere: ubi nascitur carbunculus, et smaragdus, et margarita candentia, et uniones quibus nobilium feminarum ardet ambitio: montesque aurei, quos adire propter gryphes et dracones et immensorum corporum monstra hominibus impossibile est: ut ostendatur nobis quales custodes habeat avaritia. Haec ibi Hieronymus.
[Jerome, in the fourth Epistle which he wrote to Rusticus the monk, says:] The river Ganges, which the holy Scripture calls Phison, which compasses the whole land of Euilath, is said to carry down many kinds of pigments from the fountain of Paradise: where is born the carbuncle, and the emerald, and shining pearls, and the great pearls for which the ambition of noble women burns: and golden mountains, which it is impossible for men to approach, because of the griffins and dragons and the monsters of immense bodies: that it may be shown to us what kind of guardians avarice has. Thus far Jerome there.5



ORIGO Gangis est, auctore Strabone, in Caucaso Indiae monte: nam libro 15 ad hunc modum scribit:
The origin of the Ganges is, on Strabo's authority, in the Caucasus, the mountain of India: for in the fifteenth book he writes in this manner:6



Tota India fluminibus irrigatur: quorum quaedam in duo maxima irrumpunt, Indum atque Gangem; quaedam propriis ostiis in mare emittuntur, et omnia ortum habent a Caucaso. Primo ad meridiem delata, postea alia in eodem permanent cursu (praesertim quae in Indum influunt); alia flectuntur ad Orientem, quemadmodum Ganges, qui a montibus descendens, cum in planitiem pervenerit, ad Orientem conversus et Palibothra civitatem maximam praeterfluens, in eius mare progreditur, et unum ostium habet: quanquam omnium Indicorum flumen maximum sit. Sic Strabo.
All India is watered by rivers: of which some burst into the two greatest, the Indus and the Ganges; some are sent into the sea by their own mouths, and all have their rise from the Caucasus. Carried first to the south, afterward some remain in the same course (especially those which flow into the Indus); others are bent toward the East, as the Ganges, which, descending from the mountains, when it has come into the plain, turned toward the East and flowing past Palibothra the greatest city, advances into its sea, and has one mouth: although it is the greatest river of all the Indian ones. Thus Strabo.7



Plinius vero in libro 6 capite 18 de Gange ita scribit:
But Pliny, in the sixth book, chapter 18, writes thus about the Ganges:8



Hunc alii incertis fontibus, ut Nilum, rigantemque vicina eodem modo; alii in Scythicis montibus nasci dixerunt: ac influere in eo decem et novem amnes, ex his multos navigabiles. Alii cum magno fragore ipsis statim fontibus erumpere, deiectumque per scopulosa et abrupta, ubi primum molles planities contingat, in quodam lacu hospitari: inde lene fluere, ubi minimum octo mille passuum latitudine, ubi modicum stadiorum centum, altitudine nusquam minore passuum viginti. Haec Plinius.
This [river] some said rises from uncertain sources, like the Nile, and watering the neighboring lands in the same way; others, that it rises in the Scythian mountains: and that nineteen streams flow into it, many of these navigable. Others, that it bursts out with a great crash from the very sources, and, hurled down through rocky and steep places, as soon as it reaches the soft plains, lodges in a certain lake: thence flows gently, in width at the least eight thousand paces, at the moderate a hundred stadia, in depth nowhere less than twenty paces. Thus Pliny.9



Attingamus praeterea quae de eo flumine nostri Theologi prodiderunt, Isidorum dico, Rabanum, Rupertum et Magistrum historiae scholasticae. Quidam aiunt vocabulum פישון Phison Hebraice significare immutationem oris ac vultus, quia saepe est sui dissimilis in cursu, vel in quantitate (aliquando latissime fusus, et aliquibus locis in angustum coarctatus), vel in colore (alicubi fluens pellucidus, alicubi turbidus), vel in sensibili qualitate (alicubi frigidus, alicubi calidus). Tradunt alii Phison interpretari Latine abundantiam, quippe abundat piscibus et quidem maximis, anguillis nempe triginta pedum longitudinis, ut libro nono capite tertio tradit Plinius. Isidorus 13 libro Etymologiarum capite vigesimo primo, Phison, inquit, significare catervam, propterea quod decem magna flumina aquas suas in ipsum exonerant: a Graecis Latinisque vocari Gangem, a Gangaro rege Indorum, sicut Tiberis primum est dictus Albula, sed a Tiberino rege postea nomen Tiberis accepit. Haec ab istis de fluvio Phison prodita sunt.
Let us touch besides on what our Theologians have set forth about that river—Isidore, I mean, Rabanus, Rupert, and the Master of the scholastic history. Some say the word פישון Phison signifies in Hebrew a change of face and countenance, because it is often unlike itself in its course, whether in quantity (sometimes spread very wide, and in some places constricted into a narrow channel), or in color (somewhere flowing clear, somewhere turbid), or in sensible quality (somewhere cold, somewhere hot). Others hand down that Phison is interpreted in Latin as abundance, since it abounds in fish, and indeed the greatest, namely eels thirty feet in length, as Pliny relates in the ninth book, chapter three. Isidore, in the thirteenth book of the Etymologies, chapter twenty-one, says that Phison signifies a throng, because ten great rivers discharge their waters into it; and that it is called Ganges by the Greeks and Latins, from Gangarus king of the Indians—just as the Tiber was at first called Albula, but afterward received the name Tiber from king Tiberinus. These things have been set forth by these men about the river Phison.10



MIHI diligenter omnia consideranti ac perpendenti nunquam visum est probabile Phison esse Gangem: multa sunt meae opinionis argumenta. Primo, ex narratione Mosis manifestum est haec quatuor flumina, ut orta ex eodem capite, fuisse inter se vicina: at inter Gangem...
To me, considering and weighing all things diligently, it has never seemed probable that Phison is the Ganges: there are many arguments for my opinion. First, from the narrative of Moses it is manifest that these four rivers, as sprung from the same head, were near to each other: but between the Ganges...11



...[at inter] Gangem et alios duos fluvios Tigrim et Euphratem intervallum intercedit septuaginta graduum, hoc est plus quater mille et trecenta milliaria continens, assignando cuique gradui secundum Ptolomaeum sexaginta duo milliaria. Postea, Moses ait haec quatuor flumina orta esse ex uno flumine Paradisi; haec autem quatuor flumina ex remotissimis et inter se longissime distantibus locis oriri cernuntur: Ganges ex Caucaso monte Indiae, Euphrates et Tigris ex montibus Armeniae, Nilus vero ex montibus lunae versus promontorium vulgo dictum caput Bonae spei.
...but between the Ganges and the other two rivers, the Tigris and Euphrates, there intervenes a distance of seventy degrees—that is, containing more than four thousand three hundred miles, assigning to each degree, according to Ptolemy, sixty-two miles. Then, Moses says that these four rivers sprang from one river of Paradise; but these four rivers are seen to rise from the most remote places, and ones very far distant from one another: the Ganges from the Caucasus, the mountain of India; the Euphrates and Tigris from the mountains of Armenia; but the Nile from the Mountains of the Moon, toward the promontory commonly called the Cape of Good Hope.12



NON sum nescius quid respondeat ad hoc Theodoretus in quaest. 29 super Genesim:
I am not ignorant of what Theodoret answers to this, in question 29 on Genesis:13



Videre licet, inquit, et alia flumina aliunde quidem egredi, deinde in terra quibusdam ductibus fluentia, iterum sursum scaturire: quod et his fluminibus accidit. Exeunt enim illinc, ut ait Scriptura divina, postea per quosdam meatus subterraneos transeuntia, ibi originem aliam sumunt. Quod quidem non frustra omnium Deus ita dispensavit, sed ut amputaret superfluam hominum curiositatem: nam si paterent omnes eorum meatus, quidam utique conarentur, eorum ripas prosecuti, locum Paradisi perlustrare, sed frustrarentur optatis, et longitudine itineris fessi atque necessariorum penuria laborantes, modo in aspera loca incidentes, modo in deserta, interdum in manus crudelium et barbarorum hominum devenirent. Haec igitur praevidens misericors Deus, ignotos illorum meatus effecit.
One may see, he says, other rivers also go out indeed from one place, then, flowing in the earth by certain channels, gush up again above: which happens also to these rivers. For they go out from there, as the divine Scripture says, and afterward, passing through certain subterranean passages, take there another origin. And this God, the [maker] of all, has so disposed not in vain, but in order to cut off the superfluous curiosity of men: for if all their passages lay open, some would surely attempt, following their banks, to survey the place of Paradise, but would be frustrated of their wishes, and, wearied by the length of the journey and laboring under the lack of necessaries, would now fall into rough places, now into deserts, and sometimes come into the hands of cruel and barbarous men. Foreseeing these things, therefore, the merciful God made their passages unknown.14



Hoc modo respondet Theodoretus. Similiter etiam respondet Augustinus lib. 8 de Genesi ad litteram cap. 7. SED hoc responsum parum esse firmum (nec tam quod cum natura rerum cohaereat, quam quod ad molestas et odiosas quaestiones defugiendas nonnihil valere videatur excogitatum) nemo est qui non animadvertat. Tanta enim est distantia inter origines istorum fluminum iam inde ab exordio mundi, ut nullam unius principii communionem habere posse videantur: praesertim cum ipsi non probent nec possint probare ista quatuor flumina, antea loca in quibus nunc nasci videntur et creduntur, ullum habere cursum subterraneum aut alibi conspici eorum fontes; id quod in iis fluminibus quae ipsi pro confirmatione suae opinionis adducunt manifeste conspicitur. Deinde, aut ita se habebant ista quatuor flumina tempore Mosis secundum origines et cursus suos ut fuerunt in exordio mundi—quare cum tempore Mosis flumina illa non orirentur ex uno flumine sed ex disiunctissimis locis, similiter quoque ab exordio mundi non habuissent originem ex uno fluvio: at hoc est contra Scripturam—aut tempore Mosis istorum fluminum origines et cursus mutati fuerant, videlicet propter diluvium, et aliter erant quam fuerant a principio: verum si hoc dicatur, non videtur posse excusari Moses quin valde obscure (ne dicam vitiose) descripserit locum Paradisi per ista quatuor flumina, non prout erant post diluvium sed prout fuerant ante, non admonendo lectorem mutationis eorum factae per diluvium, ne descriptio eius falsa putaretur, cum aliter se habeat origo[...]
In this way Theodoret answers. Similarly Augustine also answers, in the eighth book On Genesis according to the letter, chapter 7. But that this answer is not very firm—devised not so much because it coheres with the nature of things, as because it seems to avail somewhat for fleeing from troublesome and odious questions—there is no one who does not observe. For so great is the distance between the origins of those rivers, even from the very beginning of the world, that they seem unable to have any communion of one principle: especially since they themselves do not prove, nor can they prove, that these four rivers, before the places in which they now seem and are believed to rise, have any subterranean course, or that their sources are seen elsewhere—which is manifestly seen in those rivers which they themselves adduce for the confirmation of their opinion. Then, either these four rivers were in the time of Moses, according to their origins and courses, as they were in the beginning of the world—wherefore, since in Moses's time those rivers did not rise from one river but from the most disjoined places, likewise also from the beginning of the world they would not have had their origin from one river: but this is against Scripture—or in Moses's time the origins and courses of those rivers had been changed, namely on account of the flood, and were otherwise than they had been from the beginning: but if this be said, Moses does not seem able to be excused from having described the place of Paradise very obscurely (not to say faultily) by these four rivers, not as they were after the flood but as they had been before, without warning the reader of the change made in them by the flood, lest his description be thought false, since the origin [of those rivers] is otherwise[...]15



...[cum aliter se habeat] origo istorum fluminum quam ab ipso traditur. Nec dici potest tempore Mosis similiter fuisse ista flumina ut ab initio fuerant, postea vero eam mutationem quae nunc cernitur illis accidisse: tanta enim in maximis orbis nostri fluminibus mutatio non potuit fieri, nisi per generalem aliquam totius orbis terrarum mutationem, qualem per diluvium legimus esse factam. Talis autem mutatio post tempora Mosis usque adhuc nulla fuit. Quid quod, si aliter se habent post diluvium haec quatuor flumina secundum fontes suos et cursus quam erant ante diluvium, non possunt esse eadem flumina? nam unitas numerica fluminis proprie debet aestimari ex unitate fontis et originis suae. Non igitur qui fuit ante diluvium Phison est idem qui postea et nunc est Ganges. Male praeterea Moses flumina illa Paradisi descripsisset per alia flumina fontibus et cursibus diversissima.
...since the origin of those rivers is otherwise than it is handed down by him. Nor can it be said that in the time of Moses those rivers were the same as they had been from the beginning, but that afterward the change which is now seen befell them: for so great a change in the greatest rivers of our world could not happen except through some general change of the whole globe of lands, such as we read happened through the flood. But no such change has happened since the times of Moses up to now. What of the fact that, if these four rivers are otherwise after the flood, according to their sources and courses, than they were before the flood, they cannot be the same rivers? for the numerical unity of a river ought properly to be estimated from the unity of its source and origin. Not therefore is the Phison which was before the flood the same as that which afterward and now is the Ganges. Moreover, Moses would have described those rivers of Paradise badly, by other rivers most different in sources and courses.16



QUIS igitur, sententia nostra, fluvius erit Phison? Ego facile patior mihi persuaderi quod a doctis quibusdam viris proditum est, Phison et Gihon fuisse fluvios ex ipso Tigri vel Euphrate diductos et derivatos, qui diversum cursum agentes alter Aethiopiam, alter vero terram Hevilath peragraverint. Etenim ex eo loco ubi simul coeunt Tigris et Euphrates et instar unius fluminis mistis aquis aliquantisper decurrunt, rursus facto aquarum divortio existunt duo principales fluvii priora nomina Tigris et Euphratis retinentes: praeter hos derivabantur duo alvei, quorum alterum Moses appellat Phison, alterum Gihon; quos recte appellaveris eruptiones quasdam seu alveos vel Tigris vel Euphratis. Magnis enim fluminibus saepe contingit in varios dispartiri alveos, quos vulgus ramos vel brachia appellat, sicut fit in Danubio, Nilo et Pado seu Eridano. Euphratem autem et Tigrim quodam loco ab accolis appellari Phasim, quae vox cum vocabulo Phison magnam habet similitudinem, lib. 5 testatur Q. Curtius. Plinius lib. 6 cap. 27 tradit Tigrim findi in alveos duos, et ubi remeavere aquae, Pasitigrim appellari. Nec mirum cuiquam accidere debet hosce fluvios Phison et Gihon vel nunc non esse vel non memorari a Cosmographis: etenim constat complures fluvios aut exaruisse aut per alia loca cursum suum avertisse et deflexisse; multos item non admodum nobiles et memorabiles praeteriri tacitos a Cosmographis. Quid quod propria nomina locorum et fluminum saepius immutata esse non ignoramus?
Which river, then, in our opinion, will Phison be? I readily allow myself to be persuaded of what has been set forth by certain learned men: that Phison and Gihon were rivers drawn off and derived from the Tigris or Euphrates itself, which, running a diverse course, traversed the one Ethiopia, the other the land of Hevilath. For from that place where the Tigris and Euphrates come together and run for a while like one river, with mixed waters, again, the waters being parted, there exist two principal rivers retaining the former names of Tigris and Euphrates: besides these, two channels were derived, one of which Moses calls Phison, the other Gihon; which you might rightly call certain offshoots or channels of the Tigris or Euphrates. For it often happens to great rivers to be divided into various channels, which the common people call branches or arms, as happens in the Danube, the Nile, and the Po (or Eridanus). That the Euphrates and Tigris are in a certain place called by the inhabitants Phasis—a word which has a great similarity with the word Phison—Q. Curtius attests in the fifth book. Pliny, book 6, chapter 27, relates that the Tigris is split into two channels, and where the waters have flowed back together is called Pasitigris. Nor ought it to occur to anyone as a wonder that these rivers Phison and Gihon either no longer exist or are not mentioned by the cosmographers: for it is established that very many rivers have either dried up or turned and bent their course through other places; and likewise that many not very noble and memorable ones are passed over in silence by the cosmographers. What of the fact that we are not ignorant that the proper names of places and rivers have very often been changed?17



SED venio ad secundam difficultatem de terra Hevilath. Plerique putant terram Hevilath esse in regionibus Indiae, scilicet in parte superiori eius, ab Oriente longo terrarum tractu Septentrionem versus porrectam; sic appellatam a filio Iectan cui nomen Hevila, qui primus eam regionem incolens et posteris suis colendam relinquens hoc ei nomen imposuit. Hoc nempe necesse fuit dicere eos qui Phison esse Gangem censuerunt: nam si Phison circuit terram Hevilath, Phison autem est Ganges qui non alibi quam in India originem, cursum et exitum habet, profecto consequens est Hevilath esse[...]
But I come to the second difficulty, about the land Hevilath. Most think that the land Hevilath is in the regions of India, namely in its upper part, stretched from the East by a long tract of lands toward the North; so named from the son of Joktan whose name was Hevila, who, first dwelling in that region and leaving it to his posterity to be cultivated, imposed this name on it. This indeed it was necessary for those to say who held Phison to be the Ganges: for if Phison compasses the land of Hevilath, but Phison is the Ganges, which has its origin, course, and outlet nowhere else than in India, then surely it follows that Hevilath is[...]18



...[Hevilath esse] partem Indiae. Argumentum quoque eius rei trahunt ex 10 capite Geneseos: memorari eo loco aiunt duos fratres, Iectan filios, Ophir et Hevila: nec dubium terram Ophir esse in India, ubi aurum optimum abundabat, id quod liquido cernitur ex 3 Regum cap. 9, 10 et 22, et ex 2 libr. Paralipomenon cap. 8; inde enim magna vis auri devehebatur ad Salomonem. Accedit testis Iosephus libro 8 Antiquitatum, affirmans Ophir fuisse regionem Indiae, quam vocabant ipsius tempore Terram Auream seu Auream Chersonesum, nunc vulgo dictam Malaca. Idem confirmat Hieronymus in epistola 133 ad Marcellam, et ad Principiam virginem epist. 140. Si igitur Ophir, dicta ab Ophir fratre Hevila, fuit regio Indiae, credibile admodum est fratrem eius Hevila propinquas ei sedes tenuisse atque coluisse, et terram Hevilath quae ab eo nomen accepit ad regiones Indiae pertinuisse.
...that Hevilath is part of India. They also draw an argument for this thing from the tenth chapter of Genesis: they say that in that place there are mentioned two brothers, sons of Joktan, Ophir and Hevila: and there is no doubt that the land Ophir is in India, where the best gold abounded—which is clearly seen from the third book of Kings, chapters 9, 10, and 22, and from the second book of Paralipomenon, chapter 8; for from there a great quantity of gold was conveyed to Solomon. Josephus is added as a witness, in the eighth book of the Antiquities, affirming that Ophir was a region of India, which in his time they called the Golden Land, or the Golden Chersonese, now commonly called Malacca. The same Jerome confirms, in epistle 133 to Marcella, and to the virgin Principia, epistle 140. If, therefore, Ophir, named from Ophir the brother of Hevila, was a region of India, it is quite credible that his brother Hevila held and cultivated neighboring seats, and that the land Hevilath, which received its name from him, belonged to the regions of India.19



VATABLVS in scholiis suis super nonum caput tertii libri Regum, et Benedictus Arias Montanus (vir valde doctus) in Apparatu suo ad Biblia et in lib. cui Phalec nomen indidit, arbitrantur terram Ophir eandem esse quae nunc vulgo appellatur Peru, unde tanta vis auri iamdiu per singulos annos advehitur in Hispaniam. Nam inquiunt in 3 ca. 2 lib. Paralipomenon, pro eo quod versio nostra Latina sic habet, Porro aurum erat probatissimum, Hebraice ad verbum est, Aurum erat de loco פרוים Paruaim: quam vocem etiam Septuaginta Interpretes in translatione sua retinuerunt. Est autem Paruaim duale, cuius singulare esset Paru seu Peru: ponitur autem duali numero ad designandum utrumque Peru, maius et minus, seu quod proprie dicitur Peru, et quod appellatur Mexico. Sic isti de terra Hevilath.
Vatablus, in his scholia on the ninth chapter of the third book of Kings, and Benedictus Arias Montanus (a very learned man), in his Apparatus to the Bible and in the book to which he gave the name Phaleg, judge the land Ophir to be the same as that which is now commonly called Peru, whence so great a quantity of gold has long been conveyed every year into Spain. For, they say, in the third chapter of the second book of Paralipomenon, for that which our Latin version has, "Moreover the gold was most tried," in Hebrew, word for word, it is, "The gold was from the place פרוים Paruaim"—which word the Seventy Interpreters also retained in their translation. But Paruaim is a dual form, whose singular would be Paru or Peru: it is put in the dual number to designate both Perus, the greater and the lesser—that is, what is properly called Peru, and what is called Mexico. So these men on the land Hevilath.20



VERUM in promptu est ostendere ex sacris litteris terram Hevilath et longissime abfuisse ab India, nec fuisse procul Palaestina atque Assyria, scilicet Euphrati fluvio vicinam. Illud tamen praemonendum, vocem quae a Latino interprete dicitur Hevilath, secundum Scripturam et pronuntiationem Hebraicam, debere reddi Latine Chauila. Legimus igitur 25 capite Geneseos habitationes Ismaëlis et Ismaëlitarum ad hunc modum describi a Mose, Habitavit Ismael ab Hevilath usque Sur, quae respicit Aegyptum introeuntibus Assyrios: ex quo loco intelligitur Hevilath nequaquam pertinuisse ad Indiam, sed inter Assyriam et Palaestinam fuisse locatam. Simile quiddam scriptum est in 1 libro Regum c. 15, Percussit, inquit, Saul Amalech ab Hevilath donec venias Sur, quae est e regione Aegypti; non est autem Saul persecutus Amalechitas usque ad Indiam. Regio nempe Amalechitarum, ut Palaestinae Orientem versus proxima, in sacris litteris describitur. Ad hoc, Strabo Geographorum diligentissimus, inter gentes Arabiae qua parte contingit Mesopotamiam, recenset Nabathaeos, quos Scriptura vocat Agarenos et Chaulataeos, hauddubie per Chaulataeos paululum mutata voce significans Chauilataeos, a regione Chauilath de qua nunc agimus appellatos. Nec quia in...
But it is easy to show from the sacred writings that the land Hevilath was very far indeed from India, and was not far from Palestine and Assyria—that is, near the river Euphrates. This, however, must be premised: that the word which is called Hevilath by the Latin interpreter, according to Scripture and the Hebrew pronunciation, ought to be rendered in Latin as Chauila. We read, then, in the twenty-fifth chapter of Genesis, that the dwellings of Ishmael and the Ishmaelites are described by Moses in this manner: Ishmael dwelt from Hevilath as far as Sur, which faces Egypt as you enter toward the Assyrians: from which place it is understood that Hevilath in no way belonged to India, but was located between Assyria and Palestine. Something similar is written in the first book of Kings, chapter 15: Saul, it says, smote Amalek from Hevilath until you come to Sur, which is over against Egypt; but Saul did not pursue the Amalekites as far as India. For the region of the Amalekites is described in the sacred writings as nearest to Palestine toward the East. To this, Strabo, the most diligent of Geographers, among the peoples of Arabia where it touches Mesopotamia, reckons the Nabathaeans, whom Scripture calls Agarenes and Chaulataeans—doubtless, by Chaulataeans, with the word slightly changed, signifying Chauilataeans, named from the region Chauilath of which we now treat. Nor, because in...21



...[Nec quia in terra Hevilath erat copia auri optimi, propterea fit ut ea fuerit in] India: multis enim aliis in locis et Syriae et prope Palaestinam olim fuisse magnam auri abundantiam in sacris litteris proditum est. David enim debellatis Syris, Ammonitis et Idumaeis immensam vim auri deportavit, sicut videre est in priori libr. Paralipomenon cap. 22, futuram postea Salomoni in materiam simulatque sumptus magnificentissimo templo construendo. In exordio libri Deuteronomii traditur tempore Mosis trans Iordanem in campestribus Moab inter Tophel et Haseroth fuisse auri plurimum. Nec vero quia Ophir petiit Indiam, ex eo conficitur Hevilath eius fratrem in Indiam quoque profectum esse: siquidem tertius eorum frater memoratur eodem loco Saba, a quo fuit terra gens Sabaeorum, nequaquam pertinens ad Indiam.
...[Nor, because in the land of Hevilath there was an abundance of the best gold, does it follow that it was in] India: for that there was once a great abundance of gold in many other places, both of Syria and near Palestine, has been handed down in the sacred writings. For David, having conquered the Syrians, Ammonites, and Idumaeans, carried off an immense quantity of gold, as may be seen in the first book of Paralipomenon, chapter 22—to be afterward material for Solomon, as soon as the expenses for building the most magnificent temple [were undertaken]. At the beginning of the book of Deuteronomy it is handed down that, in the time of Moses, across the Jordan, in the plains of Moab, between Tophel and Hazeroth, there was very much gold. Nor indeed, because Ophir went to India, is it thereby concluded that his brother Hevilath also set out for India: since a third brother of theirs is mentioned in the same place, Saba, from whom came the land [and] people of the Sabaeans, in no way belonging to India.22



ILLUD porro neutiquam credibile est, Ophir celebratum in Scriptura esse regionem nunc dictam Peru. Mitto enim alia argumenta, unum enim illud satis superque est isti refellendae opinioni: in regione Peruana constat nec elephantes esse, nec pavos, nec simias, nec ligna thina pretiosissima, qualia ex Ophir asportari solita narrat Scriptura. Neque consentaneum est Salomonem ex mari Rubro (in eius enim littore erat Asiongaber unde solvebat classis Salomonis, sicut scriptum est in lib. 3 Regum c. 9 et libr. 2 Paralipomenon c. 8) relicta India Orientali viciniori atque notiori, multarumque rerum pretiosarum fertiliori, immenso circuitu navigationem instituisse ad regionem Americanam et Peruensem, praesertim cum ad eam regionem ex Ioppe vel alio portu maris Mediterranei per fretum Gaditanum, multo breviori faciliorique et magis usitata navigatione, spatio circiter quinque mensium, pervenire potuisset.
Moreover, this is in no way credible, that the Ophir celebrated in Scripture is the region now called Peru. For I pass over other arguments, since that one is more than enough for refuting this opinion: in the Peruvian region it is established that there are neither elephants, nor peacocks, nor apes, nor most precious thyine woods, such as Scripture relates were wont to be carried off from Ophir. Nor is it consonant that Solomon, from the Red Sea (for on its shore was Ezion-geber, whence the fleet of Solomon set sail, as it is written in the third book of Kings, chapter 9, and the second book of Paralipomenon, chapter 8), having left aside the East Indies, nearer and better known and more fertile of many precious things, should have set up a voyage by an immense circuit to the American and Peruvian region—especially since he could have reached that region from Joppa, or another port of the Mediterranean sea, through the Strait of Gibraltar, by a much shorter and easier and more usual voyage, in the space of about five months.23



RESTAT tertia difficultas de Bdellio et Onychino lapide, paucis expedienda. Bdellium ita definit Plinius lib. 12 cap. 9: In Bactriana Bdellium est nominatissimum, qua arbor nigra est, magnitudine oleae, folio roboris, fructu caprifici naturaque. Deinde subdit eam nasci et in Arabia Indiaque, et Media ac Babylone. Onyx (unde Onychinus lapis inde appellatus, quod habet in se permistum candorem in similitudinem unguis humani) hunc gignit India et Arabia: sed Indicus igniculos habet albis cingentibus zonis, Arabicus autem niger est cum candentibus zonis (vide Plinium lib. 37 cap. 6). Pro his Septuaginta posuerunt Carbunculus et Prasinus: est autem Carbunculus lapis pretiosus, et (sicut nomine ipso prae se fert) ignei fulgoris tanti ut noctis tenebras illuminare queat (de quo lege quae scribit Plinius cap. 7 lib. 37). Prasinus autem est lapis pretiosus viridantis aspectus et porracei coloris, unde nomen habet (nam porrum Graeci prason vocant; de quo vide Plinium eodem lib. cap. 8). Hebraice sunt duo vocabula, הבדלח Habbedolach et השהם ha-Shoham; Chaldaice dicitur Burla, id est Beryllus, viridis coloris, de quo multa Plinius c. 5 eiusdem lib.
There remains the third difficulty, about Bdellium and the onyx stone, to be dispatched in few words. Pliny, in book 12, chapter 9, thus defines Bdellium: In Bactriana the Bdellium is most famous, where the tree is black, of the size of an olive, with the leaf of an oak, and the fruit and nature of a wild fig. Then he adds that it grows also in Arabia and India, and in Media and Babylon. The Onyx (whence the onyx stone is so named, because it has in itself a whiteness mixed in, in the likeness of a human nail) India and Arabia produce: but the Indian one has little sparks of fire with white encircling zones, the Arabian, however, is black with white zones (see Pliny, book 37, chapter 6). For these the Seventy put Carbunculus and Prasinus: the Carbuncle is a precious stone, and (as it bears forth by its very name) of so great a fiery brilliance that it can illuminate the darkness of night (about which read what Pliny writes in chapter 7 of book 37). The Prasinus is a precious stone of greenish aspect and leek-like color, whence it has its name (for the Greeks call a leek prason; about which see Pliny, the same book, chapter 8). In Hebrew there are two words, הבדלח Habbedolach and השהם ha-Shoham; in Chaldee it is called Burla, that is, Beryl, of green color, about which Pliny says much in chapter 5 of the same book.24



AUGUSTINUS Eugubinus et Hieronymus Oleaster arbitrantur Bedolach esse id quod Latini appellant Margaritam seu Unionem, vulgo Perla: nam in libro Numerorum capite 11 dicitur Manna fuisse quasi semen coriandri, et colorem eius sicut est color הבדלח Habbedolach (sic enim ibi est Hebraice); cum autem color Mannae fuerit albus, necesse est Bedolach fuisse albi coloris sicut est Margarita. Soham autem incertum est quid proprie significet: nam si ductum sit a radice Sadech, significat lapidem usquequaque teretem et aequabilem, quoniam Sabach Hebraeis est aequare. Sed profecto et ipsi Hebraei confitentur, et per se manifestum est, huiusmodi nomina propria pretiosorum lapidum, fluminum, et arborum quae sunt in Scriptura Hebraica quid proprie significent in obscuro et incerto esse: quo fit ut Scripturae interpretes, tam Graeci quam Latini, ea saepe transtulerint non qualia sunt Hebraice, sed qualia reperiebantur apud Graecos et Latinos, illis similitudine aliqua et proportione respondentia.
Augustinus Eugubinus and Jerome Oleaster think that Bedolach is that which the Latins call Margarita or Unio, commonly the Pearl: for in the book of Numbers, chapter 11, it is said that the Manna was as it were the seed of coriander, and its color as is the color of הבדלח Habbedolach (for so it is there in Hebrew); but since the color of the Manna was white, it is necessary that Bedolach was of white color, as is the Pearl. But what Soham properly signifies is uncertain: for if it be derived from the root Sadech, it signifies a stone everywhere smooth and even, since Sabach in Hebrew is "to make even." But indeed the Hebrews themselves confess, and it is self-evident, that the proper meanings of such names of precious stones, of rivers, and of trees which are in the Hebrew Scripture are in obscurity and uncertainty: whence it comes about that the interpreters of Scripture, both Greek and Latin, often translated them not such as they are in Hebrew, but such as were found among the Greeks and Latins, corresponding to them by some likeness and proportion.25



Translator’s notes
	A new sub-section: On the First River, Phison (Pishon). The side-reference reads "GEN. 2. VERS. 11 & 12." ↩
	Scripture lemma: Genesis 2:11–12—the first river Phison, which compasses the land of Havilah, with its best gold, bdellium, and onyx stone. ↩
	Before treating each of the four rivers, Pererius will first set out others' interpretations, then explain what best fits Moses, Scripture, and right reason. In the description of the first river **Phison** there are three difficulties: (1) which known river is **פישון** (Phison/Pishon)? (2) what land is Havilah, and where in our world does it lie? (3) what are Bdellium and the onyx stone? [Hebrew פישון verified on the 300-dpi crop.] ↩
	Marginal gloss: "An Phison sit Ganges." **First difficulty:** by the consensus of almost all interpreters and theologians, the river **Phison is none other than the Ganges** of India—so Josephus (Antiquities bk. 1), Epiphanius (Ancoratus), Augustine (de Genesi ad litteram 8.7), and Jerome (Book of Hebrew Traditions / Questions on Genesis). Why list each author when it is nearly everyone's view? Jerome, in his Epistle... Continues onto next page (catchword "Epist."; signature T3). Resume PDF 375 with "Hieronymus in Epistola..." ↩
	Block quotation of Jerome (Epistle 125 ["4"] to Rusticus): the **Ganges = Phison** of Scripture, compassing Havilah, carrying pigments from Paradise's fountain—carbuncle, emerald, pearls (coveted by noble women)—and golden mountains guarded by griffins and dragons, unapproachable by men: "to show us what kind of guardians avarice has." (Continues the Phison=Ganges consensus opened on p.333.) ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Origo Gangis secundum Strabonem." Pererius adduces Strabo (Geography bk. 15) on the Ganges' source in the Indian Caucasus. The quotation follows. ↩
	Block quotation of Strabo (Geography 15): all India's rivers rise from the Caucasus; some join the Indus or Ganges, some reach the sea by their own mouths. The Ganges descends from the mountains, turns east in the plain, flows past **Palibothra** (Pataliputra/Patna), and enters its sea by one mouth—the greatest of all Indian rivers. ↩
	Pererius adds Pliny (Natural History 6.18) on the Ganges. The quotation follows. ↩
	Block quotation of Pliny (Natural History 6.18) on the Ganges: variously said to rise from uncertain sources (like the Nile) or in the Scythian mountains; fed by nineteen tributaries (many navigable); bursting from its sources with a crash, then resting in a lake, and flowing gently—at least 8 miles wide (100 stadia at the narrower), nowhere less than 20 paces deep. ↩
	The theologians' etymologies of **פישון** (Phison): some say it means in Hebrew a "change of face" (the river being unlike itself in size, color, temperature along its course); others, "abundance" (it teems with fish, even 30-foot eels, per Pliny 9.3); **Isidore** (Etymologies 13.21) says it means "a throng" (ten great rivers empty into it), and is called Ganges by Greeks and Latins from king Gangarus—as the Tiber was first "Albula," later named from king Tiberinus. [Hebrew פישון verified on the crop.] ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Auctor demonstrat Phison non fuisse Gangem." **Pererius rejects Phison = Ganges**, with several arguments. **First**: Moses's narrative shows the four rivers, springing from one head, were *near each other*; but between the Ganges [and the Tigris/Euphrates the gap is enormous]... Continues onto next page (catchword "Gangem"). ↩
	Pererius's arguments against Phison = Ganges continued: **(1)** between the Ganges and the Tigris/Euphrates lies a gap of **70 degrees** (>4,300 miles, at 62 miles per degree per **Ptolemy**)—but Moses shows the four rivers were near each other. **(2)** Moses says all four sprang from one river of Paradise, yet they rise in utterly remote places: the **Ganges** from India's Caucasus, the **Euphrates and Tigris** from Armenia's mountains, the **Nile** from the "Mountains of the Moon" toward the **Cape of Good Hope.** ↩
	Pererius adduces Theodoret's reply (Questions on Genesis, q.29) to the distance objection. The quotation follows. ↩
	Block quotation of Theodoret (Questions on Genesis, q.29): other rivers too go out from one place, run underground, and resurface—and so do these four. God so arranged it to *cut off men's curiosity*: if the passages lay open, some would try to trace the rivers' banks to find Paradise, but would be frustrated, exhausted, starved, lost in deserts, or fall among barbarians—so the merciful God made their passages unknown. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Refellitur Theodoreti responsum." So Theodoret (and Augustine, de Gen. ad litt. 8.7) answer. But Pererius **refutes** the response as weak—a device for escaping troublesome questions, not grounded in nature: (a) the rivers' origins are so distant *from the world's beginning* that they can share no one source, and the proponents can't show any subterranean course or alternate sources (as is visible in their parallel rivers); (b) a dilemma—either the four rivers in Moses's time rose as they did at creation (then they never sprang from one river, against Scripture), OR their courses were changed by the flood (then Moses described Paradise *obscurely/faultily* via pre-flood rivers without warning of the change). Continues onto next page (catchword "origo"). ↩
	Conclusion of the refutation: nor can one say the rivers stayed the same until Moses, then changed—so great a change needs a *universal* upheaval (like the flood), and there has been none since Moses. And if the four rivers differ in source and course after the flood from before, they *cannot be the same rivers* (a river's identity rests on its source)—so the pre-flood **Phison ≠ the present Ganges**, and Moses would have described Paradise's rivers badly via wholly different ones. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Auctoris opinio." **Pererius's own answer on Phison:** he accepts what some learned men report—that **Phison and Gihon were channels derived from the Tigris or Euphrates**, running diverse courses (one through Ethiopia, the other through Hevilath). Where the Tigris and Euphrates join and run a while as one, then split again into the two principal rivers, two further channels branched off—Phison and Gihon—rightly called offshoots of the Tigris/Euphrates. Great rivers often split into "branches" (Danube, Nile, Po). Q. Curtius (bk. 5) attests the Euphrates/Tigris are locally called *Phasis* (much like *Phison*); Pliny (6.27) says the Tigris splits and is called *Pasitigris* where it rejoins. No wonder Phison and Gihon no longer exist or go unmentioned—rivers dry up or change course, lesser ones are passed over, and place/river names change. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Quid de terra Hevilath senserint scriptores." **Second difficulty:** the land of **Hevilath**. Most place it in India (its upper part, stretching far north from the East), named from **Hevila, son of Joktan**, who first dwelt there. The Phison=Ganges party *had* to say this: if Phison compasses Hevilath, and Phison is the Ganges (which rises, runs, and ends only in India), then Hevilath must be [part of India]. Continues onto next page (catchword "esse"). ↩
	Marginal glosses: "An Hevilath fuerit regio Indiae" and "Qua regio fuerit Ophir secundum Iosephum et Hieronymum." The India argument continued: Gen 10 names two brothers, sons of Joktan—**Ophir** and **Hevila**; Ophir is doubtless in India, abounding in the best gold (1 Kings/3 Reg 9, 10, 22; 2 Chron/Paral. 8—whence great gold came to **Solomon**). **Josephus** (Antiquities 8) calls Ophir a region of India, in his day the "Golden Land" or "Golden Chersonese," now **Malacca**; **Jerome** confirms (Epist. 133 to Marcella; Epist. 140 to Principia). So if Ophir was in India, credibly his brother Hevila held neighboring lands, and Hevilath belonged to India. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Peru etiam Iudaeorum tempore notum fuisse." **Vatablus** (scholia on 1 Kings/3 Reg 9) and the very learned **Benedictus Arias Montanus** (Apparatus to the Bible; his *Phaleg*) think **Ophir = Peru**, whence so much gold has long come yearly to Spain. For in 2 Chron 3:6, where the Vulgate has "the gold was most tried," the Hebrew literally is "the gold was from the place **פרוים** (Paruaim)"—a word the Septuagint kept. *Paruaim* is a *dual* (singular *Paru*/Peru), designating both Perus, greater and lesser—Peru proper and Mexico. [Hebrew פרוים verified on the crop.] ↩
	Marginal glosses: "Auctoris sententia de terra Hevilath" and "Strabo lib. 16." **Pererius's own view:** Scripture readily shows **Hevilath was far from India, and near Palestine and Assyria—i.e. near the Euphrates.** (Note: the Vulgate's "Hevilath" should be rendered "Chauila" per Hebrew.) Gen 25:18: "Ishmael dwelt from Hevilath to Sur, which faces Egypt as you go toward Assyria"—so Hevilath lay between Assyria and Palestine, not India. Similarly 1 Sam/1 Reg 15:7: "Saul smote Amalek from Hevilath until Sur, over against Egypt"—and Saul did not pursue Amalek to India (the Amalekites' land is nearest Palestine eastward). Also **Strabo** (bk. 16) lists, among the Arabian peoples touching Mesopotamia, the **Nabathaeans**—whom Scripture calls Agarenes and "Chaulataeans," doubtless meaning "Chauilataeans," named from the region Chauilath. Breaks mid-sentence (catchword "in"; signature V; page-foot "Comm. in Gen. Tom. 1"). Resume PDF 379 with "Nec quia in..." ↩
	Continuation (from p.337) of Pererius's case that Hevilath was *not* India. The gold-argument fails: gold abounded near Palestine and Syria too—David's immense spoils from the Syrians, Ammonites, and Edomites (1 Chron 22), later material for Solomon's temple; and Deuteronomy notes much gold in Moab (between Tophel and Hazeroth) in Moses's day. Nor does Ophir's going to India prove his brother Hevila did: a *third* brother, **Saba** (whence the Sabaeans), belongs nowhere near India. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Ophir non esse Peruanam regionem." **Ophir ≠ Peru**: one argument suffices—Peru has no elephants, peacocks, apes, or precious thyine wood, which Scripture says came from Ophir. Nor would Solomon, whose fleet sailed from the **Red Sea** (Ezion-geber, 3 Reg 9 / 2 Chron 8), bypass the nearer, richer, better-known East Indies to sail by an immense circuit to America/Peru—especially as he could reach it from Joppa through the **Strait of Gibraltar** by a much shorter voyage of ~5 months. ↩
	Marginal glosses: "Quid sit Bdellium et Onychinus"; "Prasinus." **Third difficulty: bdellium and onyx.** **Pliny** (12.9): the most famous bdellium is in Bactria—a black tree the size of an olive, oak-leaved, with wild-fig fruit; also in Arabia, India, Media, Babylon. **Onyx** (named from its whiteness mixed like a human nail): bred by India and Arabia (Indian = fiery sparks with white zones; Arabian = black with white zones; Pliny 37.6). The **Septuagint** rendered these "Carbunculus and Prasinus"—the *carbuncle*, a stone so fiery it lights the dark (Pliny 37.7); the *prasinus*, a leek-green stone (Greek *prason* = leek; Pliny 37.8). In Hebrew the two words are **הבדלח** (Habbedolach, bdellium) and **השהם** (ha-Shoham, onyx); in Chaldee, *Burla* = green Beryl. [Hebrew הבדלח and השהם verified on the crop.] ↩
	Marginal glosses: "Bedolach"; "Soham quid." **Augustinus Steuchus of Gubbio** and **Jerome Oleaster** think *bedolach* is the Latin *Margarita/Unio* (pearl): Numbers 11 says the manna was like coriander seed, its color like **הבדלח** (Habbedolach); since manna was white, bedolach must be white like a pearl. What *Soham* means is uncertain (if from the root *Sadech*, a smooth even stone; *Sabach* = "to make even"). But the Hebrews confess—and it is self-evident—that the proper meanings of such Hebrew names of stones, rivers, and trees are obscure; so the Greek and Latin interpreters often rendered them not as they are in Hebrew, but by the nearest Greek/Latin equivalents. [Hebrew הבדלח verified.] ↩




ON THE SECOND RIVER, GEHON

LatineEnglish


ON THE SECOND RIVER, GEHON.1
DE SECUNDO FLUMINE GEHON.



GENESIS 2, verse 13. — And the name of the second river is Gehon: that is it which compasses all the land of Ethiopia.2
GENES. 2. VERS. 13. — Et nomen fluvii secundi, Gehon: ipse est qui circumit omnem terram Aethiopiae.



NULLUS est fere interpretum (tanta in hoc est omnium consensio) qui non pro certo habeat hoc nomine גיחון Gehon significatum esse a Mose Nilum: ipse enim est qui peragrat terram Aethiopiae cui dominatur Pretiosus Ioannes (vulgo corrupte dicitur Prete Giovan). Nilum putat Plinius nasci in Mauritania; Lucanus cecinit incertam et incompertam esse eius originem. Sed hoc tempore, ut alia multa comperta sunt veteribus incognita, sic etiam deprehensa sunt primordia Nili ex amplissimis paludibus prope montes lunae, non procul celebri promontorio Bonae spei, ubi extremum est totius terrae continentis secundum latitudinem versus Austrum. Epiphanius in Ancorato, et in Epistola ad Ioannem Hierosolymitanum, non solum affirmat Gehon esse Nilum, sed contendit hoc tradi in Scriptura, quae apud Hieremiam c. 2 sic habet, Quid tibi vis in via Aegypti, ut bibas aquam turbidam? pro quo Septuaginta habent, Ut bibas aquam Gehon? Loquitur autem eo loco Hieremias de aqua Nili. Sed profecto Hebraice ibi non est vox Gehon quae hic ponitur, sed est alia vox, videlicet שיחור Sichor, quae significat nigrum seu turbidum, quo epitheto etiam a Graecis appellatur Nilus (dicitur enim Melas, hoc est Niger); et ipsa Aegyptus vocatur Melanobolos, ut ita vertam Nigrigleba: Nilus enim aquas vehit multo limo turbidas. Quare nescio cur LXX pro Sichor verterint Gehon, nisi forte postea corrupta sit eorum translatio.
There is hardly any of the interpreters (so great in this is the consensus of all) who does not hold for certain that by this name גיחון Gehon Moses signified the Nile: for it is the one which traverses the land of Ethiopia, over which Prester John rules (commonly called, corruptly, Prete Giovan). Pliny thinks the Nile rises in Mauritania; Lucan sang that its origin was uncertain and undiscovered. But in this age, as many other things unknown to the ancients have been discovered, so too the sources of the Nile have been found, from the most ample marshes near the Mountains of the Moon, not far from the celebrated promontory of Good Hope, where is the extremity of the whole continent of the earth, according to latitude, toward the South. Epiphanius, in the Ancoratus, and in his Epistle to John of Jerusalem, not only affirms that Gehon is the Nile, but contends that this is handed down in Scripture, which in Jeremiah, chapter 2, has thus: What do you want on the way of Egypt, that you may drink the turbid water? for which the Seventy have, That you may drink the water of Gehon? And Jeremiah in that place speaks of the water of the Nile. But in fact, in Hebrew there is not the word Gehon which is put here, but there is another word, namely שיחור Sichor, which signifies black or turbid—by which epithet the Nile is also called by the Greeks (for it is called Melas, that is, Black); and Egypt itself is called Melanobolos—as I would so render it, Black-soiled: for the Nile carries waters turbid with much mud. Wherefore I do not know why the Seventy translated Gehon for Sichor, unless perhaps their translation was afterward corrupted.3



SED Gehon non esse Nilum, multa et clara sunt indicia. Primo, Nilus cum Tigri et Euphrate nullam habet affinitatem et communionem: hi enim profluunt e Septentrione, ille autem aquas vehit ex Meridie, infinita propemodum distantia inter eorum primordia: exitus quoque eorum disiunctissimi sunt; nam Tigris et Euphrates in sinum Persicum aquas exonerant, Nilus vero definit in mare Mediterraneum. Postea, si Moses per Gehon significasset Nilum, volens eum declarare et notum facere Hebraeis, non dixisset Qui circumit omnem terram Aethiopiae, sed dixisset Qui peragrat et irrigat Aegyptum: Nilus enim non ex Aethiopia sed ex Aegypto notissimus erat Iudaeis, quippe qui plus ducentos annos in Aegypto versati essent. Nilus item qua permeat per Aegyptum propinquior est Tigri et Euphrati quam qua perluit Aethiopiam. Deinde, si Gehon est Nilus, cur Scriptura toties Nili mentionem faciens nusquam eo nomine eum appellat? Bis eum vocat Sichor (Isaiae cap. 23 et Hieremiae 2), nec unquam nominat eum flumen Aethiopiae, sed appellat saepissime fluvium Aegypti. Ad hoc, isti dicunt propterea Mosem memorando Euphratem non declarasse per quas terras praeterveheretur, quod Euphrates notissimus esset Hebraeis: atqui tempore Mosis multo notior erat Iudaeis Nilus quam Euphrates; ob eandem igitur causam nominando Nilum non debuisset indicare quas terras ille praeterfluat.
But that Gehon is not the Nile, there are many and clear indications. First, the Nile has no affinity and communion with the Tigris and Euphrates: for these flow from the North, but that one carries its waters from the South, the distance between their sources being almost infinite: their outlets too are most disjoined; for the Tigris and Euphrates discharge their waters into the Persian Gulf, but the Nile ends in the Mediterranean sea. Then, if Moses had signified the Nile by Gehon, wishing to declare it and make it known to the Hebrews, he would not have said Which compasses all the land of Ethiopia, but would have said Which traverses and waters Egypt: for the Nile was best known to the Jews not from Ethiopia but from Egypt, inasmuch as they had spent more than two hundred years in Egypt. The Nile likewise, where it passes through Egypt, is nearer to the Tigris and Euphrates than where it washes Ethiopia. Then, if Gehon is the Nile, why does Scripture, so often making mention of the Nile, nowhere call it by that name? It twice calls it Sichor (Isaiah chapter 23 and Jeremiah 2), and never names it the river of Ethiopia, but very often calls it the river of Egypt. To this, these men say that Moses, in mentioning the Euphrates, did not declare through what lands it was carried, because the Euphrates was best known to the Hebrews: but in the time of Moses the Nile was much better known to the Jews than the Euphrates; for the same cause, therefore, in naming the Nile he ought not to have indicated through what lands it flows.4



PRAETEREA Gehon esse Nilum argumentantur isti eo quod Moses scribat Gehon circumire Aethiopiam, quam Nilus praeterlabitur: quasi Aethiopia hoc loco a Mose nominata necessario intelligenda sit Aethiopia Meridionalis seu Occidentalis quam perluit Nilus; cum potius intelligenda sit altera Aethiopia Orientalis vicina Arabiae et Mesopotamiae. Verissime enim duas fecit Aethiopias Homerus (iudicio Strabonis lib. 1 Geographiae et Plinii libro 5 cap. 7), unam Occidentalem, alteram Orientalem. Fuisse autem Aethiopiam aliquam vicinam Palaestinae et Syriae ex multis Scripturae locis intelligi potest. Principio Madianitas vicinos Palaestinis censeri nomine Aethiopum constat argumento Sephorae uxoris Mosis, quae cum esset Madianitis (ut scriptum est in Exodo capite 2) ea tamen in libro Numerorum capite 12 appellatur Aethiopissa, Hebraice Chusitis. In Cantico etiam Habacuc ita legimus, Vidi tentoria Aethiopiae: turbabuntur pelles terrae Madian. Quo loco Aethiopes et Madianitae vel pro una gente ponuntur, vel pro gentibus inter se admodum vicinis ac finitimis; et cum nominentur tentoria et pelles eorum, non obscure indicatur eos esse quos appellant Cosmographi Arabes scenitas, sub pellibus atque tentoriis degentes, quorum regio ad Mesopotamiam pertinet. In Psalmo item 86 sic est, Ecce alienigenae et Tyrus et populus Aethiopum, hi fuerunt illic: per alienigenas, quos Septuaginta appellant Allophylos, sine dubio significantur Palaestini; quare tres gentes Palaestinorum, Tyriorum et Aethiopum tanquam confines et vicinae hoc loco a Davide memorantur. In 2 libr. Paralipomenon cap. 14 narrat Scriptura Zaram regem Aethiopum venisse adversus Iudaeos cum incredibilis multitudinis exercitu, quippe decies[...]
Moreover, these men argue that Gehon is the Nile from the fact that Moses writes that Gehon compasses Ethiopia, which the Nile flows past: as though the Ethiopia here named by Moses must necessarily be understood as the Southern or Western Ethiopia which the Nile washes; whereas rather it is to be understood as the other, Eastern Ethiopia, neighboring Arabia and Mesopotamia. For most truly Homer made two Ethiopias (by the judgment of Strabo, book 1 of the Geography, and of Pliny, book 5, chapter 7), one Western, the other Eastern. And that there was some Ethiopia neighboring Palestine and Syria can be understood from many places of Scripture. First, that the Midianites, neighbors to the Palestinians, were reckoned under the name of Ethiopians is established by the argument of Sephora, the wife of Moses, who, though she was a Midianite (as it is written in Exodus, chapter 2), is nevertheless in the book of Numbers, chapter 12, called an Ethiopian woman—in Hebrew, Chusitis. In the Canticle of Habakkuk too we read thus: I saw the tents of Ethiopia: the skins of the land of Midian shall be troubled. In which place the Ethiopians and the Midianites are put either for one nation, or for nations very near and bordering one another; and since their tents and skins are named, it is not obscurely indicated that they are those whom the Cosmographers call the tent-dwelling Arabs, living under skins and tents, whose region pertains to Mesopotamia. In Psalm 86 likewise it is thus: Behold the foreigners, and Tyre, and the people of the Ethiopians, these were there: by the foreigners, whom the Seventy call Allophyloi, without doubt the Palestinians are signified; wherefore three nations—of the Palestinians, the Tyrians, and the Ethiopians—are here, as bordering and neighboring, recalled by David. In the second book of Paralipomenon, chapter 14, Scripture narrates that Zerah, king of the Ethiopians, came against the Jews with an army of incredible multitude, since it [contained] ten times[...]5



...[quippe] decies centena millia hominum continebat. Non est autem credibile illos venisse usque ex Aethiopia Meridionali: nam et difficillimum erat tantum exercitum per tam longinqua terrarum spatia ducere, nec ratio ulla erat cur ex tam remotis regionibus ad belligerandum cum Iudaeis proficiscerentur. His adde quod scriptum est in eiusdem libri c. 21, Suscitavit, inquit, Dominus contra Ioram spiritum Philistinorum, qui confines sunt Aethiopibus, et ascenderunt in terram Iuda et vastaverunt eam. In Psalmo item 71 tres gentes, Aethiopum, Arabum et Sabaeorum, tanquam sibi invicem propinquae et vicinae commemorantur. Sic enim est, Coram illo procident Aethiopes, etc. Reges Arabum et Saba dona adducent. Arabiam autem felicem et Sabaeorum terram Euphrati et Mesopotamiae non longe abesse certum est.
...since it contained a million men. But it is not credible that they came all the way from Southern Ethiopia: for it was both most difficult to lead so great an army through such far-off spaces of lands, nor was there any reason why they should set out from such remote regions to make war with the Jews. To these add what is written in the twenty-first chapter of the same book: The Lord, it says, stirred up against Joram the spirit of the Philistines, who are neighbors to the Ethiopians, and they came up into the land of Judah and laid it waste. In Psalm 71 likewise, three nations—of the Ethiopians, the Arabs, and the Sabaeans—are commemorated as near and neighboring to one another. For thus it is: Before him the Ethiopians shall fall down, etc. The kings of the Arabs and of Saba shall bring gifts. And it is certain that Arabia Felix and the land of the Sabaeans are not far from the Euphrates and Mesopotamia.6



Ex his facile intellectu est non propterea Gehon intelligi debere Nilum, quia Moses dicat Gehon circumire terram Aethiopiae. Ergo quod supra docuimus de flumine Phison (ipsum fuisse eruptionem quandam, et ut vulgo appellant brachium seu ramum Euphratis, vel fluvium ex eo loco profluentem ubi Tigris et Euphratis iunctis aquis simul coeunt, diverso alveo et cursu terras a Mose nominatas perfluentem), quod, inquam, de Phison dictum est, idem nunc de Gehon sentiendum et dicendum existimamus. Eugubino admodum simile veri fit hunc Gehon esse eundem illum cuius mentio fit 3 lib. Reg. c. 1, cum de Salomone ungendo David haec praecipit: Ducite eum in Gehon, et ungat eum ibi Sadoc Sacerdos et Nathan Propheta in regem super Israël. Sicut igitur Euphrates attingebat terram promissionis, ceu unus de terminis eius quibus Deus eam terram determinaverat, ita Gehon aliquod Iudaeae latus attingebat, quo loco tanquam in regni finibus reges Hebraeorum ungi mos erat.
From these things it is easy to understand that Gehon ought not therefore to be understood as the Nile, because Moses says that Gehon compasses the land of Ethiopia. Therefore, what we taught above about the river Phison—that it was a certain offshoot, and, as the common people call it, a branch or arm of the Euphrates, or a river flowing from that place where the Tigris and Euphrates, their waters joined, come together, flowing through the lands named by Moses by a diverse channel and course—that, I say, which was said about Phison, the same we now think must be held and said about Gehon. To Eugubinus it seems quite like the truth that this Gehon is the same one of which mention is made in the third book of Kings, chapter 1, when David gives these orders about anointing Solomon: Bring him down to Gehon, and let Zadok the priest and Nathan the prophet anoint him there king over Israel. As, therefore, the Euphrates touched the land of promise, as one of its boundaries by which God had bounded that land, so Gehon touched some side of Judaea, in which place, as on the borders of the kingdom, it was the custom for the kings of the Hebrews to be anointed.7



SED haec futilia sunt: non enim in antiquo more Hebraeorum fuit reges eorum ungi in Gehon, quippe Saul et David non sunt illic uncti, nec post Salomonem quempiam sequentium Regum fuisse ibi unctum legimus. Chaldaeus quoque eo loco Gihon interpretatus est Siloë; idemque Rabbi Salomon et Nicolaus de Lyra senserunt. Et vero, si Gehon flumen paradisi aliquatenus attigisset terram Chanaam, Moses ipsum declarans non dixisset Qui circumit omnem terram Aethiopiae, sed dixisset Qui alluit terram Chanaam: hoc enim notius futurum erat Hebraeis. Quid quod ex ipsa Scriptura non obscure perspicitur Gihon nominatum in 3 Reg. fuisse fontem non procul Hierosolymis? Scriptum enim est in 2 Paralipomenon capite 32 Ezechiam obturavisse capita fontium qui erant extra Hierosolymam, ne Rex Assyriorum hostili exercitu petens Hierosolymam inveniret aquarum abundantiam. Extremo autem eo capite sic est, Ipse est Ezechias qui obturavit superiorem fontem aquarum Gehon, et avertit eas subter ad Occidentem urbis David. Et in capite 33, Post haec, inquit, aedificavit Manasses murum extra civitatem David ad Occidentem Gihon in convalle.
But these things are futile: for it was not in the ancient custom of the Hebrews for their kings to be anointed at Gehon, since Saul and David were not anointed there, nor do we read that, after Solomon, any of the following Kings was anointed there. The Chaldee too, in that place, interpreted Gihon as Siloah; and the same thought Rabbi Solomon and Nicholas of Lyra. And indeed, if Gehon, the river of paradise, had to some extent touched the land of Canaan, Moses, declaring it, would not have said Which compasses all the land of Ethiopia, but would have said Which washes the land of Canaan: for this would have been better known to the Hebrews. What of the fact that from Scripture itself it is not obscurely perceived that the Gihon named in the third book of Kings was a spring not far from Jerusalem? For it is written in the second book of Paralipomenon, chapter 32, that Hezekiah stopped up the heads of the springs which were outside Jerusalem, lest the King of the Assyrians, seeking Jerusalem with a hostile army, should find an abundance of waters. And at the very end of that chapter it is thus: It is Hezekiah who stopped up the upper spring of the waters of Gehon, and turned them down below to the West of the city of David. And in chapter 33: After these things, it says, Manasses built a wall outside the city of David, to the West of Gihon in the valley.8



Translator’s notes
	A new sub-section: On the Second River, Gehon (Gihon). The side-reference reads "GENES. 2. VERS. 13." ↩
	Scripture lemma: Genesis 2:13—the second river Gihon, which compasses all the land of Ethiopia (Hebrew Cush). ↩
	Marginal glosses: "Origo Nili. Plinius lib. 5. Lucanus libr. 10 Pharsaliae"; "Locus Hieremiae cap. 2." Almost all interpreters (so great the consensus) take **גיחון** (Gehon) to mean the **Nile**, which traverses Ethiopia, ruled by **Prester John** ("Prete Giovan"). Pliny thought the Nile rose in Mauritania, Lucan that its source was unknown; but now its source is found—in vast marshes near the **Mountains of the Moon**, near the **Cape of Good Hope**, at the continent's southern tip. **Epiphanius** (Ancoratus; Letter to John of Jerusalem) affirms Gehon = Nile from Jeremiah 2 ("to drink the turbid water," LXX "the water of Gehon"). But the Hebrew there is not *Gehon* but **שיחור** (Sichor) = "black/turbid"—the Greeks too call the Nile *Melas* ("black") and Egypt *Melanobolos* ("black-soiled"), the Nile being muddy. So Pererius wonders why the LXX rendered *Sichor* as *Gehon*, unless their translation was later corrupted. [Hebrew גיחון and שיחור verified.] ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Gehon fluvium fuisse Paradisi, non Nilum." Many clear signs Gehon is **not** the Nile: **(1)** the Nile has no affinity with the Tigris/Euphrates—they flow from the *north*, it from the *south*; their sources are almost infinitely apart; their outlets differ (Tigris/Euphrates → Persian Gulf, Nile → Mediterranean). **(2)** Had Moses meant the Nile, he'd have said "which waters *Egypt*," not "compasses *Ethiopia*"—the Nile being known to the Jews from Egypt (where they dwelt 200+ years). **(3)** Scripture never calls the Nile "Gehon," but twice calls it *Sichor* (Isa 23, Jer 2), and always "river of Egypt," never "river of Ethiopia." (The reply—that Moses omitted the Euphrates's lands because it was well known—backfires, since the Nile was even better known.) ↩
	Marginal glosses: "Duplex Aethiopia"; "Homerus. Strabo. Plinius." The Gehon=Nile party rely on Moses's "compasses Ethiopia"—but the **Ethiopia** meant is the *Eastern* one (near Arabia and Mesopotamia), not the southern/western Ethiopia the Nile washes. Homer made **two Ethiopias** (per Strabo 1 and Pliny 5.7). An Ethiopia near Palestine/Syria is shown from Scripture: the **Midianites** are called Ethiopians (Moses's wife Sephora—a Midianite in Exod 2—is "Aethiopissa," Hebrew *Chusitis*, in Num 12); Habakkuk's canticle ("tents of Ethiopia... skins of Midian") pairs Ethiopians and Midianites as neighbors (the tent-dwelling Arabs near Mesopotamia); Psalm 86[/87] names Palestine, Tyre, and Ethiopia as neighbors; and 2 Chron 14—**Zerah** the Ethiopian king came against the Jews with a vast army (a million men)... Continues onto next page (catchword "decies"). [Note: Ps 86/87 "a Davide" is printed "a Daniele"—a slip, since the Psalter is Davidic; rendered "a Davide."] ↩
	Zerah's army (a million men) could not have come from southern Ethiopia—too far to lead so vast a host, and no reason to war on the Jews from so remote a land. Add 2 Chron 21: "The Lord stirred up against Joram the spirit of the Philistines, *who are neighbors to the Ethiopians*, and they came up into Judah." And Psalm 71[/72]: the **Ethiopians, Arabs, and Sabaeans** are named as mutual neighbors ("Before him the Ethiopians shall fall down... the kings of the Arabs and of Saba shall bring gifts")—and Arabia Felix and the Sabaeans' land are certainly near the Euphrates and Mesopotamia. (All confirming an *Eastern* Ethiopia near Mesopotamia.) ↩
	Marginal glosses: "Qui fluvius fuerit Gehon"; "Locus 3 Regum cap. 1." **Verdict:** Gehon need not be the Nile just because Moses says it compasses Ethiopia. So what Pererius said of **Phison** (an offshoot/branch of the Euphrates, from where the Tigris and Euphrates join) he now holds of **Gehon** too. **Steuchus of Gubbio** finds it likely this Gehon is the one of 3 Reg 1:33, where David orders Solomon's anointing: "Bring him down to Gehon, and let Zadok and Nathan anoint him there king over Israel"—as the Euphrates bounded the Promised Land, so Gehon touched a side of Judaea, where (as on the kingdom's borders) the Hebrew kings were anointed. ↩
	**Pererius rejects Steuchus:** this is futile—the Hebrew kings were *not* customarily anointed at Gehon (Saul and David were not, nor any king after Solomon). The Chaldee (Targum) renders Gihon there as **Siloah**; **Rashi** (Rabbi Solomon) and **Nicholas of Lyra** agree. And had Gehon touched Canaan, Moses would have said "which washes Canaan," not "compasses Ethiopia." Moreover Scripture shows the Gihon of 3 Reg was a *spring near Jerusalem*: 2 Chron 32—Hezekiah stopped the springs outside Jerusalem against the Assyrian king ("Hezekiah stopped the upper spring of Gihon's waters and led them west of the city of David"); 2 Chron 33—"Manasses built a wall outside the city of David, west of Gihon in the valley." Breaks here (catchword "DE"; signature V3). Resume PDF 383 with the next section, "DE TERTIO FLUMINE..." (the third river, Tigris). ↩




ON THE THIRD AND FOURTH RIVER, the Tigris and Euphrates

LatineEnglish


ON THE THIRD AND FOURTH RIVER, the Tigris and Euphrates.1
DE TERTIO ET QUARTO FLUMINE, Tigri et Euphrate.



GENESIS 2, verse 14. — But the name of the third river is Tigris: it goes toward the Assyrians. And the fourth river, it is the Euphrates.2
GENES. 2. VERS. 14. — Nomen vero fluminis tertii, Tigris: ipse vadit contra Assyrios. Fluvius autem quartus, ipse est Euphrates.



APPELLATUS est Tigris secundum Isidorum lib. 13 Etymologiar. cap. 21 et Rupertum lib. 2 de operibus Trinitatis c. 29, a celeritate cursus, ducta similitudine a Tigre animalium velocissimo (cuius miram in cursu pernicitatem describit Plinius lib. 8 c. 18). Sed verius dictum est quod Plinius lib. 6 c. 27, Q. Curtius lib. 4 et Strabo libr. 11 tradiderunt, dictum esse Tigrim a celeritate sagittae, quae lingua Medorum Tigris appellatur. Hebraice חדקל Hiddekel dicitur, ut interpretatur David Chimi, ex eo quod aquae eius saporem quendam acutum reddunt, vel a cursu eius velocissimo. Chaldaice nominatur דגלת Diglath, quo vocabulo significari ait Iosephus eum simul angustum arctumque et velocem decurrere. Apud Danielem cap. 10 appellatur fluvius magnus, valde nobilitatus Ninive civitate quondam maxima et in sacris litteris celebratissima, quam praeterfluebat. Plinius locum ubi Tigris tardior fluit appellari inquit Diglito: quod cum supradicto vocabulo Chaldaico maxime congruit.
The Tigris was named, according to Isidore (book 13 of the Etymologies, chapter 21) and Rupert (book 2 On the works of the Trinity, chapter 29), from the swiftness of its course, the likeness being drawn from the Tiger, swiftest of animals (whose wonderful nimbleness in running Pliny describes in book 8, chapter 18). But it is more truly said—what Pliny (book 6, chapter 27), Q. Curtius (book 4), and Strabo (book 11) have handed down—that the Tigris was named from the swiftness of an arrow, which in the tongue of the Medes is called "Tigris." In Hebrew it is called חדקל Hiddekel, as David Kimchi interprets, from the fact that its waters yield a certain sharp taste, or from its very swift course. In Chaldee it is named דגלת Diglath, by which word Josephus says it is signified that it runs at once narrow and confined, and swift. In Daniel, chapter 10, it is called the great river, much ennobled by Nineveh, once the greatest city and most celebrated in the sacred writings, which it flowed past. Pliny says that the place where the Tigris flows slower is called Diglito: which agrees most closely with the aforesaid Chaldee word.3



MULTA de Tigre cum alii tum Plinius cap. 27 libr. 6 prodidit:
Much about the Tigris both others and especially Pliny, in chapter 27 of book 6, have set forth:4



Oritur, inquit, in regione Armeniae maioris, fonte conspicuo in planicie. Cuius qua tardior fluit, Diglito; unde concitatur, a celeritate Tigris incipit vocari (ita appellant Medi sagittam). Influit lacum Arethusam omnia illata pondera sustinentem, et nitrum nebulis exhalantem. Fertur autem et cursu et colore dissimilis, transvectusque, occurrente Tauro monte, in specu mergitur; subterque lapsus, a latere altero eius erumpit (eundem esse manifestum est, quod demersa perfert). Alterum deinde transit lacum qui Thospites appellatur; rursusque in cuniculos mergitur, et post vigintiquinque milia passuum circa Nymphaeum redditur. Citra Seleuciam, Babyloniae, centum vigintiquinque milia passuum, divisus in alveos duos, altero meridiem ac Seleuciam petit, Mesenem perfundens; altero ad Septentrionem flexus, eiusdem gentis tergo campos Cauchas secat. Ubi remeavere aquae, Pasitigris appellatur. Postea recipit ex Media Choaspem; atque (ut diximus) inter Seleuciam et Ctesiphontem vectus, in lacus Chaldaicos se fundit, eosque septuaginta milia passuum amplitudine implet. Mox vasto alveo profusus, dextra Characis oppidi infertur mari Persico decimo ore. Inter duorum amnium ostia vigintiquinque milia passuum fuere, aut (ut alii tradunt) septem milia, utroque navigabili. Sic Plinius de Tigri.
It rises, he says, in the region of Greater Armenia, from a conspicuous spring in a plain. Where it flows slower, it is called Diglito; whence, quickened, from its speed it begins to be called Tigris (so the Medes call an arrow). It flows into Lake Arethusa, which sustains all weights cast into it, and exhales niter in mists. It is borne along unlike both in course and color, and, carried across, when Mount Taurus meets it, it plunges into a cavern; and gliding under, it bursts out on the other side of it (it is manifest that it is the same, because it carries through the things sunk in it). Then it crosses another lake which is called Thospites; and again plunges into tunnels, and after twenty-five miles is rendered up again near Nymphaeum. On this side of Seleucia, of Babylonia, a hundred and twenty-five miles, divided into two channels, with one it seeks the south and Seleucia, watering Mesene; with the other, bent to the North, it cuts the Cauchian plains behind the same nation. Where the waters have flowed back together, it is called Pasitigris. Afterward it receives the Choaspes from Media; and (as we said) borne between Seleucia and Ctesiphon, it pours itself into the Chaldaean lakes, and fills them to a breadth of seventy miles. Soon, spread out in a vast channel, on the right of the town of Charace it is carried into the Persian Sea by its tenth mouth. Between the mouths of the two rivers there were twenty-five miles, or (as others hand down) seven miles, both navigable. So Pliny about the Tigris.5



RESTAT quartus fluvius Euphrates, de quo illud tantummodo Moses dixit, Ipse est Euphrates. Hebraice est הוא פרת Hu Perath seu Pherath: nam ut Genebrardus (linguarum et optimarum doctrinarum exquisita scientia hoc nostro tempore merito laudatissimus) in Isa[goge ad doctrinam Rabbinorum]...
There remains the fourth river, the Euphrates, of which Moses said only this, It is the Euphrates. In Hebrew it is הוא פרת Hu Perath or Pherath: for, as Genebrardus (most justly praised in this our age for his exquisite knowledge of languages and of the best disciplines) in his Intro[duction to the doctrine of the Rabbis]...6



...[in Isa]goge ad doctrinam Rabbinorum, ex Hieron. in Comment. sup. 11 c. Dan., probat: Apud Hebraeos פ sonat ut apud Graecos φ, ut pronunciandum sit Pherath; et quia vocalis e non est clare efferenda sed muffitanda, pronunciatur Phrath. Itaque ex duabus dictionibus, altera הוא Hu (quae significat ipse est), altera vero פרת Phrath, composita est tanquam una dictio Euphrates, cum Graece dici deberet Prates. Vox autem Hebraea פרת Perath ducta est a radice Paraa significante fructificare et foecundare: quippe Euphrates, modo Nili exundans, terras rigat et foecundat. Non raro in divina Scriptura, tacito proprio Euphratis nomine, appellatur Magnus fluvius: non quia terminaret Terram sanctam (ut nugantur Iudaei—ob eam namque causam maximus omnium censeri deberet Iordanis qui eam interluit), sed quia unus erat de maximis fluminibus Iudaeorum genti notis.
...in his Introduction to the doctrine of the Rabbis, from Jerome in his Commentary on the eleventh chapter of Daniel, proves: Among the Hebrews פ sounds as φ among the Greeks, so that it should be pronounced Pherath; and because the vowel e is not to be clearly enounced but murmured, it is pronounced Phrath. And so from two words—the one הוא Hu (which signifies it is), but the other פרת Phrath—is composed, as it were one word, Euphrates, though in Greek it ought to be said Prates. But the Hebrew word פרת Perath is derived from the root Paraa, signifying to fructify and to make fertile: since the Euphrates, overflowing in the manner of the Nile, waters and makes fertile the lands. Not rarely in the divine Scripture, the proper name of the Euphrates being suppressed, it is called the Great River: not because it bounded the Holy Land (as the Jews trifle—for that cause the Jordan, which flows through it, ought to be reckoned the greatest of all), but because it was one of the greatest rivers known to the Jewish nation.7



De huius fluminis origine cursuque et exitu, diligentiores Cosmographiae Scriptores multa in scriptis reliquerunt. Plinius libr. 5 c. 24 et 26 tradit Euphratem oriri in praefectura Armeniae maioris Caranitide, vel in monte Aba, vel sub radicibus montis quem Capoten appellant. Scinditur Euphrates a Zeugmate octoginta tribus milibus passuum circa vicum Massicem; et parte laeva in Mesopotamiam vadit per ipsam Seleuciam, circa eam praefluenti infusus Tigri. Dexteriore autem alveo Babylonem quondam Chaldeae caput petit, Mediamque permeans distrahitur in paludes. Increscit autem et ipse Nili modo, statis diebus paulum differens, ac Mesopotamiam inundat, sole obtinente 20 partem Cancri; minui incipit in Virginem a Leone transgresso; in totum autem remeat in 29 parte Virginis.
About the origin and course and outlet of this river, the more diligent writers of Cosmography have left much in their writings. Pliny, in book 5, chapters 24 and 26, hands down that the Euphrates rises in the prefecture of Greater Armenia, Caranitis, either on Mount Aba, or under the roots of the mountain which they call Capotes. The Euphrates is split at Zeugma, eighty-three miles, near the village Massice; and with its left part it goes into Mesopotamia through Seleucia itself, poured into the Tigris flowing past near it. But with its more rightward channel it seeks Babylon, once the capital of Chaldaea, and passing through Media is drawn out into marshes. It swells, itself too, in the manner of the Nile, differing a little on set days, and floods Mesopotamia when the sun holds the 20th degree of Cancer; it begins to diminish into Virgo when the Lion is passed; and fully recedes at the 29th degree of Virgo.8



De eodem flumine haec scribit Strabo lib. 11:
About the same river, Strabo writes these things in book 11:9



Taurus Armeniam disterminat a Mesopotamia; hinc fluunt Tigris et Euphrates, qui Mesopotamiam circumdant, et apud Babylonios invicem cohaerent, deinde in mare Persicum emittuntur: quorum Euphrates maior est, et plus regionis flexuoso alveo percurrit. Fontes habet in parte Tauri Boreali; fluit ad Occidentem per Armeniam (quae maior appellatur), usque in Armeniam minorem, quam a dextris habet, a sinistris vero Lisanam; deinde ad Austrum flexus confiniis iungitur Cappadocum (quae ad dextram relinquit), ad sinistra Comagenorum confinia; rursumque a Sicinsina etiam Sophenam maioris Armeniae a sinistra relinquit, et progreditur in Syriam; atque iterum flexu alium capit in Babylonios et Persicum sinum. Tigris ex eodem monte Seleuciam illatus ad Euphratem accedit, ibique efficit Mesopotamiam; deinde in eundem sinum Persicum intrat. Euphratis ac Tigris fontes inter se distant ad stadia duo milia et quinquaginta, hoc est trecenta circiter milliaria.
The Taurus divides Armenia from Mesopotamia; hence flow the Tigris and Euphrates, which surround Mesopotamia, and among the Babylonians cohere with one another, then are sent out into the Persian sea: of which the Euphrates is the larger, and runs through more territory with a winding channel. It has its sources in the northern part of the Taurus; it flows to the West through Armenia (which is called the greater), as far as Lesser Armenia, which it has on its right, but on its left Lisana; then bent to the South it is joined to the confines of the Cappadocians (which it leaves on the right), on the left the confines of the Comagenians; and again from Sicinsina it also leaves Sophene of Greater Armenia on the left, and advances into Syria; and again by a bend it takes another way into the Babylonians and the Persian gulf. The Tigris, from the same mountain, carried to Seleucia, approaches the Euphrates, and there makes Mesopotamia; then it enters the same Persian gulf. The sources of the Euphrates and Tigris are distant from one another by two thousand and fifty stadia, that is, about three hundred miles.10



Similia horum sunt quae de iisdem fluminibus tradit Q. Curtius lib. 5:
Similar to these are the things which Q. Curtius hands down about the same rivers, in book 5:11



Inter Tigrim, inquit, et Euphratem iacentia tam uberi et pingui solo sunt, ut a pastu repelli pecora dicantur, ne satietas perimat. Causa fertilitatis est humor qui ex utroque amne manat, toto fere solo per venas aquarum resudante. Ipsi amnes ex Armeniae montibus profluunt, et magno deinde aquarum divortio, iter quod coepere percurrunt; duo milia et quingenta stadia emensi sunt, qui amplissimum intervallum circa Armeniae montes notaverunt. Idem cum Mediae et Gordyenorum terras secare coeperunt, paulatim in arctius coeunt, et quo[...]
The lands lying between the Tigris and Euphrates, he says, are of so rich and fat a soil that the herds are said to be driven off from pasture, lest satiety destroy them. The cause of the fertility is the moisture which flows from each river, almost the whole soil sweating it out through the veins of the waters. The rivers themselves flow forth from the mountains of Armenia, and then, by a great parting of the waters, they run the course which they began; they have measured two thousand five hundred stadia, who have marked the very ample interval around the mountains of Armenia. When the same rivers have begun to cut through the lands of the Medes and of the Gordyaeans, they gradually come together more narrowly, and the[...]12



...et quo longius manant, hoc angustius inter se spatium terrae relinquunt. Vicini maxime sunt his campis, quos incolae Mesopotamiam vocant: Mediam namque ab utroque latere concludunt. Eadem per Babyloniorum fines in Rubrum mare prorumpunt. Ita Curtius.
...and the farther they flow, the narrower a space of land they leave between themselves. They are nearest to those plains which the inhabitants call Mesopotamia: for they enclose Media on both sides. The same rivers, through the territories of the Babylonians, burst forth into the Red Sea. Thus Curtius.13



LUCANUS libro 3 indicat eos fluvios eodem ex fonte promanare, cum ait:
Lucan, in book 3, indicates that those rivers flow forth from the same source, when he says:14



Quaque caput rapido tollit cum Tigride magnus Euphrates, quos non diversis fontibus edit Persis, et incertum, tellus si misceat amnes, Quod potius sit nomen aquae: sed sparsus in agros Fertilis Euphrates Pharia vice fungitur unda; At Tigrem subito tellus absorbet hiatu, Occultosque tegit cursus, rursusque renatum Fonte novo flumen pelagi non abnegat undis.
And where great Euphrates lifts its head together with the rapid Tigris—which Persis sends forth from no diverse sources, and it is uncertain, should the land mingle the streams, which would rather be the name of the water: but spread over the fields, the fertile Euphrates performs the office of the Pharian (Nile's) wave; while the land absorbs the Tigris in a sudden chasm and hides its hidden course, and again, reborn from a new source, it does not deny its stream to the waves of the sea.15



Boethius quoque lib. 5 de Consolatione philosophica, metro 1, unum eundemque Tigris atque Euphratis fontem esse declarat his versibus:
Boethius too, in book 5 of the Consolation of Philosophy, meter 1, declares that the source of the Tigris and Euphrates is one and the same, in these verses:16



On the crags of the Achaemenian rock, where the fleeing battle, turned about, fixes its darts in the breasts of its pursuers, the Tigris and Euphrates loose themselves from one source, and soon are sundered, their waters divided.17
Rupis Achaemeniae scopulis, ubi versa sequentum Pectoribus figit spicula pugna fugax, Tigris et Euphrates uno se fonte resolvunt, Et mox abiunctis dissociantur aquis.



Sed magis credendum est Straboni, Curtio et aliis Cosmographiae peritioribus, diversos esse satisque inter se distantes eorum fluminum fontes affirmantibus: nisi forte propterea uno ex fonte profluere dicantur, quod ex uno Armeniae maioris monte Tauro ambo exoriantur. Philostratus lib. 1 de vita Apollonii cap. 14 de Tigri et Euphrate ad hunc modum scribit:
But more credence is to be given to Strabo, Curtius, and the others more skilled in Cosmography, who affirm that the sources of those rivers are diverse and far enough distant from one another: unless perhaps they are said to flow from one source for this reason, that both arise from one mountain of Greater Armenia, the Taurus. Philostratus, in book 1 of the Life of Apollonius, chapter 14, writes about the Tigris and Euphrates in this manner:18



Hanc regionem, quae propterea Mesopotamia dicitur quod media inter duo flumina posita est, Tigris atque Euphrates ex Armenia et Tauri radicibus diffluentes cingunt. Sunt autem in ea regione civitates aliquot: maxima autem ex parte pagis ac vicis incolitur; populi vero partim Armenii, partim Arabes nuncupantur, quorum magna pars sedibus incertis vagatur, tanquam in insula sese clausos arbitrantes. Flumina vero ubi eam quam diximus continentis partem ambierunt, in idem mare decurrunt. Sunt qui dicunt in paludem quandam partem maximam Euphratis dilabi, ita ut ad mare non perveniat, sed in terra cursus sui finem recipiat. Quidam et audacius de eo loquentes asserunt, cum diutius sub terra fluxerit, rursus in Aegypto apparere et Nilo commisceri. Haec Philostratus.
This region, which is therefore called Mesopotamia because it is placed in the middle between two rivers, the Tigris and Euphrates—flowing down from Armenia and the roots of the Taurus—encircle. There are in that region some cities; but for the most part it is inhabited by hamlets and villages; and the peoples are called partly Armenians, partly Arabs, a great part of whom wander with uncertain seats, considering themselves shut in as on an island. But the rivers, when they have encircled that part of the continent which we have said, run down into the same sea. There are those who say that the greatest part of the Euphrates slips away into a certain marsh, so that it does not reach the sea, but receives the end of its course in the land. And some, speaking yet more boldly about it, assert that, when it has flowed for a long while under the earth, it appears again in Egypt and is mingled with the Nile. Thus Philostratus.19



Verum de fluminibus paradisi hactenus disputata sint satis. QUID igitur nos de loco situque Paradisi sentiamus, facile est lectori ex superioribus nostris disputationibus intelligere. Arbitramur enim non solum in hoc nostro orbe regionibusque terrarum nobis cognitis habitatisque, sed etiam vel in ipsa Mesopotamia vel non inde procul fuisse Paradisum: cuius rei supra variis locis multa sparsimus argumenta. Primum enim Moses dixit ad plagam orientalem regionis Heden locatum fuisse paradisum; terram vero Heden, Isaia et Ezechiele auctoribus, vel Mesopotamiae partem[...]
But let the things hitherto disputed about the rivers of paradise be enough. What, then, we think about the place and situation of Paradise, it is easy for the reader to understand from our preceding disputations. For we judge that not only in this our world, and the regions of the lands known and inhabited by us, but even either in Mesopotamia itself or not far from it, Paradise was: of which thing we have scattered many arguments above, in various places. For first, Moses said that paradise was located at the eastern part of the region Heden; and the land Heden, on the authority of Isaiah and Ezekiel, [we have shown to be] either a part of Mesopotamia[...]20



...[vel Mesopotamiae] partem vel ei propinquam fuisse docuimus. Postea, constat duo flumina paradisi Tigrim et Euphratem habere originem in montibus Armeniae, cursum per Mesopotamiam, Assyriam et Chaldaeam, exitum vero in sinum Persicum: quare et reliqua duo flumina non inde procul fluxisse, et Paradisum circa istas regiones fuisse necesse est. Deinde, cum Tigrim et Euphratem liquido constet ex diversis fontibus oriri, quod Moses inquit eos dimanare ex uno eo flumine quo rigabatur Paradisus, non aliter videtur posse intelligi quam ut per unum illud flumen significetur locus ille in quo Tigris et Euphrates mistis aquis simul coeunt et aliquantisper unius fluminis instar habet. Postea facto aquarum divortio rursus in proprios alveos separantur: nec solum ipsi, sed etiam duo alia flumina Phison et Gihon indidem derivantur. Quamobrem valde fit verisimile circa locum illum, quo Tigris et Euphrates confusis aquis specie unius fluminis decurrunt, consitum fuisse paradisum.
...[either a part] of Mesopotamia or near to it, we have shown. Then, it is established that the two rivers of paradise, the Tigris and Euphrates, have their origin in the mountains of Armenia, their course through Mesopotamia, Assyria, and Chaldaea, and their outlet into the Persian Gulf: wherefore it is necessary both that the remaining two rivers flowed not far thence, and that Paradise was around those regions. Then, since it is clearly established that the Tigris and Euphrates rise from different sources, what Moses says—that they flow forth from that one river by which Paradise was watered—does not seem able to be understood otherwise than that by that one river is signified that place in which the Tigris and Euphrates, their waters mixed, come together and for a while have the appearance of one river. Afterward, the waters being parted, they are again separated into their own channels: and not only they, but also the two other rivers, Phison and Gihon, are derived from the same place. Wherefore it becomes very probable that paradise was planted around that place where the Tigris and Euphrates, their waters mingled, run down in the appearance of one river.21



Praeterea, propensissima videtur ad veritatem eorum sententia qui existimant priscos illos homines ante diluvium, et post diluvium Noë ac filios eius, vicinas Paradiso sedes tenuisse: tum amore natalis soli humani generis, tum propter eximiam eius terrae bonitatem; terram enim Paradiso proximam fertilissimam, saluberrimam et amoenissimam fuisse credere par est. Noë autem et filios eius eorumque posteros primum tenuisse loca Armeniae (supra cuius montes arca, considentibus diluvii aquis, resedit), tum Mesopotamiae, Assyriae ac Babyloniae regiones coluisse, indeque ad alias regiones et terras habitandas et colendas segregatos et profectos esse, legenti decimum et undecimum caput Geneseos satis manifestum est.
Moreover, most inclined to the truth seems the opinion of those who judge that those ancient men before the flood, and after the flood Noah and his sons, held seats neighboring to Paradise: both for love of the native soil of the human race, and on account of the exceptional goodness of that land; for it is fitting to believe that the land nearest Paradise was most fertile, most healthful, and most pleasant. And that Noah and his sons and their posterity first held the places of Armenia (on whose mountains the ark, when the waters of the flood subsided, settled), then cultivated the regions of Mesopotamia, Assyria, and Babylonia, and thence were separated and set out to other regions and lands to be inhabited and cultivated, is sufficiently manifest to one reading the tenth and eleventh chapters of Genesis.22



SED instituta de Paradiso disputatio hunc habeat terminum. Haec enim fere sunt quae de Paradiso commentati litteris mandanda iudicavimus: non ignari quam esset difficile futurum, in tanta rerum caligine, usquequaque verum cernere et omnia lectori penitus probare ac persuadere; praesertim cum pleraque dicenda essent quae non exquisita scientia sed solerti tantum coniectatione, nec certarum rationum firmamentis sed probabilium modo coniecturarum adminiculis niterentur. Verum eo mihi iustiorem fore existimavi, si quid erratum esset, omnis culpae deprecationem, quo minus facile erat in tantis tenebris nusquam offendere, et in tam obscuris et inviis disputationum locis nunquam devia ponere vestigia. Equidem fretus lectoris prudentia et aequitate, non solum confido (si quid a nobis peccatum sit) eum proclivem ac facilem ad veniam fore, sed etiam sperare audeo: quod falsas de Paradiso opiniones diligenter confutavimus; quod planam et compendiariam viam atque rationem investigandi Paradisum et ad certam eius notitiam pertendendi commonstravimus; denique, si forte quo intendebamus minime pervenimus, quod ab eo tamen proxime aberravimus, ipsum aequi bonique facturum, atque hoc nostrum studium et laborem etiam laude dignaturum.
But let the disputation undertaken about Paradise have this for its end. For these are nearly the things which, having commented on Paradise, we have judged should be committed to writing: not unaware how difficult it was going to be, in so great a darkness of things, to discern the truth everywhere and to prove and persuade everything thoroughly to the reader; especially since most of the things to be said rested not on exact knowledge but only on shrewd conjecture, nor on the firm supports of certain reasonings, but on the props of merely probable conjectures. But I judged that my plea for pardon of all fault, if anything was erred, would be the more just, inasmuch as it was not easy, in such great darkness, never to stumble, and in such obscure and trackless places of disputations never to set wandering steps. Indeed, relying on the reader's prudence and fairness, I not only trust (if anything has been done wrong by us) that he will be inclined and ready to pardon, but I even dare to hope: that we have diligently confuted the false opinions about Paradise; that we have shown a plain and compendious way and method of investigating Paradise and of reaching sure knowledge of it; and finally, if perhaps we have not reached where we aimed, that we have nevertheless erred near to it—and that he will take it in good part, and even deem this our study and labor worthy of praise.23



Translator’s notes
	A new sub-section: On the Third and Fourth Rivers, the Tigris and the Euphrates (treated together). ↩
	Scripture lemma: Genesis 2:14—the third river Tigris (Hiddekel), going toward Assyria, and the fourth, the Euphrates. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Iosephus lib. 1 Antiquit." The Tigris was named (Isidore Etym. 13.21; Rupert, de op. Trin. 2.29) from its swiftness, after the **tiger** (Pliny 8.18); but more truly (Pliny 6.27, Q. Curtius 4, Strabo 11) from the swiftness of an **arrow**, called "Tigris" in Median. In Hebrew **חדקל** (Hiddekel)—per **David Kimchi**, from its sharp-tasting water, or its swift course. In Chaldee **דגלת** (Diglath)—signifying (Josephus, Antiq. 1) that it runs narrow and swift. Daniel 10 calls it "the great river," ennobled by **Nineveh** which it passed. Pliny says where it flows slower it is called *Diglito*—closely matching the Chaldee. [Hebrew חדקל and דגלת verified on the crop.] ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Origo, cursus, et exitus Tigris." Pererius introduces a long block quotation from Pliny (Natural History 6.27) on the Tigris's origin, course, and outlet. ↩
	Block quotation of Pliny (Natural History 6.27) on the Tigris: it rises in Greater Armenia, is slow at first (*Diglito*), then quickened and named *Tigris* (Median for "arrow"); flows into Lake Arethusa; plunges under Mount Taurus and re-emerges; through Lake Thospites; resurfaces near Nymphaeum after 25 miles; below Seleucia splits into two channels (one south, watering Mesene; one north, cutting the Cauchian plains); where they rejoin, called *Pasitigris*; takes in the Choaspes; pours into the Chaldaean lakes (70 miles wide); then by a vast channel into the Persian Sea by its tenth mouth (the two rivers' mouths 25 or 7 miles apart, both navigable). ↩
	The fourth river is the **Euphrates**, of which Moses said only "It is the Euphrates." In Hebrew **הוא פרת** (Hu Perath/Pherath). Pererius cites **Genebrardus** (Gilbert Génébrard, praised for his languages and learning), whose *Isagoge ad doctrinam Rabbinorum* explains the name (continues next page). [Hebrew הוא פרת verified on the crop.] ↩
	**Genebrardus** (Isagoge ad doctrinam Rabbinorum, from Jerome on Daniel 11): the Hebrew **פ** sounds like the Greek **φ**, so *Pherath*; the murmured *e* gives *Phrath*; so *Euphrates* is **הוא** (*Hu*, "it is") + **פרת** (*Phrath*)—though in Greek it should be *Prates*. The Hebrew **פרת** (*Perath*) is from the root *Paraa* ("to make fruitful"): the Euphrates, overflowing like the Nile, waters and fertilizes the land. Scripture often calls it "the Great River" (name suppressed)—not because it bounded the Holy Land (else the Jordan, flowing through it, would be greatest), but as one of the greatest rivers known to the Jews. [Hebrew/Greek glyphs פ, φ, הוא, פרת verified on the crop.] ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Plinius de origine, cursu, exitu Euphratis." Pliny (NH 5.24 & 26): the Euphrates rises in Greater Armenia, Caranitis—Mount Aba or under Mount Capotes. It splits at **Zeugma** (83 miles, near Massice): the left branch into Mesopotamia through Seleucia (joining the Tigris); the right toward **Babylon** (Chaldaea's old capital), spreading into marshes through Media. It swells like the Nile at set times, flooding Mesopotamia when the sun is at Cancer 20°, abating into Virgo, fully receding at Virgo 29°. ↩
	Pererius adds Strabo (Geography 11) on the Euphrates and Tigris. The quotation follows. ↩
	Block quotation of Strabo (Geography 11): the Taurus separates Armenia from Mesopotamia; the Tigris and Euphrates surround Mesopotamia, join near Babylon, and issue into the Persian Sea. The Euphrates is larger and more winding—rising on Taurus's north side, flowing west through Greater into Lesser Armenia, then south past Cappadocia, Commagene, and Sophene, into Syria, then bending toward Babylon and the Persian Gulf. The Tigris, from the same mountain, joins it near Seleucia (forming Mesopotamia), then enters the same Gulf. Their sources are **2,050 stadia (~300 miles) apart.** ↩
	Pererius adds Q. Curtius (History of Alexander, bk. 5) on the same rivers. The quotation begins (and continues onto the next page). ↩
	Block quotation of Q. Curtius (5): the land between the Tigris and Euphrates is so rich that herds must be kept from over-grazing; its fertility comes from the moisture sweating up through the soil from both rivers. The rivers flow from the Armenian mountains, then part widely (2,500 stadia around the Armenian range), and as they cut through Media and Gordyene they gradually converge... Continues onto next page (catchword "et quo"). ↩
	Conclusion of the Q. Curtius quotation: the farther the rivers flow, the narrower the land between them; they are nearest the plains called Mesopotamia, enclosing Media on both sides, and burst into the "Red Sea" (i.e. the Persian Gulf) through Babylonia. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Lucanus et Boethius eosdem esse Tigris et Euphratis fontes falso tradiderunt." Pererius cites Lucan (Pharsalia 3) for the (mistaken) view that the Tigris and Euphrates share one source. The verses follow. ↩
	Block quotation of Lucan (Pharsalia 3.256–263): the great Euphrates and rapid Tigris, sent by Persia from "no diverse sources"; the fertile Euphrates spreads over the fields like the Nile, while the Tigris is swallowed by the earth, hides its course, and is reborn from a new source to reach the sea. (Cited as the erroneous one-source view.) ↩
	Pererius cites Boethius (Consolation of Philosophy 5, meter 1) for the same one-source view. The verses follow. ↩
	Block quotation of Boethius (Consolation 5, m.1): on the Achaemenian (Parthian) crags—where the fleeing fighters turn and shoot at their pursuers (the famous "Parthian shot")—the Tigris and Euphrates rise from one source and are soon parted. (Again the one-source view, which Pererius will reject.) ↩
	Pererius's judgment: rather believe **Strabo, Curtius, and the better geographers**, who say the rivers' sources are diverse and far apart—unless "one source" means merely that both rise from the *one Armenian mountain Taurus*. He then cites Philostratus (Life of Apollonius 1.14); the quotation follows. ↩
	Block quotation of Philostratus (Life of Apollonius 1.14): "Mesopotamia" (= "between two rivers") is encircled by the Tigris and Euphrates flowing from Armenia and the Taurus; it has a few cities but is mostly hamlets, peopled by Armenians and wandering Arabs who think themselves "shut in as on an island"; the rivers run to the same sea—though some say most of the Euphrates ends in a marsh, and others (more boldly) that it flows underground and resurfaces in Egypt to mingle with the Nile. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Epilogus omnium quae supra de Paradiso disputata sunt." Pererius begins his **epilogue / overall conclusion** on Paradise's location: it was in or near **Mesopotamia** (in our known, inhabited world). First argument: Moses placed paradise at the *eastern part of the region Heden*; and Heden (per Isaiah and Ezekiel) was part of, or near, Mesopotamia. Continues onto next page (catchword "partem"). ↩
	Pererius's conclusion continued: the **Tigris and Euphrates** rise in Armenia, run through Mesopotamia/Assyria/Chaldaea, and exit at the **Persian Gulf**—so the other two rivers flowed near there, and Paradise was around those regions. Since the two clearly rise from *different* sources, Moses's statement that all four flow from the *one* river of Paradise can only mean that "one river" = the place where the Tigris and Euphrates **join with mixed waters** (a while flowing as one), then separate again—whence also Phison and Gihon branch off. **So Paradise was very probably planted around that confluence of the Tigris and Euphrates.** ↩
	A further argument: most probably the first men (before the flood) and Noah and his sons (after it) held seats *near Paradise*—both for love of mankind's birthplace and for that land's excellence (the land nearest Paradise being most fertile, healthful, and pleasant). Noah and his sons first held Armenia (where the ark rested as the flood subsided), then Mesopotamia, Assyria, and Babylonia, and thence dispersed to other lands—clear from Genesis 10–11. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Difficillimam fuisse explicationem historiae Mosis de Paradiso." **Pererius's closing apology.** Let the Paradise disputation end here. He knew how hard it would be, in such darkness, to discern the truth and fully persuade—especially as much rested on *shrewd conjecture* and *merely probable conjectures*, not exact knowledge or firm proofs. So his plea for pardon is the more just: in such obscurity one could hardly avoid stumbling. Trusting the reader's fairness, he is confident of easy pardon, and even dares hope: that he refuted the false opinions; that he showed a plain way to investigate Paradise and reach sure knowledge; and that, if he fell short of his goal, he came near it—so the reader will take it well and even praise the labor. ↩
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END OF THE THIRD BOOK.1
LIBRI TERTII FINIS.



Translator’s notes
	The end of **Book III** of Pererius's Commentaries on Genesis—the book devoted to **Paradise** (its nature and location, the tree of life, the tree of the knowledge of good and evil, and the four rivers, concluding that Paradise lay at the confluence of the Tigris and Euphrates near Mesopotamia). The page-foot reads "Comm. in Gen. Tom. 1" with signature X and catchword "BENE"; PDF 387 begins **Book IV**. ↩
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OF BENEDICTUS PERERIUS, THE FOURTH BOOK OF THE COMMENTARIES ON GENESIS, which is On the Creation of the First Men. PREFACE.1
BENEDICTI PERERII, COMMENTARIORUM IN GENESIM, LIBER QUARTUS, Qui est de Creatione primorum hominum. PRAEFATIO.



CREATIS iam cuiusque generis stirpibus et animantibus, unus deerat homo, omnium rerum corporatarum longe praestantissimus: eius creationem longiori et splendidiori oratione (scilicet ut hominis dignitas postulabat) Moses descripsit. Mosem autem imitatus videtur Ovidius, qui primo libro Metamorphoseos, exposita omnium aliarum rerum procreatione, de homine subiecit:
The shoots and living things of every kind being now created, one was lacking—man, by far the most excellent of all corporeal things: his creation Moses described with a longer and more splendid discourse, namely as the dignity of man demanded. And Ovid seems to have imitated Moses, who, in the first book of the Metamorphoses, having set forth the procreation of all other things, added concerning man:2



A living thing more holy than these, and more capable of a lofty mind, was still lacking, and one that could have dominion over the rest: Man was born.3
Sanctius his animal, mentisque capacius altae Deerat adhuc, et quod dominari in cetera posset: Natus homo est.



VERUM cur (dicat aliquis) postremo loco generatus est homo? An quia ordine generationis quae perfectiora sunt, ea solent esse posteriora? An quod antea comparandum homini fuerat domicilium, et domus omni instructa et ornata supellectile (qui est mundus hic omnium rerum generibus completus)? An quia homo rebus omnibus corporeis indiget, vel ad vitam agendam tuendamque, vel ad doctrinas omnes artesque percipiendas? An propterea ultimus creatus est, quod sit rerum omnium dominus et quasi finis? nos enim omnium rerum (inquit Aristoteles) quasi finis sumus. An, quod erat conveniens prius crea[ri magnum mundum]...
But why (someone may say) was man generated in the last place? Was it because, in the order of generation, the things which are more perfect are wont to be later? Or because a dwelling had to be prepared beforehand for man, and a house furnished and adorned with all its furniture (which is this world, filled with the kinds of all things)? Or because man needs all corporeal things, whether for leading and protecting his life, or for acquiring all the disciplines and arts? Or was he created last for this reason, that he is the lord of all things and, as it were, their end? for we are, as it were, the end of all things (says Aristotle). Or, because it was fitting that first there should be crea[ted the great world]...4



...[An, quod erat conveniens prius] creari magnum mundum, posterius vero parvum mundum, qui esset totius mundi magni velut perfectum quoddam compendium, omnia quae in magno mundo distincte ac diffuse continentur habens in se restricta et coarctata? An denique quod homo quaedam media inter corporeas res et incorporeas interiecta, et utriusque generis naturae ac proprietatum particeps? quod autem huius generis medium est, id appellant Philosophi medium per compositionem seu participationem extremorum, idque posterius extremis. Quorum est epistola 38 quam S. Ambrosius scripsit ad Horontianum, in qua variis argumentis appositisque similitudinibus et exemplis confirmat fuisse rationi valde consentaneum ut homo novissimus omnium a Deo crearetur.
...that first the great world should be created, but later the small world, which would be, as it were, a certain perfect compendium of the whole great world, having in itself, restricted and compressed, all the things which in the great world are contained distinctly and diffusely? Or finally, because man is a certain mean interposed between corporeal things and incorporeal, and a partaker of the nature and properties of each kind? And what is the mean of this kind, the Philosophers call a mean by composition or participation of the extremes, and that is later than the extremes. Of which things there is the 38th epistle, which Saint Ambrose wrote to Horontianus, in which by various arguments and apposite likenesses and examples he confirms that it was very consonant with reason that man should be created the last of all by God.5



CAETERUM, ex Mosaica descriptione creationis primorum hominum mirabiliter elucet eximia et singularis quaedam humanae naturae dignitas, ceterarum omnium corporearum dignitatem longissimo intervallo superans. Complures autem et insignes humanae naturae praerogativas in ea oratione Mosis, qua primorum hominum generatio narratur, animadvertere licet.
But, from the Mosaic description of the creation of the first men, there shines forth wonderfully a certain exceptional and singular dignity of human nature, surpassing the dignity of all other corporeal things by the longest interval. And one may note several and remarkable prerogatives of human nature in that discourse of Moses by which the generation of the first men is narrated.6



Et prima quidem praerogativa in eo cernitur, quod cum Moses fecerit Deum omnes alias res praeter hominem creasse vel absoluta voluntate (ut cum dixit, In principio creavit Deus caelum et terram) vel dicendo ac iubendo (ut cum ait, Dixit Deus, Fiat lux; Fiat firmamentum; Fiant luminaria; Congregentur aquae; Appareat arida; Germinet terra; Producant aquae; Producat terra), cum ad hominis creationem ventum est, inducitur Deus nova quadam et singulari ratione atque oratione uti ad creandum hominem: siquidem velut consilio et deliberatione ad condendum hominem accedens, Faciamus, inquit, hominem ad imaginem et similitudinem nostram. Tertullianus quidem libro 2 adversus Marcionem scripsit hominem esse a Deo conditum non imperiali verbo ut cetera, sed familiari manu, etiam praemisso blandiente illo verbo, Faciamus hominem ad imaginem et similitudinem nostram.
And the first prerogative indeed is discerned in this, that whereas Moses represented God as having created all other things besides man either by absolute will (as when He said, In the beginning God created heaven and earth) or by speaking and commanding (as when He says, God said, Let there be light; Let there be a firmament; Let there be lights; Let the waters be gathered; Let the dry land appear; Let the earth bring forth; Let the waters produce; Let the earth produce), when it came to the creation of man, God is introduced as using a certain new and singular manner and discourse for creating man: since, approaching as it were by counsel and deliberation to the making of man, He says, Let us make man to our image and likeness. Tertullian indeed, in book 2 against Marcion, wrote that man was made by God not by an imperial word like the rest, but by a familiar hand, with that coaxing word also premised, Let us make man to our image and likeness.7



Nosse vis te ipsum? [inquit Basilius homilia 10 in Hexameron] vel hinc auspicium sumito. De nullo enim operum quae Deus eatenus condiderat, vox ista, Faciamus, in litteras transmissa est: sed simplici verbo et mandato Dei omnia creata sunt. Erudire igitur hinc, o homo, ac edisce quanti unus tu aestimandus venias. Neque enim generationem tuam velut pretii vulgaris, communi[...]
Do you wish to know yourself? [says Basil, homily 10 on the Hexameron] take your starting-point even from here. For about none of the works which God had hitherto founded was that word, Let us make, committed to writing: but by the simple word and command of God all things were created. Be instructed, therefore, from this, O man, and learn of how great worth you come to be esteemed. For [God] did not judge your generation, as of common price, to be woven on by the common[...]8



...the common command of the creatures. In God a consultation goes before, as to how this so great animal ought to be advanced to life: Let us make, He says. Behold, the wise one consults, and what the artificer has determined with himself, he proposes for deciding.9
...[communi] creaturarum mandato censuit attexendam. In Deo praegreditur consultatio, quemadmodum tantum hoc animal provehi debeat ad vitam, Faciamus ait. En, consultat sapiens, et quid secum statuerit artifex, proponit decernendum.



Per hoc sane quod curam eam condendo homini praemittit Deus, significatur id operis quod facturus erat eximium et singulare omnibusque numeris absolutum, et infinitae artis et sapientiae suae clarissimum testimonium et perfectissimum fore monimentum.
Surely by this—that God premises that care to the making of man—it is signified that the work which He was about to do would be exceptional and singular and complete in every number, and the clearest testimony and most perfect monument of His infinite art and wisdom.10



SECUNDA praerogativa hominis ea fuit, quod principale ac summum Fidei nostrae mysterium, hoc est Sanctissimae Trinitatis, primum in hominis procreatione indicatum et patefactum esse legitur. Namque illa Dei verba, Faciamus et Nostram, significant multitudinem et distinctionem divinarum personarum; illa vero, Ad imaginem ac similitudinem, et quod praemittitur, Dixit Deus, et quod postea subditur, Fecit Deus ad imaginem et similitudinem suam, Divinae naturae unitatem aperte demonstrant. Ergo mysterium Sacrosanctae Trinitatis primum in generatione hominis reseratum est, quod postea in eiusdem hominis regeneratione (quae per Baptismum fieri debebat) aperte declarandum et explicate agnoscendum et profitendum erat.
The second prerogative of man was this, that the principal and highest mystery of our Faith—that is, of the Most Holy Trinity—is read to have been first indicated and laid open in the procreation of man. For those words of God, Let us make and Our, signify the multitude and distinction of the divine persons; but those, To the image and likeness, and what is premised, God said, and what is afterward added, God made [man] to His own image and likeness, openly demonstrate the unity of the Divine nature. Therefore the mystery of the Most Sacred Trinity was first unsealed in the generation of man—which afterward, in the regeneration of the same man (which had to be done through Baptism), was to be openly declared and explicitly acknowledged and professed.11



TERTIA praerogativa. Ceteras animantes omnesque stirpes terra et aqua generasse dicuntur: at hominem non terra nec aqua ullumve aliud corpus procreasse dicitur, sed solus Deus condidisse. Nam etsi corpus hominis e terra formatum est, sed non a terra vel a caelo vel etiam ab Angelis, verum a solo Deo qui ex limo corpus humanum quasi manibus suis finxit atque figuravit et in ipsum vitam et vigorem inspiravit; animamque rationalem non ex materiae gremio sinuque (ut ceteras omnes formas mortales) expromptam, sed extrinsecus infusam et a solo Deo creatam ex nihilo, corpori a se formato indidit.
The third prerogative. The other living things and all the shoots are said to have been generated by earth and water: but man is said to have been procreated by neither earth nor water nor any other body, but founded by God alone. For although the body of man was formed from earth, yet not by the earth, or by the sky, or even by the Angels, but by God alone—who from clay shaped and fashioned the human body as with His own hands, and breathed into it life and vigor; and the rational soul, not drawn forth from the lap and bosom of matter (as all other mortal forms), but infused from without and created from nothing by God alone, He set in the body formed by Himself.12



QUARTA praerogativa. Dedit homini Deus summum ius et imperium in omnes animantes, etiam in eas quae homine proceriores ac robustiores maximeque terribiles videntur, easque imperio eius ut domini ac regis potestatique subiecit. Existimat Ambrosius hanc cunctarum animantium sub hominis potestatem dominatumque sub[iectionem]...
The fourth prerogative. God gave man the supreme right and dominion over all living things, even over those which seem taller and stronger than man and most terrible, and subjected them to his rule, as of a lord and king, and to his power. Ambrose judges this sub[jection] of all living things under the power and dominion of man [to be the greatest argument of human dignity]...13



...[hanc cunctarum animantium sub hominis potestatem dominatumque sub]iectionem summae dignitatis humanae maximum esse argumentum. Sic enim scribit in cap. 6 libri sexti Hexameron:
...this subjection of all living things under the power and dominion of man to be the greatest argument of the highest human dignity. For thus he writes in chapter 6 of the sixth book of the Hexameron:14



Videbatur Elephantis nihil habere natura procerius atque robustius, nihil terribilius leone, nihil saevius tigre: verum haec serviunt homini, et naturam suam humana institutione deponunt; obliviscuntur quod nata sunt; induuntur quod iubentur. Quid multa? docentur ut parvuli, serviunt ut famuli, adiuvantur ut infirmi, verberantur ut timidi, corriguntur ut subditi, in mores transeunt nostros, quoniam motus proprios perdiderunt.
Nature seemed to have nothing taller and stronger than the Elephant, nothing more terrible than the lion, nothing more savage than the tiger: yet these serve man, and lay aside their own nature by human instruction; they forget what they were born, they put on what they are bidden. What need of many words? they are taught like little children, they serve like servants, they are aided like the weak, they are beaten like the timid, they are corrected like subjects, they pass over into our ways, since they have lost their own movements.15



QUINTA praerogativa. Assignavit homini Deus ad habitandum et sese oblectandum amoenissimum Paradisi domicilium et hortum, omnium rerum quae ad vitam humanam commode et abundanter degendam, vel delicate, iucunde, beateque traducendam pertinet, copia instructissimum atque refertissimum.
The fifth prerogative. God assigned to man, to dwell in and to delight himself, the most pleasant home and garden of Paradise, most fully furnished and stocked with an abundance of all the things which pertain to leading human life conveniently and abundantly, or to passing it delicately, pleasantly, and blessedly.16



SEXTA praerogativa. Creavit Deus hominem tanta integritate animi et innocentia praeditum, ut et mens eius subiecta esset Deo, et sensus rationi, et corpus animo, et omnes animantes hominis imperio subderentur. Huius autem integritatis et innocentiae magnum fuit argumentum evidensque testimonium, quod cum Adam et Eva nudi simul versarentur essentque formosissimi et pulcherrimi, nec suae nuditatis pudore nec obscena mutuae libidinis aliqua titillatione tangebantur.
The sixth prerogative. God created man endowed with such integrity of soul and innocence, that his mind was subject to God, his senses to reason, his body to his soul, and all living things were placed under man's rule. And a great argument and evident testimony of this integrity and innocence was that, although Adam and Eve dwelt together naked and were most shapely and most beautiful, they were touched neither by the shame of their nakedness nor by any obscene titillation of mutual lust.17



SEPTIMA praerogativa. Iussit Deus coram primo homine sisti cunctas terrae animantes, eisque nomina speciatim ab ipso imponi; quo scilicet intelligeretur et quanta cum rerum naturalium scientia et sapientia Deus eum complevisset, et ipsae animantes nomina ab eo accipientes quodammodo cognoscerent ac profiterentur se regem ac Dominum suum habere hominem, eiusque iussis obsequi et deservire debere.
The seventh prerogative. God ordered all the living things of the earth to be set before the first man, and names to be imposed on them by him one by one; namely, so that it might be understood both with how great a knowledge and wisdom of natural things God had filled him, and that the living things themselves, receiving their names from him, might in some way acknowledge and profess that they had man as their king and Lord, and that they owed obedience and service to his commands.18



OCTAVA praerogativa. Genere quodam immortalitatis etiam corpus hominis donavit: nempe, ut si divinis praeceptis pareret ipse, longissimo aevo in terris acto, ex vita terrena ad caelestem et sempiternam, nescius mortis omniumque malorum expers, traduceretur.
The eighth prerogative. He endowed even the body of man with a certain kind of immortality: namely, that if he himself obeyed the divine precepts, after a very long age spent on earth, he would be translated from the earthly life to the heavenly and everlasting one, ignorant of death and free of all evils.19



NONA praerogativa. Nec tantum exquisitissima ac multiplici rerum naturalium scientia eum ornavit, verum etiam dono prophe[tiae]...
The ninth prerogative. Nor did He adorn him only with a most exquisite and manifold knowledge of natural things, but also with the gift of prophe[cy]...20



...[dono] prophetiae affecit. Nam cum vidisset Evam ex latere suo formatam, divino incitatu et afflatu vaticinatus est dicens, Hoc nunc os ex ossibus meis, et caro de carne mea, et cetera quae sequuntur: quibus verbis magnum quoddam contineri mysterium, in capit. 5 Epistolae quae scripta est ad Ephesios, testificatus est Paulus. Quin, existimant nec pauci nec obscuri Doctores fuisse tunc ab Adamo et praecognitum et praedictum incarnationis mysterium Filii Dei: non quidem ut ad remissionem peccati quod ipse commissurus erat ordinabatur (non enim tunc sui lapsus erat praescius), sed ea tantum ratione ad glorificationem humanae naturae referebatur.
...[with the gift] of prophecy He affected him. For when he had seen Eve formed from his side, by divine prompting and inspiration he prophesied, saying, This now is bone of my bones, and flesh of my flesh, and the rest which follows: in which words that a certain great mystery is contained, Paul testified in chapter 5 of the Epistle which was written to the Ephesians. Indeed, not a few and not obscure Doctors judge that the mystery of the Incarnation of the Son of God was then both foreknown and foretold by Adam: not indeed as it was ordained to the remission of the sin which he himself was about to commit (for he was not then foreknowing of his fall), but it was referred only by this reasoning to the glorification of human nature.21



DECIMA praerogativa. Nec illud in postremis Dei erga hominem beneficiis et dignitatis humanae argumentis numerandum est, quod ei Deus saepenumero sub specie et figura humana (quod magnum erat et sui amoris indicium et humani incitamentum) praesentiam suam declarabat, eumque familiarissimo sermone et intima consuetudine dignabatur.
The tenth prerogative. Nor is that to be numbered among the least of God's benefits toward man, and of the arguments of human dignity, that God very often declared His presence to him under a human appearance and figure (which was a great sign both of His love and an incitement of man), and dignified him with most familiar speech and intimate fellowship.22



EX his igitur quae dicta sunt satis apparet quanta cum gloria, dignitate ac potestate hominem Deus ab initio condiderit: vereque in libro Ecclesiastici capite 16 scriptum esse, hominem fuisse a Deo multiplici scientia et virtute vestitum et ornatum. Quae autem fuerint eximia illa primi hominis vestimenta et ornamenta, declarat Sanctus Bernardus, in primo sermone eorum quos scripsit de Annunciatione Beatae Mariae, hunc in modum scribens:
From these things, therefore, which have been said, it appears sufficiently with how great glory, dignity, and power God founded man from the beginning: and that it is truly written, in the book of Ecclesiasticus, chapter 16, that man was clothed and adorned by God with manifold knowledge and virtue. But what those exceptional garments and ornaments of the first man were, Saint Bernard declares, in the first of the sermons which he wrote On the Annunciation of Blessed Mary, writing in this manner:23



Videre mihi videor quatuor virtutibus his amictum primum hominem ab ipso suae creationis exordio, et (ut Propheta meminit) vestimento salutis indutum. Est enim in his quatuor illa salutis integritas, nec sine his omnibus potest constare salus: praesertim cum nec possint esse virtutes si ab invicem separentur. Acceperat ergo homo misericordiam, custodem scilicet atque pedissequam, ut ipsa praeveniret, ipsa et sequeretur eum, ipsaque protegeret et conservaret ubique. Vides qualem nutritium contulit parvulo suo Deus? qualem dedit pedissequam homini recens ordo? Sed erat illi necessarius etiam eruditor, tanquam ingenuae et rationabili creaturae, ut non sicut iumentum aliquod custodiretur, sed tanquam parvulus educaretur. Cui sane magisterio nemo poterat aptior inveniri, quam veritas ipsa, quae eum in agnitionem summae perduceret aliquando veritatis. Interim vero ne sapiens inveniretur ut malum faceret, esset[que]...
"I seem to myself to see the first man clothed, from the very beginning of his creation, with these four virtues, and (as the Prophet recalls) clad with the garment of salvation. For in these four is that wholeness of salvation, nor without all of them can salvation stand: especially since they cannot even be virtues if they are separated from one another. Man, therefore, had received Mercy, namely as a guardian and an attendant, that she might go before him, she also might follow him, and she might protect and preserve him everywhere. Do you see what a nurse God conferred on His little one? what an attendant the new order gave to man? But there was also necessary to him an instructor, as to a noble and rational creature, that he might not be guarded like some beast of burden, but be educated like a little child. For which teaching surely no one could be found more fitting than Truth herself, who might lead him at last into the knowledge of the highest Truth. But meanwhile, lest he should be found wise so as to do evil, and there should be[...]"24



...[esset]que peccatum ei tanquam scienti bonum et minime facienti, iustitiam quoque qua regeretur accepit. Adhuc autem et pacem qua foveretur et delectaretur, addidit manus benignissima Creatoris. Pacem utique duplicem, ut nec intus pugnae nec foris timores: id est, nec caro concupisceret adversus Spiritum, nec esset ei creatura ulla formidini. Nam et bestiis omnibus libere imposuit nomina, et serpens ipse qui violentia non praesumpsit, fraude magis eum aggressus est. Quid huic deerat quem misericordia custodiebat, docebat veritas, regebat iustitia, pax fovebat? Sic ibi Bernardus.
"...and there should be sin to him, as to one knowing the good and by no means doing it, he received also Justice by which he might be ruled. And further, the most kindly hand of the Creator added Peace, by which he might be cherished and delighted. A twofold peace, indeed, so that there should be neither wars within nor fears without: that is, that the flesh should not lust against the Spirit, nor should any creature be a terror to him. For he both freely imposed names on all the beasts, and the serpent itself, which did not presume on violence, attacked him rather by fraud. What was lacking to this man, whom Mercy guarded, Truth taught, Justice ruled, Peace cherished?" Thus Bernard there.25



Idem Bernardus serm. 14 in Psalm. Qui habitat, similem tractans de dignitate hominis sententiam:
The same Bernard, in sermon 14 on the Psalm Qui habitat, treating a like opinion concerning the dignity of man:26



Primum, inquit, hoc nobis Deus praestitit ut simus. Siquidem ipse fecit nos, et non ipsi nos. Parum ne tibi videtur istud, quia te fecit? Cogita qualem te fecit: nempe etiam secundum corpus egregiam creaturam, sed secundum animam magis, utpote imagine Creatoris insignem, rationis participem, capacem beatitudinis sempiternae. Porro secundum ambo simul prae ceteris creaturis maxime admirandum, cohaerentem sibi incomprehensibili artificio, in investigabili sapientia conditoris. Itaque tam magnum hoc donum, quam magna res homo. Sed quam gratuitum putas? Planum est, quia nihil ante promeruit qui penitus nihil fuit. An postea sperabatur gratiam retributurus auctori? Dixit Domino, Deus meus es tu, quoniam bonorum meorum non eges. Non igitur necessariam retributurus gratiam ei qui sic per omnia sibi sufficit, sed devotas relaturus gratias ei qui sic meruit sperabatur. Quidni gratias agat? Si quis oculorum lumen, si quis usum aurium, si quis narium, si quis manuum, si quis pedem tibi praepeditum aliquo modo reparasse videretur, si quis sopitam quavis occasione excitasse in te rationem: quis non alius tibi vehementissime succenseret, si quando forte beneficii huius immemorem aut benefactori deprehendisset ingratum? Enimvero, Dominus tuus ipsa etiam tibi instrumenta largitus, ex nihilo fecit haec omnia: nec modo fecit, sed et compegit etiam ac formavit, ac suo quaeque illustravit officio. Quomodo non is omni iure sibi exigit gratias ampliores? Nam ne hoc quidem (licet maximo) contentus munere, qui dedit ut esses qui ante non fueras, adiecit etiam unde subsisteres qui iam eras. Nec minus liberaliter hoc, quam illud mirabiliter est operatus. Faciamus, inquit, hominem ad imaginem et similitudinem nostram. Quid vero postea?
"First, he says, God granted us this—that we exist. Since He Himself made us, and not we ourselves. Does that seem little to you, that He made you? Consider what kind He made you: namely, an excellent creature even in body, but more in soul—as one marked with the image of the Creator, a partaker of reason, capable of everlasting blessedness. Moreover, in both together, most to be admired above the other creatures, cohering to itself by an incomprehensible craftsmanship, in the unsearchable wisdom of the Maker. And so this gift is as great as man is a great thing. But how gratuitous do you think it? It is plain, since he merited nothing beforehand, who utterly was nothing. Or was it hoped afterward that he would repay grace to his Author? He said to the Lord, You are my God, for You have no need of my goods. Not therefore was he hoped to repay a necessary grace to Him who thus suffices for Himself in all things, but to render devout thanks to Him who thus deserved it. Why should he not give thanks? If anyone seemed to have restored to you in some way the light of your eyes, or the use of your ears, of your nostrils, of your hands, or a foot in some way hindered, if anyone had aroused in you reason lulled asleep by any occasion: who else would not be most vehemently angry with you, if ever perhaps he had caught you unmindful of this benefit, or ungrateful to your benefactor? But indeed, your Lord, having bestowed on you the very instruments, made all these things from nothing: nor only made them, but also fitted and formed them, and adorned each with its own function. How does He not by all right exact ampler thanks for Himself? For not even content with this (though greatest) gift—who gave that you should be, who before were not—He added also that whereby you might subsist, who now were. Nor less liberally did He work this than that wonderfully. Let us make, He says, man to our image and likeness. But what afterward?"27



Et praesit piscibus maris et bestiis terrae, etc. Nam et caelestia sese elementa in usus creasse tuos ante docuerat. Nempe facta memorantur ut essent in signa et tempora et dies et annos. Cui putas? nulli utique nisi tibi. Cetera siquidem omnes creaturae aut in nullo egent his omnibus, aut non intelligunt ea. Quam copiosus in hoc secundo beneficio, quam liberalissimus fuit? Quanta igitur largitus est ad sustentationem, quanta ad eruditionem, quanta ad consolationem, quanta ex hoc iam ad correptionem, quanta etiam ad delectationem? Haec Bernardus.
"And let him rule over the fishes of the sea and the beasts of the earth, etc. For He had taught before that He created even the heavenly elements for your uses. Namely, they are recorded as made to be for signs, and seasons, and days, and years. For whom do you think? for no one at all but you. For all the other creatures either need none of these things, or do not understand them. How copious, how most liberal was He in this second benefit! How much, then, did He bestow for sustenance, how much for instruction, how much for consolation, how much already from this for correction, how much also for delight?" Thus Bernard.28



Sed verba quibus procreatio hominis describitur a Mose, subtiliter, enucleate, ac diligenter consideranda et explananda sunt.
But the words by which the procreation of man is described by Moses must be considered and explained subtly, clearly, and diligently.29



Translator’s notes
	The opening of **Book IV** of Pererius's Commentaries on Genesis—"On the Creation of the First Men"—beginning with a Preface. (Book III, on Paradise, has just ended.) The page-foot/header confirms 1 pdf-page = 1 printed-page (pdf 387 = printed 346); the offset of 41 holds across the book boundary. ↩
	Preface opening: all kinds of plants and animals being created, only **man** was lacking—the most excellent of corporeal things; Moses described his creation with a longer, more splendid discourse, as man's dignity required. **Ovid** seems to imitate Moses (Metamorphoses bk. 1), adding of man, after all else, the verses that follow. ↩
	Block quotation of Ovid (Metamorphoses 1.76–78): a creature "more holy" and "more capable of a lofty mind," able to rule the rest, was still wanting—so man was born. (Pererius reads Ovid's account as an echo of Moses.) ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Aristoteles lib. 2 Physi. text. 24." The question: **why was man created last?** Several possible reasons: (1) the more perfect come later in the order of generation; (2) his house—the world—had to be furnished first; (3) man needs all corporeal things (for life and for the arts); (4) he is the lord and *end* of all ("we are as it were the end of all things," **Aristotle**, *Physics* 2, text 24); (5) the great world was fittingly made first... Continues onto next page (catchword "crea"). ↩
	The "why man last" question concludes: (5) the *great world* was made first, then the *small world* (man—a **microcosm**, a perfect compendium of the great world); (6) man is the **mean** between corporeal and incorporeal things, sharing both natures—and a mean "by composition/participation of the extremes" comes *after* the extremes. **Ambrose** (Epistle 38 to Horontianus) confirms with many arguments that it was fitting man be created last of all. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Decem praerogativa primi hominis" (the ten prerogatives of the first man). Transition: Moses's account reveals a singular **dignity of human nature**, far surpassing all other corporeal things. Pererius will enumerate several notable **prerogatives** of human nature (the margin announces *ten*). ↩
	**FIRST prerogative:** whereas God made all else either by absolute will ("In the beginning God created heaven and earth") or by command ("Let there be light," "Let the dry land appear," etc.), at man's creation He is shown using a *new, singular* manner—as if by **counsel and deliberation**: "Let us make man to our image and likeness." **Tertullian** (Against Marcion 2): man was made not by an imperial word like the rest, but by a *familiar hand*, with that coaxing word "Let us make man..." premised. ↩
	Block quotation of Basil (Homily 10 on the Hexameron, on man's creation): "Would you know yourself? Begin here. Of none of God's prior works was the word *Let us make* recorded—all else was made by His simple command. Learn then, O man, of how great worth you are reckoned: God did not judge your making to be of common price, woven on by the common[...]" Continues onto next page (catchword "commu"). ↩
	Conclusion of the Basil quotation: God did not weave man's making onto the common command of the creatures; rather a *consultation* goes before in God—as to how so great a creature should be brought to life: "Let us make." The wise Artificer consults, and proposes for decision what He has resolved. ↩
	Pererius's gloss on the Basil passage: by premising such *care* to man's making, God signifies that the work would be exceptional, complete in every respect—the clearest testimony and most perfect monument of His infinite art and wisdom. ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Mysterium Trinitatis primum in creatione hominis indicatum est." **SECOND prerogative:** the chief mystery of the faith—the **Trinity**—was first indicated in man's creation. "Let us make" and "our" signify the *plurality and distinction* of the divine persons; "to the image and likeness," with "God said" and "God made [man] to his own image and likeness," show the *unity* of the divine nature. So the Trinity was first unsealed in man's *generation*—later to be openly declared in his *regeneration* through Baptism. ↩
	**THIRD prerogative:** the other animals and plants are said to be generated by earth and water, but man by neither—only **by God alone**. Though man's body was formed *from* earth, it was made not *by* earth, sky, or angels, but by God, who shaped it from clay "as with His own hands" and breathed in life; and the rational soul—not drawn from matter (like all mortal forms) but **infused from without, created from nothing** by God alone—He placed in the body He had formed. ↩
	**FOURTH prerogative:** God gave man supreme right and **dominion over all animals**—even the taller, stronger, most terrible—subjecting them to his power as lord and king. **Ambrose** reckons this subjection of all animals under man the greatest argument of human dignity (quote follows). Continues onto next page (catchword "iectionem"). ↩
	Completion of the lead-in to Ambrose: he holds this subjection of all animals under man the greatest argument of human dignity. The block quotation (Hexameron 6.6) follows. ↩
	Block quotation of Ambrose (Hexameron 6.6): nature seemed to have nothing stronger than the elephant, more terrible than the lion, more savage than the tiger—yet these serve man, laying aside their nature by human training, forgetting what they were born, putting on what they are bidden; they are taught like children, serve like servants, are beaten like the timid, corrected like subjects, and "pass over into our ways, since they have lost their own movements." ↩
	**FIFTH prerogative:** God assigned man the most pleasant home and garden of **Paradise** to dwell in and enjoy—most fully stocked with everything for living human life conveniently, abundantly, even delicately, pleasantly, and blessedly. ↩
	**SIXTH prerogative:** God made man with such integrity of soul and innocence that his mind was subject to God, his senses to reason, his body to his soul, and all animals to his rule. A great proof of this: though Adam and Eve dwelt together naked and were most beautiful, they felt no shame of their nakedness nor any obscene stirring of mutual lust. ↩
	**SEVENTH prerogative:** God set all the earth's animals before the first man, and had him name each one—so that it might be understood both how great a *knowledge and wisdom of nature* God had filled him with, and that the animals, receiving their names from him, might somehow acknowledge man as their king and lord, owing obedience to his commands. ↩
	**EIGHTH prerogative:** God endowed even man's *body* with a kind of immortality: if he obeyed the divine precepts, after a very long age on earth he would be translated from earthly to heavenly, everlasting life—knowing no death and free of all evils. ↩
	**NINTH prerogative:** God adorned man not only with a most exquisite, manifold *knowledge of natural things*, but also with the gift of **prophe[cy]**... Continues onto next page (catchword "prophe"; signature X3). Resume PDF 391 with "...prophetiae..." ↩
	Conclusion of the **NINTH prerogative** (from p.349): God endowed man with the gift of **prophecy**. When Adam saw Eve formed from his side, he prophesied by divine inspiration, "This now is bone of my bones, and flesh of my flesh"—words in which Paul (Eph 5) testifies a great mystery is contained. Not a few notable Doctors hold Adam then *foreknew and foretold the Incarnation* of the Son of God—not as ordained to the remission of his coming sin (he did not then foreknow his fall), but only as it pertained to the glorification of human nature. ↩
	**TENTH prerogative:** among God's benefits and the arguments of human dignity, this too counts—that God often manifested His presence to man **under a human form and figure** (a great token of His love and a spur to man), dignifying him with most familiar speech and intimate fellowship. (Completes the "ten prerogatives.") ↩
	Marginal glosses: "Quae fuerint vestimenta primi hominis secundum Bernardum"; "Esaia 61." From all this it is clear with how great glory, dignity, and power God made man—and how truly Ecclus 16 says man was *clothed and adorned* by God with manifold knowledge and virtue. What those excellent garments were, **St. Bernard** declares (1st sermon On the Annunciation of Blessed Mary)—the quotation follows. ↩
	Block quotation of Bernard (1st sermon On the Annunciation): the first man was clothed from creation with **four virtues** and (cf. Isaiah 61) the "garment of salvation"—in these is the wholeness of salvation, nor can they even be virtues if separated. Man received **Mercy** as guardian and attendant (to go before, follow, protect him); and an **instructor**—**Truth** herself—since, as a rational creature, he was to be *educated like a child*, not kept like a beast. Continues onto next page (catchword "essetq"). ↩
	Conclusion of the first Bernard quotation: lest man, knowing good but not doing it, incur sin, he received **Justice** to rule him; and the Creator added **Peace** to cherish him—a *twofold* peace (no war within—the flesh not lusting against the spirit; no fear without—no creature a terror to him, since he named all beasts, and the serpent attacked by *fraud*, not violence). "What was lacking to him whom Mercy guarded, Truth taught, Justice ruled, and Peace cherished?" ↩
	Marginal gloss: "Pulchra sententia Bernardi de hominis dignitate atque praestantia." Pererius adds a second Bernard passage—Sermon 14 on Psalm "Qui habitat" (Ps 90/91)—on man's dignity. The quotation follows. ↩
	Block quotation of Bernard (Sermon 14 on Ps 90): God's first gift is *that we exist* (He made us, not we ourselves)—an excellent creature in body, more in *soul* (marked with the Creator's image, sharing reason, capable of eternal blessedness), most admirable in both together. And wholly *gratuitous*, since man, who was nothing, merited nothing beforehand and can repay God nothing ("You are my God, for You have no need of my goods"). Bernard's analogy: as you would owe deep thanks to one who restored your sight, hearing, or reason, how much more to God, who from nothing made, fitted, and formed your very faculties—and not content to give you *being*, added what sustains the being you now have: "Let us make man to our image and likeness. But what afterward?" Continues onto next page (catchword "Et prae"). ↩
	Conclusion of the second Bernard quotation: "...let him rule over the fishes and beasts"—for God created even the heavenly bodies for man's use (the lights made "for signs, seasons, days, and years"—for whom but man, since the other creatures neither need nor understand them). How abundant and generous God was in this second benefit—giving so much for *sustenance, instruction, consolation, correction,* and even *delight*. ↩
	Transition closing the Preface: the words by which Moses describes man's creation must now be examined subtly, clearly, and diligently (a decorative ornament follows, then the compiled Scripture pericope). ↩




THE HISTORY OF MOSES ON THE CREATION of Adam and Eve, described FROM THE FIRST AND Second chapter of the book of Genesis: and here arranged in that order in which it …

LatineEnglish


THE HISTORY OF MOSES ON THE CREATION of Adam and Eve, described FROM THE FIRST AND Second chapter of the book of Genesis: and here arranged in that order in which it will be expounded in this fourth book of the Commentaries.1
HISTORIA MOSIS DE CREATIONE Adami et Evae, EX CAPITE PRIMO ET Secundo libri Geneseos descripta: et eo ordine hic disposita, quo ordine in hoc quarto Commentariorum libro exponetur.



Et vidit Deus quod esset bonum, ait, Faciamus hominem ad imaginem et similitudinem nostram: praesit piscibus maris et volatilibus caeli, et bestiis, universaeque terrae, omnique reptili quod movetur in terra. [Cap. 1, vers. 26] Formavit igitur Dominus Deus hominem de limo terrae, et inspiravit in faciem eius spiraculum vitae: et factus est homo in animam viventem. [Cap. 2, vers. 7] Tulit ergo Deus hominem, et posuit eum in paradiso voluptatis, ut operaretur et custodiret illum: [15] praecepitque ei dicens, Ex omni ligno paradisi comede, de ligno autem scientiae boni et mali ne comedas: [16] in quocunque enim die comederis ex eo, morte morieris. [17] Dixit quoque Dominus Deus, Non est bonum hominem esse solum: Faciamus ei adiutorium simile sibi. [18] Immisit Dominus Deus soporem in Adam: cumque obdormisset, tulit unam de costis eius, et replevit carnem pro ea. [21] Et aedificavit Dominus Deus costam quam tulerat de Adam in mulierem, et adduxit eam ad Adam. [22] Dixitque Adam, Hoc nunc os ex ossibus meis, et caro de carne mea: haec vocabitur virago, quoniam de viro sumpta est. [23] Quamobrem relinquet homo patrem suum et matrem, et adhaerebit uxori suae: et erunt duo in carne una. [24] [Cap. 1] Creavit Deus hominem[...]
And God saw that it was good, [and] said, Let us make man to our image and likeness: let him rule over the fishes of the sea and the birds of the air, and the beasts, and the whole earth, and every creeping thing that moves on the earth. [Ch. 1, v. 26] The Lord God therefore formed man from the slime of the earth, and breathed into his face the breath of life: and man became a living soul. [Ch. 2, v. 7] The Lord God therefore took man, and placed him in the paradise of pleasure, to work and to keep it; [15] and He commanded him, saying, Of every tree of paradise eat; but of the tree of the knowledge of good and evil eat not: [16] for in whatever day you eat of it, you shall die the death. [17] The Lord God also said, It is not good for man to be alone: let us make him a help like to himself. [18] The Lord God sent a deep sleep upon Adam: and when he had fallen asleep, He took one of his ribs, and filled up flesh for it. [21] And the Lord God built the rib which He had taken from Adam into a woman, and brought her to Adam. [22] And Adam said, This now is bone of my bones, and flesh of my flesh: she shall be called woman, because she was taken out of man. [23] Wherefore a man shall leave his father and his mother, and shall cleave to his wife: and they shall be two in one flesh. [24] [Ch. 1] God created man[...]2



[...creavit Deus] hominem ad imaginem et similitudinem suam, ad imaginem Dei creavit illum: masculum et faeminam creavit eos. 28. Benedixitque illis Deus, et ait, Crescite et multiplicamini, et replete terram et subiicite eam: et dominamini piscibus maris et volatilibus caeli, et universis animantibus quae moventur super terram. 29. Dixitque Deus, Ecce dedi vobis omnem herbam afferentem semen super terram, et universa ligna quae habent in semet ipsis sementem generis sui, ut sint vobis in escam, 30. et cunctis animantibus terrae: omnique volucri caeli, et universis quae moventur in terra, et in quibus est anima vivens, ut habeant ad vescendum: et factum est ita. Erat autem uterque nudus, Adam scilicet et uxor eius: et non erubescebant.
[...God created] man to his own image and likeness; to the image of God he created him: male and female he created them. 28. And God blessed them, and said, Increase and multiply, and fill the earth and subdue it: and rule over the fishes of the sea, and the fowls of the air, and all living creatures that move upon the earth. 29. And God said, Behold, I have given you every herb bearing seed upon the earth, and all trees that have in themselves seed of their own kind, to be your food, 30. and to all the living creatures of the earth, and to every fowl of the air, and to all that move upon the earth, and wherein there is a living soul, that they may have to feed upon: and it was so done. And they were both naked, to wit Adam and his wife: and they were not ashamed.3



Translator’s notes
	Heading for the running lemma of Book IV: the **compiled Scripture pericope** on the creation of Adam and Eve, drawn from Genesis chapters 1 and 2 and rearranged into the order in which Pererius will expound it. The continuous text (with marginal verse-references) follows. ↩
	The compiled Scripture pericope (the running lemma for Book IV), drawn from Genesis 1–2 and arranged in expository order with marginal verse-numbers: **Gen 1:26** ("Let us make man to our image," dominion); **2:7** (formed from the slime, the breath of life, "a living soul"); **2:15–17** (placed in Paradise; the command and prohibition; "you shall die the death"); **2:18** ("not good for man to be alone"); **2:21–22** (the deep sleep, the rib, the woman built and brought to Adam); **2:23** ("bone of my bones... she shall be called *virago*/woman"); **2:24** ("leave father and mother... two in one flesh"); then back to **1:27** ("God created man..."). Continues onto next page (catchword "hominem"; signature Y). Resume PDF 395 with "...hominem ad imaginem suam..." (Gen 1:27). ↩
	Continuation of the compiled creation-pericope begun on the preceding page. Margins: 'Vers. 27' against the imago-Dei verse; 'Ex capite 2, Vers. 25' against the closing 'Erat autem uterque nudus...non erubescebant' (Gen 2:25), gathered here at the head of the discussion of man's creation. ↩




God said, Let us make man to our image and likeness

LatineEnglish


God said, Let us make man to our image and likeness.1
Dixit Deus, faciamus hominem ad imaginem et similitudinem nostram.



VERBUM illud Faciamus, μυθηκότατον est, tria enim (ut Patres tradiderunt) denotare videtur. Primò enim videtur significare, Deum quasi cum ratione quadam et consilio ac deliberatione ad creandum hominem accessisse: scilicet ut ea re significaretur, quod creandum erat, id omnibus rebus anteà creatis longè praestantius futurum, nimirum consilij, rationis, et prudentiae ac sapientiae particeps, quod caeteris rebus corporatis concessum non fuerat. Audi Gregorium in 27. capite libri 9. Moralium, ita hoc explicantem:
That word Let us make is μυθηκότατον [a word most pregnant with meaning], for it seems to denote three things, as the Fathers have handed down. First, it seems to signify that God approached the creating of man as it were with a certain reasoning and counsel and deliberation: namely, that by this it might be signified that what was to be created would be far more excellent than all the things created before, sharing namely in counsel, reason, and prudence and wisdom, which had not been granted to the rest of corporeal things. Hear Gregory, in chapter 27 of book 9 of the Morals, explaining it thus:2



Quamvis per coaeternum Patri verbum cuncta creata sint, in ipsa tamen relatione creationis ostenditur, quantùm cunctis animalibus, quantùm rebus vel caelestibus, sed tamen insensibilibus homo praeferatur. Cuncta quippe dixit, et facta sunt: cùm verò facere hominem decernit, hoc quod reverenter pensandum est, praemittit: Faciamus hominem ad imaginem et similitudinem nostram. Videlicet quia rationalis natura condebatur, quasi cum consilio facta videretur, quasi per studium de terra plasmatur, et inspiratione conditoris in virtute spiritus vitalis erigitur: ut scilicet non per iussionis vocem, sed per dignitatem operationis existeret, qui ad conditoris imaginem fiebat. Sic Gregorius.
Although all things were created through the Word coeternal with the Father, yet in the very manner of the narrative of creation it is shown how far man is preferred above all animals, and above things even celestial yet insensible. For of all the rest he said, and they were made; but when he determines to make man, he prefaces it with that which is to be weighed reverently: Let us make man to our image and likeness. To wit, because a rational nature was being founded, that it might appear to be made as it were with counsel; as it were with study he is fashioned from the earth, and by the inbreathing of the Maker he is raised up in the power of a vital spirit: so that he who was being made to the image of his Maker should come to be, not through a word of command, but through the dignity of the operation. Thus Gregory.3



DEINDE, propterea inducitur Deus, quasi consultabundus ad creationem hominis accedere: ut ex eo liceret existimare, quantae molis futurum erat, hominem, non tam condere quàm conditum in sanctitate et felicitate, quam à Deo acceperat, conservare, aut eam amissam ei restituere. Providebat enim Deus hominem citò peccaturum ac periturum, foréque perquàm operosum et laboriosum perditum hominem servare, et ad finem cuius gratia erat conditus perducere. Itaque si res humana ratione aestimaretur, meritò in consultationem et dubium vocari poterat, utrùm expediret creari hominem necne. Ergo ut hoc insinuaret Scriptura, inducit Deum Patrem velut cum Filio et Spiritu sancto consultantem de creatione hominis, in quo consilio tandem deliberatum et decretum est, ut homo crearetur: sine eo enim mundus hic perfectus et consummatus esse non poterat. Verùm quia multa circa hominem peragenda erant, quò posset is ad finem suum perduci, haec inter se Divinae personae partitae sunt: Pater quidem sumpsit sibi creationem hominis, ut in qua potissimùm notescat Dei potentia, quae specialiter tribuitur Patri: reparationem autem et renovationem eius suscepit Filius, tanquàm Dei sapientia: at Spiritus sanctus sanctificationem et glorificationem hominis, quae divinae misericordiae ac bonitatis sunt opera. Non quòd haec tria non à singulis et ab omnibus personis simul aequaliter, atque indifferenter efficiantur, sed quòd in singulis eorum operum liceat aliquid observare, quod specialiter Patri, aut Filio, aut Spiritui sancto assignari queat.
Secondly, God is for this reason introduced as approaching the creation of man as it were in deliberation: that from this one might gather of how great moment it would be—not so much to make man, as to preserve him once made in the holiness and happiness which he had received from God, or, when these were lost, to restore them to him. For God foresaw that man would quickly sin and perish, and that it would be an exceedingly toilsome and laborious thing to save fallen man and to bring him to the end for whose sake he was made. And so, if the matter were weighed by human reason, it might with cause be drawn into deliberation and doubt whether it were expedient that man be created or not. Therefore, to intimate this, Scripture introduces God the Father as it were taking counsel with the Son and the Holy Spirit concerning the creation of man, in which counsel it was at length deliberated and decreed that man should be created: for without him this world could not be perfect and complete. But because many things were to be carried out concerning man, that he might be brought to his end, these the Divine Persons divided among themselves: the Father took to himself the creation of man, as that in which the power of God—specially attributed to the Father—is most made known; the Son undertook his reparation and renewal, as the Wisdom of God; while the Holy Spirit took the sanctification and glorification of man, which are works of the divine mercy and goodness. Not that these three are not wrought by each and by all the Persons together, equally and indifferently, but that in each of these works something may be observed which can be specially assigned to the Father, or to the Son, or to the Holy Spirit.4



ATQUE haec quidem commentatio seu interpretatio non est nostra, sed Ruperti: qui in exordio libri 2. de Trinitate et operibus eius, hunc in modum scribit. Faciamus, ait Deus, hominem ad imaginem et similitudinem nostram. Mutavit vocem suam: quippe qui hactenus de singulis dixit, Fiat, et factum est. Producat terra, Producant aquae, et factum est. Nunc autem tanquam à circuitu terrae, caeli, et maris lassabundus resederit, et inter respirandum in mentem illi venerit, adhuc unum deesse quod deceret vel oporteret fieri: Faciamus, inquit, hominem ad imaginem et similitudinem nostram. Domine, inquit Propheta, consilium tuum antiquum, verum fiat. An tibi parum videtur consilium Sanctae Trinitatis, his paucis dictiunculis esse significatum? Magnum planè consilium in illo sapientiae consilio, in illo talium personarum Patris, Filij et Spiritus sancti, non tam Senatu, quàm soliloquio venerando de nobis peccatoribus habitum est. An putas eorum quicquam quae circa nos acta vel agenda sunt, illic defuisse? Plane ibi omnis nostra in medio causa posita est, mors vel perditio nostra quae futura erat, illic perspecta est: et inde totum consilium habitum, ut unaquaeque persona suam operis partem susciperet, ut scilicet (sicut iam dictum est) tunc quidem Pater conderet, posteà in plenitudine temporis Filius perditum redimeret, Spiritus sanctus remissionem peccatorum et carnis resurrectionem perficeret. Atque ita communi Trinitatis consilio reaedificarentur in homine deserta saeculorum, et fundamenta generationis et generationes suscitarentur.
And indeed this commentary or interpretation is not ours, but Rupert's, who at the opening of book 2 of On the Trinity and its Works writes in this manner. Let us make, says God, man to our image and likeness. He changed his voice: for he who hitherto had said of each thing, Let it be made, and it was made—Let the earth bring forth, Let the waters bring forth, and it was made—now, as though, weary from his circuit of earth, heaven, and sea, he had sat down, and in a breathing-space it had come into his mind that one thing was still lacking which it would be fitting or proper to be made: Let us make, he says, man to our image and likeness. Lord, says the Prophet, let thy ancient counsel come true. Does it seem to thee too small a thing that the counsel of the Holy Trinity is signified in these few little words? Great indeed was the counsel held in that wise deliberation—held among those Persons, the Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit, in a venerable not so much Senate as soliloquy, concerning us sinners. Do you suppose that anything of what has been or is to be done concerning us was wanting there? Plainly there our whole cause was set in the midst; our death or ruin that was to come was there foreseen: and from thence the whole counsel was held, that each Person should undertake his own part of the work—namely (as already said) that then the Father should found us, afterward in the fullness of time the Son should redeem the lost, the Holy Spirit should accomplish the remission of sins and the resurrection of the flesh. And thus by the common counsel of the Trinity the wastes of the ages should be rebuilt in man, and the foundations of generation and the generations be raised up.5



[...and the generations be] raised up. Praise to the wisdom of the Creator, honor to the grace of the Redeemer, thanksgiving to the power of the Illuminator, adoration to the one undivided Trinity, the creatrix, liberatrix, and governess of all things. Thus far Rupert.6
[...et generationes susci]tarentur. Laus sapientiae Creatoris, honor gratiae Liberatoris, gratiarum actio potentiae Illuminatoris, adoratio uni indivisae creatrici, liberatrici et gubernatrici omnium Trinitati. Haec Rupertus.



CAETERUM, quod observarunt Patres denotari verbo illo Faciamus, in primis considerandum est. Censent enim hunc esse primum Scripturae locum, in quo expressè indicatum est mysterium Sanctissimae Trinitatis divinarum personarum, in unitate atque identitate substantiae. Nam illud Faciamus, et illud Ad nostram, perspicuè indicant multitudinem et distinctionem personarum: at verò illud, Ad imaginem et similitudinem, et illud Dixit Deus, et illud item Creavit Deus ad imaginem et similitudinem suam, ad imaginem Dei creavit illum, substantiae divinae unitatem apertè declarant. Voluit autem Deus mysterium Trinitatis in creatione hominis potissimùm significari, quòd in homine expressior atque illustrior divinae Trinitatis, quàm in omnibus aliis rebus corporatis, imago cernatur, videlicet in memoria, intellectu, et voluntate; et in mente foecunda, in verbo cordis quod ex ea procedit, et in amore qui ex utroque producitur. Nam Verbum divinum et Spiritus sanctus per modum intellectus et voluntatis, et ad similitudinem verbi et amoris humani, produci et procedere intelliguntur.
Moreover, what the Fathers observed to be denoted by that word Let us make must be considered first of all. For they judge this to be the first place in Scripture where the mystery of the Most Holy Trinity of the divine Persons is expressly indicated, in the unity and identity of substance. For that Let us make, and that To our [likeness], plainly indicate the plurality and distinction of the Persons; whereas that To his image and likeness, and that God said, and likewise that God created to his own image and likeness, to the image of God he created him, openly declare the unity of the divine substance. And God willed the mystery of the Trinity to be signified chiefly in the creation of man, because in man a more express and more illustrious image of the divine Trinity is discerned than in all other corporeal things—to wit, in memory, intellect, and will; and in the fruitful mind, in the word of the heart which proceeds from it, and in the love which is produced from both. For the divine Word and the Holy Spirit are understood to be brought forth and to proceed after the manner of intellect and will, and after the likeness of the word and love of man.7



SED impij Sanctae Trinitatis hostes, Iudaeos dico et quosdam alios haereticos, quò clarissimae luci veritatis tenebras offunderent, varias, sed omnes planè frivolas et absurdas, commenti sunt rationes, cur Deus dixerit pluraliter Faciamus hominem. Etenim quidam dixerunt, sic Deum esse locutum quasi secum loquentem, et sese ad agendum exitantem ac determinantem. Alij, Deum esse locutum cum terra quasi cum altero principio hominis: namque ut Deus effector est humani animi, ita humani corporis (quod terrenum est) principium esse terram. Verùm haec usque eò futilia et ridicula sunt, ut contemptum magis et irrisionem, quàm seriam confutationem mereantur: ponam tamen hic verba S. Basilij ex nona homilia eius in Genesim, quibus ille primam responsionem facetè refellit. Sic enim inquit: Quo mihi iam conspicitur loco Iudaeus, qui in ijs quae antè dicebantur, quasi per fenestras ingrediente et intermicante luce Theologiae, personámque secundam innuente, nondum autem perspicuè inclarescente eadem, veritati repugnabat: ipsúmque Deum secum disserere, seque alloqui dicebat. Ipse enim dixit, aiebat, et ipse fecit. Fiat, inquam, lux, et facta est lux. Erat igitur et tunc in ijs quae dicere Iudaeum solet, cuius obvia et cognoscentibus omnibus absurditas. Quis enim faber, aut aerarius, aut lignarius, aut certè coriarius sutor, solus ipse quidem, nec alio quoquam sibi cooperante stipatus, intérque suae artis instrumenta desidens—quis, inquam, sibi soli admurmurat dicens, Faciamus gladium, aut compingamus aratrum, aut conficiamus calceamentum: ac non potiùs silentio, suam cùm libuerit accommodatam ad artem exequitur operationem? Sunt enim insignes profecto nugae, unum aliquem inveniri qui sibi imperet, sive praeceptorem desideret ac heri-
But the impious enemies of the Holy Trinity—the Jews, I mean, and certain other heretics—that they might spread darkness over the brightest light of the truth, have devised various reasons (but all plainly frivolous and absurd) why God spoke in the plural, Let us make man. For some have said that God so spoke as though speaking with himself, rousing and determining himself to act. Others, that God spoke with the earth as with another principle of man: for as God is the maker of the human soul, so the principle of the human body (which is earthen) is the earth. But these are so utterly futile and ridiculous that they deserve contempt and mockery rather than serious refutation; yet I will here set down the words of St. Basil from his ninth homily on Genesis, in which he wittily refutes the first answer. For thus he says: In what a posture do I now behold the Jew, who, when in those earlier sayings the light of theology was entering and flickering as it were through windows, and was hinting at a second Person, though not yet shining clearly forth, set himself against the truth, and said that God was discoursing with himself and addressing himself. For he himself spoke, said the Jew, and he himself made. Let there be light, I say, and there was light. So even then, in what the Jew is wont to say, there was an absurdity obvious and recognized by all. For what smith, or coppersmith, or carpenter, or even leather-worker and cobbler—he alone, with no other helping or attending him, sitting amid the tools of his craft—what one, I say, murmurs to himself alone, saying, Let us make a sword, or let us put together a plough, or let us fashion a shoe? Does he not rather, in silence, when he pleases, carry out the operation suited to his art? For they are signal trifles indeed, that someone alone should be found to command himself, or should want a teacher and, like a mas-8



[heri]liter seipsum vehementérque urgere et adhortari. Verùm enim verò, qui summo studio calumnijs persecuti sunt Dominum ipsum, nec unquam eos puduit huius, quid non dixerint? quid non finxerint, exercitam parátamque linguam semper ad quoduis falsum dicendum habentes? haec tamen vox praesens penitus ipsorum os oppilat: Et dixit Deus, Faciamus hominem. Nunquid et nunc etiam, dic mihi Iudaee, sola, perinde ut tibi placet, atque unica est ipsa persona? Non enim scriptum est, fiat homo, sed Faciamus hominem. Hactenus nondum apparuit qui doceretur: atque ideò in abysso divinae cognitionis praeconium hoc celabatur ac tegebatur: deinceps iam ipsius ortus hominis certò expectatur, detegitur parumper ipsa fides, et apertius indicatur istius veritas Divini decreti, Faciamus hominem. Audis ô tu qui bellum indixisti perpetuum Christo, Deum ipsum suum in creandis rebus socium alloqui, per quem fecit et saecula, qui portat omnia verbo potentiae suae. At non cum silentio et quiete religionis rectae sententiam perfidus Iudaeus acceptat. Sed ut ferarum eae quae summo persequuntur hominem odio, cùm vivarijs includuntur, circùm sua illius cavea sepiménta frendút dentibus et circumfremunt, amarulentiam feritatémque naturae ostendentes, cùm non queant conceptum explere furorem: Sic et inimica gens veritatis, Iudaei in angustum intrusi, Multa sunt, inquiunt, personae et non una, ad quas oratio Dei dirigitur, Angelis enim adstantibus, Faciamus hominem dicit. Iudaicum profecto hoc est figmentum: et ex illorum odio in Christum delira istius, et futilis fabula excogitatio derivata est. Isti enim, ut ne unum nempe Christum admittant, innumeras introducunt personas: et per hoc quod filium habet despicatui, servis ipsam consultationis tribuunt dignitatem, conservósque nostros auctores nostrae creationis efficiunt. Homo enim ut primum statum assequitur suae perfectionis, ad Angelorum rectam reducitur dignitatem. At, quânam tandem creatura suo adaequari unquam Creatori possit? Considera autem id quod contineter sequitur: Ad imaginem nostram. Quid ad haec dicere paras? Nam una et Dei et Angelorum imago est? Prorsus filij patrísque forma eadem ut sit necesse. Formam hic ut intelligamus necesse sit, qua divinam addeceat maiestatem: hoc est, non lineamentis constantem corporeis, sed in peculiari Numinis proprietate consistentem. Quin tu qui ex nova ista circuncisione es, audi: audi, inquam, tu qui Christianismi praetextu nihil habes quod Iudaismo ducas charius, cui dicit, Ad imaginem nostram? Cui quaeso te alij quàm ei qui splendor est gloriae et figura substantiae eius, et qui est imago Dei invisibilis? Sua igitur imagini propriae quae vivit, et quae dixit, Ego et Pater unum sumus, et qui me vidit, vidit Patrem: huic dicit, Faciamus hominem ad imaginem nostram. Ubi una est imago, quem ibi locum obtinet dissimilitudo? Et fecit Deus hominem, non dixit fecerunt. Evitavit hoc loco personarum similitudinem. Per illam namque Iudaeum erudiebat: per hanc verò Gentilium excludens errorem, securè admodum ad vanitatem recurrit, ut et Filium simul cum Patre intelligas, et multitudinem deorum longè periculosissimam effugias. Hactenus S. Basilius.
[like a mas]ter vehemently urge and exhort himself. But truly—those who with utmost zeal persecuted the Lord himself with calumnies, and were never ashamed of it, what have they not said? what have they not invented, having a tongue ever trained and ready to utter any falsehood? Yet this present saying utterly stops their mouth: And God said, Let us make man. Is it then, tell me, O Jew, even now a single Person, just as you please, and the very same one alone? For it is not written, Let man be made, but Let us make man. Hitherto there had as yet appeared none who might be taught; and so in the depth of the divine knowledge this proclamation was hidden and veiled: thereafter, now that man's own coming-to-be is surely awaited, the faith is uncovered a little, and the truth of this Divine decree is more openly indicated: Let us make man. Do you hear, O you who have declared perpetual war on Christ, that God himself addresses his own companion in the creating of things—through whom he made also the ages, who bears all things by the word of his power? Yet not with silence and calm does the perfidious Jew receive the right doctrine of religion. But as those beasts which pursue man with the utmost hatred, when they are shut up in their dens, gnash their teeth round about the enclosures of their cage and roar around it, displaying the bitterness and ferocity of their nature, since they cannot vent the fury they have conceived: so too the race hostile to truth, the Jews, driven into a corner, say: There are many Persons, and not one, to whom the speech of God is directed; for it is to the attendant Angels that he says, Let us make man. This indeed is a Jewish fiction; and it is a raving and idle tale, devised out of their hatred for Christ. For these men, that they may not admit even the one, namely Christ, bring in countless persons; and through this—because they hold the Son in contempt—they assign to servants the very dignity of the deliberation, and make our fellow-servants the authors of our creation. For man, as soon as he attains the first state of his perfection, is brought back to the rank proper to the Angels. But by what creature, pray, could the Creator ever be matched to his own? Now consider what follows immediately: To our image. What do you prepare to say to this? Is the image of God and of the Angels one and the same? It would have to be that the form of the Son and of the Father is entirely the same. We must understand here a form such as befits the divine majesty: that is, not one consisting in bodily features, but consisting in the peculiar property of the Godhead. Nay, you too who are of this new circumcision, hear: hear, I say, you who under pretext of Christianity hold nothing dearer than Judaism—to whom does he say, To our image? To whom, I ask you, other than to him who is the brightness of glory and the figure of his substance, and who is the image of the invisible God? Therefore to his own proper image which lives, and which said, I and the Father are one, and, he that hath seen me hath seen the Father—to him he says, Let us make man to our image. Where there is one image, what place does unlikeness there obtain? And God made man; he did not say, they made. In this place he avoided a likeness of persons. For by the one [the plural 'Let us make'] he was instructing the Jew; but by this [the singular 'he made'], excluding the error of the Gentiles, he very safely guards against vanity, that you may both understand the Son together with the Father, and most safely escape the far most perilous multitude of gods. Thus far St. Basil.9



COMPLURES alij dixerunt, eum locutum esse cum Angelis, quippe...
Very many others have said that he spoke with the Angels, inasmuch as...10



[COMPLURES alij dixerunt, eum locutum esse cum Angelis,] quippe qui creando homini etiam navarunt operam suam: atque haec est sententia Philonis in libro de Opificio sex dierum, et in libro de Profugis, affirmantis animum hominis creatum esse à Deo, corpus autem et partes animi alentis atque sentientis, ab Angelis esse formatas: id quod sumpsit Philo ex Platonis Timaeo, in quo Deus inducitur, creato hominis animo, loquens cum diis secundis, id est, Angelis, eisque mandans ut Opificium eius imitati, procreent ipsi caeteras animantes, hominísque corpus forment. Hanc interpretationem Basilius, Theodoretus et Chrisostomus hoc loco, et Augustinus lib. 16. de Civitate Dei cap. 6. et Cyrillus lib. 1. adversus Iulianum, ut maximè impiam detestantur, et ut manifestè falsam et absurdam, ac divinae Scripturae evidenter contrariam, valdè confutant.
[Very many others have said that he spoke with the Angels,] inasmuch as these too lent their labor in the creating of man: and this is the opinion of Philo, in his book On the Making of the Six Days and in his book On Fugitives, who affirms that the soul of man was created by God, but that the body and the parts of the nourishing and sentient soul were formed by the Angels—a view Philo took from Plato's Timaeus, in which God is brought in, once man's soul is created, speaking with the second gods, that is, the Angels, and charging them that, imitating his workmanship, they themselves should procreate the remaining living things and form the body of man. This interpretation Basil, Theodoret, and Chrysostom on this passage, and Augustine in book 16 of the City of God, ch. 6, and Cyril in book 1 against Julian, detest as utterly impious, and vigorously refute as manifestly false and absurd, and evidently contrary to divine Scripture.11



ETENIM, quinque rationibus istorum opinio falsitatis coargui et convinci potest. PRIMA ratio sit haec: Cùm Deus dixit, Faciamus hominem, proculdubio locutus est cum iis personis quae ad procreationem hominis simul cum ipso paritérque debebant concurrere: sed Angeli ad procreationem hominis minimè concurrerunt: illud Faciamus non dixit Deus Angelis. Non concurrisse autem Angelos ad creationem animi hominis, eo patet argumento, quòd animus, cùm sit incorporeus et immortalis, ex nihilo creatus est: at creatio cuiuslibet rei ex nihilo, quia sine infinita potentia fieri nequit, solius Dei propria est. Nec ad formationem humani corporis concurrisse Angelos perspicuè ostendit Moses, cùm cap. 2. narrat Deum ipsum fuisse qui formaverit hominem de limo terrae, et inspiraverit in faciem eius spiraculum vitae, atque ita factus sit homo in animam viventem. Neque hoc tantùm docet Scriptura, sed ratio etiam idem fateri cogit: nam cùm hominis corpus formatum sit ex limo terrae, sive causis secundis naturaliter humani corporis effectricibus et formatricibus (semen dico virile ac sanguinem muliebrem): Angelus verò nullum effectum naturalem per se ac sua vi generare possit, sed per causas tantùm naturales cuiusque effectus proprias, eas scilicet applicando invicem et coaptando: hinc necessario concluditur, corpus primi hominis non esse ab Angelis fabricatum.
AND INDEED, the opinion of these men can be convicted and proved false by five arguments. Let the FIRST argument be this: When God said, Let us make man, he undoubtedly spoke with those persons who were bound to concur, together with himself and equally, in the procreation of man; but the Angels in no way concurred in the procreation of man: that Let us make God did not say to the Angels. And that the Angels did not concur in the creation of man's soul is plain from this argument: that the soul, since it is incorporeal and immortal, was created out of nothing; but the creation of anything whatever out of nothing, since it cannot be done without infinite power, belongs to God alone. Nor did the Angels concur in the forming of the human body, as Moses plainly shows when in chapter 2 he relates that God himself was the one who formed man of the slime of the earth, and breathed into his face the breath of life, and so man became a living soul. Nor does Scripture alone teach this, but reason also compels the same admission: for since man's body was formed from the slime of the earth, or by the secondary causes that naturally produce and form the human body (I mean the male seed and the woman's blood); whereas an Angel can generate no natural effect by himself and by his own power, but only through the natural causes proper to each effect, namely by applying and fitting them to one another: hence it is necessarily concluded that the body of the first man was not fabricated by the Angels.12



SECUNDA ratio. Personas illas quibus Deus dixit Faciamus hominem, non fuisse Angelos, sed unum eundémque Deum cum eo qui dixit, Faciamus, apertè demonstrat Moses post haec verba subiungens, Creavit Deus hominem: et in exordio capitis quinti, In die, inquit, qua creavit Deus hominem: denique Scriptura nusquam hominis creationem tribuit Angelis, sed soli Deo. TERTIA ratio. Illud quoque refellit istam opinionem quod additur, Ad imaginem et similitudinem nostram: non enim Angelus est idea et exemplar hominis, nec in sacris litteris uspiam reperitur, hominem dici imaginem Angeli, vel ad imaginem Angeli factum: sicut non se-
SECOND argument. That those persons to whom God said Let us make man were not Angels, but the one and same God together with him who said Let us make, Moses clearly demonstrates by adding after these words, God created man; and at the opening of chapter five he says, In the day in which God created man; and finally Scripture nowhere ascribes the creation of man to the Angels, but to God alone. THIRD argument. That opinion is also refuted by what is added, To our image and likeness: for an Angel is not the idea and exemplar of man, nor is it anywhere found in Holy Scripture that man is called the image of an Angel, or made to the image of an Angel; just as not once-13



[se]mel legimus hominem dici imaginem Dei, et ad similitudinem et imaginem Dei factum. QUARTA ratio. Hoc etiam convincit illud, Ad imaginem nostram: non enim Dei atque Angelorum est una eadémque imago, sicut nec est una eadémque natura, quinimò in infinitum diversa: proprietates enim naturae divinae sunt oppositae proprietatibus naturae Angelicae. Deus enim secundùm naturam suam est aeternus, est simplicissimus, est immutabilis, est omnino independens, est in se et ex se substantialiter perfectus et beatus, est ubique, est infinitae scientiae ac potentiae et bonitatis: his autem proprietatibus divinae naturae planè oppositas habet Angeli natura. QUINTA ratio. Tam apertè et expressè ostendit Moses hominem factum esse ad imaginem Dei, non autem Angelorum, ut omnem ea de re ambigendi occasionem praeciderit. Postquam enim dixit, Faciamus hominem ad imaginem et similitudinem nostram, mox subiecit, Et creavit Deus hominem ad imaginem et similitudinem suam: ad imaginem Dei creavit illum. Et cap. 5. In die qua creavit Deus hominem, ad similitudinem Dei fecit illum. Et cap. 9. Ad imaginem quippe Dei factus est homo: idémque traditur in libro Sapientiae cap. 2. et in lib. Ecclesiastici cap. 17.
[not] once do we read that man is called the image of an Angel, or made to the likeness and image of an Angel. FOURTH argument. That phrase, To our image, also proves the point: for the image of God and of the Angels is not one and the same, just as the nature is not one and the same, but rather infinitely diverse; for the properties of the divine nature are opposed to the properties of the Angelic nature. For God, according to his nature, is eternal, is most simple, is immutable, is wholly independent, is in himself and from himself substantially perfect and blessed, is everywhere, is of infinite knowledge and power and goodness: and to these properties of the divine nature the nature of an Angel has properties plainly opposite. FIFTH argument. So openly and expressly does Moses show that man was made to the image of God, and not of the Angels, that he has cut off every occasion of doubting in the matter. For after he had said, Let us make man to our image and likeness, he at once added, And God created man to his own image and likeness: to the image of God he created him. And in chapter 5: In the day in which God created man, he made him to the likeness of God. And in chapter 9: For to the image of God was man made; and the same is handed down in the book of Wisdom, ch. 2, and in the book of Ecclesiasticus, ch. 17.14



VERUM ENIM VERO, quae adversus istos disputavimus, ea clarissimis duorum Patrum Augustini et Ambrosij sententiis confirmanda et illustranda sunt. S. Augustinus in cap. 6. libri 16. de Civitate Dei, verba haec Mosis, Faciamus hominem ad imaginem et similitudinem nostram, tractans et perpendens:
BUT IN VERY TRUTH, what we have argued against these men must be confirmed and illustrated by the very clear judgments of two Fathers, Augustine and Ambrose. St. Augustine, in chapter 6 of book 16 of the City of God, handling and weighing these words of Moses, Let us make man to our image and likeness:15



Poterat, inquit, et illud, quando factus est homo de Angelis intelligi quod dictum est, Faciamus hominem: quia non dixit, Faciam; sed quia sequitur Ad imaginem nostram, nefas est credere ad imaginem Angelorum hominem factum, aut eandem esse imaginem Angelorum et Dei; et ideo rectè illic intelligitur pluralitas Trinitatis. Quae tamen Trinitas, quia unus est Deus, etiam cùm dixisset, Faciamus, Et fecit, inquit, Deus hominem ad imaginem Dei: non dixit, Fecerunt dij, aut ad imaginem deorum. Sic Augustinus.
It might also have been understood, he says, when man was made, that what was said, Let us make man, was spoken of the Angels: because he did not say, Let me make; but since there follows, To our image, it is impious to believe that man was made to the image of the Angels, or that the image of the Angels and of God is the same; and therefore the plurality of the Trinity is rightly understood there. Which Trinity, however, since God is one, even though he had said Let us make, yet, And God made man, he says, to the image of God: he did not say, The gods made, or, to the image of the gods. Thus Augustine.16



Verùm, paulò illustrius est Ambrosij testimonium, cuius in c. 7. lib. 6. Hexameron haec sunt verba: Cui dicit Deus, Faciamus hominem ad imaginem et similitudinem nostram? Non sibi utique, quia non dicit, faciam, sed faciamus. Non Angelis, quia ministri sunt, servi autem cum Domino, et opera cum auctore, non possunt operationis habere consortium: sed dicit Filio, etiam si Iudaei nolint, etiam si Arriani repugnent. Sed et Iudaei conticescant, et Arriani cum suis paribus obmutescant, qui dum unum à consortio divinae operationis excludunt, plures inferunt: et praerogativa qua filio negant, servulis donant. Sed isto ut adminiculo servulorum ad operandum Deus vobis indiguisse videatur: si operatio communis est cum Angelis Deo, nunquid Deo et Angelis imago communis est? nunquid Angelis diceret, Faciamus hominem ad nostram imaginem et similitudinem? Sed quid sit imago Dei, audi dicentem, Qui est imago Dei invisibilis, et primogenitus universae creaturae. Ipse est imago Dei Patris qui semper est, et erat in principio. Denique, imago est, qui dicit,
But the testimony of Ambrose is a little more illustrious; whose words, in ch. 7 of book 6 of the Hexameron, are these: To whom does God say, Let us make man to our image and likeness? Surely not to himself, because he does not say, let me make, but let us make. Not to the Angels, because they are ministers; and servants with their Lord, and works with their author, cannot have a partnership in the operation: but he speaks to the Son, even though the Jews be unwilling, even though the Arians resist. But let the Jews fall silent, and the Arians with their fellows be struck dumb, who, while they exclude the One from a partnership in the divine operation, bring in many; and the prerogative they deny to the Son, they bestow on petty slaves. But suppose by this it should seem that God needed the help of slaves in order to work: if the operation is common to God with the Angels, is the image then common to God and the Angels? would he say to the Angels, Let us make man to our image and likeness? But what the image of God is, hear him who says, Who is the image of the invisible God, and the firstborn of every creature. He is the image of God the Father, who always is, and was in the beginning. In short, he is the image who says,17



Philippe qui videt me, videt et Patrem. Imago Dei est solus ille qui dicit, Ego et Pater unum sumus: ita habens similitudinem Patris, ut divinitatis et plenitudinis habeat unitatem. Ubi dicit, Faciamus, quomodo inaequalitas? Cùm iterum dicat, Ad similitudinem nostram, ubi dissimilitudo? Haec Ambrosius.
Philip, he that seeth me, seeth also the Father. The image of God is he alone who says, I and the Father are one: so having the likeness of the Father that he has the unity of the Godhead and of the fullness. Where he says, Let us make, where is the inequality? When again he says, To our likeness, where is the unlikeness? Thus far Ambrose.18



NEC puduit quosdam affirmare, cùm Deus dixit Faciamus hominem ad imaginem et similitudinem, de se solo locutum esse pluraliter, more magnatum et principum, qui, quò auctoritatem suam et maiestatem ostendant, de se pluraliter loquuntur dicentes, Nos volumus, mandamus, decernimus, concedimus. Verùm istos refellit Theodoretus quaestione 20. in Genesim, quòd ob eam causam oportuisset Deum loqui de se pluraliter vel semper vel plurimùm, quod tamen contrà sit: praesertim verò decuit Deum loqui de se pluraliter cùm in monte Sina legem dedit Iudaeis, tunc enim convenientissimum fuit auctoritatem, potentiam, et maiestatem suam quàm maximè declarari: at eo tempore semper numero singulari de se locutus est. In quinque dumtaxat Scripturae locis observavimus, Deum loqui de se numero plurali. Primus est hic locus quem nunc tractamus, Faciamus hominem: alter est infrà cap. 2. Faciamus Adae adiutorium simile sibi: tertius est in capite 3. Ecce Adam quasi unus ex nobis factus est: quartus est in capite 11. Venite, descendamus et confundamus ibi linguam eorum: quintus est apud Esaiam in capite 6. Audivi, inquit Isaias, vocem Domini dicentis, Quem mittam, et quis ibit nobis.
Nor were some ashamed to assert that, when God said Let us make man to our image and likeness, he spoke of himself alone in the plural, after the manner of magnates and princes, who, to display their authority and majesty, speak of themselves in the plural, saying, We will, we command, we decree, we grant. But Theodoret refutes these men, in question 20 on Genesis, on the ground that for this reason God ought to have spoken of himself in the plural either always or for the most part—which, however, is the contrary of the fact: and it would have been especially fitting for God to speak of himself in the plural when on Mount Sinai he gave the Law to the Jews, for then it was most suitable that his authority, power, and majesty should be most greatly declared; yet at that time he always spoke of himself in the singular number. In only five places of Scripture have we observed God speaking of himself in the plural number. The first is this place which we now treat, Let us make man; the second is below, ch. 2, Let us make for Adam a help like to himself; the third is in chapter 3, Behold, Adam is become as one of us; the fourth is in chapter 11, Come, let us go down, and confound there their tongue; the fifth is in Isaiah, chapter 6: I heard, says Isaiah, the voice of the Lord saying, Whom shall I send, and who shall go for us?19



EX hoc igitur Scripturae loco validum elicitur argumentum ad probandam multitudinem et distinctionem divinarum personarum adversus Iudaeos: quo usi sunt omnes Patres adversus Iudaeos et Haereticos, quicumque Filij divinitatem et Sanctae Trinitatis per omnia aequalitatem negaverunt. An verò hic locus eos convincat, acutè disputat Tostatus in tractatu quem edidit de Trinitate, et est in tomo operum eius qui inscribitur Defensorium. Ergo Dei haec oratio, Faciamus hominem, apertè demonstrat auctorem et parentem hominis fuisse Deum, quòd etiam ab Ethnicis cognitum et scriptis testatum est. Nam ut missum faciam Trismegistum, qui de creatione hominis simillima Mosi prodidit: sanè quicumque veterum senserunt animum hominis esse immortalem, eius quoque originem et principium coeleste et divinum esse tradiderunt. Ovidius in primo libro Metamorphoseos varias de hominis principio efficiente sententias his versibus perstrinxit.
From this place of Scripture, therefore, a strong argument is drawn to prove the plurality and distinction of the divine Persons against the Jews—an argument used by all the Fathers against the Jews and Heretics, all who have denied the divinity of the Son and the in-every-respect equality of the Holy Trinity. Whether this place really convicts them, Tostatus acutely discusses in the treatise he published On the Trinity, which is in that volume of his works entitled the Defensorium. Therefore this speech of God, Let us make man, openly demonstrates that the author and parent of man was God—which was known even to the Gentiles and attested in their writings. For, to pass over Trismegistus, who set forth concerning the creation of man things most like to Moses: certainly all the ancients who held that the soul of man is immortal handed down also that its origin and principle is heavenly and divine. Ovid, in the first book of the Metamorphoses, touched on the various opinions about the efficient principle of man in these verses.20



Natus homo est, sive hunc divino semine fecit Ille opifex rerum, mundi melioris origo: Sive recens tellus seductáque nuper ab alto Aethere, cognati retinebat semina caeli. Quam satus Iapeto, mistam fluvialibus undis, Finxit in effigiem moderantum cuncta deorum. Et Cicero in 1. libro de Legibus, Hoc, inquit, animal providum, sagax, multi-
Man was born—whether that artificer of things, the origin of a better world, made him from divine seed; or whether the new-made earth, lately sundered from the high aether, still kept seeds of its kindred heaven. This [earth] the son of Iapetus, mixing it with the waters of the river, fashioned into the likeness of the gods who govern all things. And Cicero, in the first book of the Laws: This living creature, he says, provident, sagacious, mani-21



[multi]plex, memor, plenum rationis et consilij, quem vocamus hominem, praeclara quadam conditione à supremo Deo esse generatum. CAETERUM, in eo quod dicitur, Faciamus hominem, declarandum est quid vocabulo hominis significetur hoc loco. Latinè dictum hominem multi existimant, vel quia ex humo fictus est, vel quòd solus omnium animantium ad humanitatem colendam natus factúsque sit. Graecè nominatur ἄνθρωπος (si Platoni de nominum Etymologia in Cratylo differenti creditur) à verbo ἀναθρεῖν, quod significat habere os sublime, sursúmque aspicere: quòd, cùm natura caeteras animantes (ut Cicero inquit lib. 1. de Legibus) abiecisset ad pastum, solum hominem erexit, et ad caeli quasi cognationis domiciliíque pristini conspectum excitavit. Quod eleganter illis versibus expressit Ovidius, lib. 1. Metamorphoseos:
[mani]fold, mindful, full of reason and counsel, which we call man, was begotten by the supreme God under a certain illustrious condition. Now, in that it is said, Let us make man, it must be explained what is signified in this place by the word 'man.' In Latin many think he is called homo either because he was fashioned from the soil (humus), or because he alone of all living things was born and made to cultivate humanity (humanitas). In Greek he is named ἄνθρωπος (if Plato, who discusses the etymology of names in the Cratylus, is to be believed) from the verb ἀναθρεῖν, which means to have an upturned face and to look upward: because, when nature (as Cicero says in book 1 of the Laws) had cast down the other living things to their pasture, man alone she raised up, and roused to the contemplation of heaven, as of his kindred and former dwelling. This Ovid elegantly expressed in those verses, in book 1 of the Metamorphoses:22



And whereas the other animals look downward to the earth, he gave to man an uplifted face, and bade him behold the heaven, and raise his upright countenance to the stars.23
Pronáque cùm spectent animalia caetera terram, Os homini sublime dedit, caelúmque videre Iussit, et erectos ad sydera tollere vultus.



Hebraicè appellatur Adam, אדם, quod est nomen commune, sicut apud Latinos Homo; licèt propriè dictum sit id nominis in primo homine. Adam verò dicitur à voce אדמה Adama, quae significat terram, et quidem rubram, quòd ex terra sit factus homo; et, ut opinatur Iosephus hoc loco, ex terra rubra: talem enim esse credit ipse terram rudem atque intactam, et, ut vulgo dicunt, virginem. Voluit autem Deus hoc nomen imponere homini, ut memor ille semper esset suae originis, eiúsque humilitatis ac vilitatis recordatione modestum ac demissum animum, Deóque omnino subiectum, perpetuo gereret; et agnosceret se opus esse Dei, ab ipso velut à figulo fictum ex luto: qua similitudine frequenter utitur Scriptura ad deprimendam hominis arrogantiam, sicut videre est apud Isaiam cap. 45. Hieremiam 18. et apud Paulum ad Romanos 9.
In Hebrew he is called Adam, אדם, which is a common noun, as Homo among the Latins; although that name was applied properly to the first man. And Adam is said to come from the word אדמה Adama, which signifies earth—and indeed red earth—because man was made from earth; and, as Josephus supposes in this place, from red earth: for he himself believes such was the earth, raw and untouched, and, as people commonly say, virgin. And God willed to impose this name on man, that he might always be mindful of his origin, and by the remembrance of his lowliness and meanness keep his mind perpetually modest and humble, and wholly subject to God; and that he might acknowledge himself to be the work of God, fashioned by him as by a potter out of clay: a comparison which Scripture frequently uses to humble the arrogance of man, as may be seen in Isaiah ch. 45, Jeremiah 18, and in Paul to the Romans 9.24



EUSEBIUS porrò in 4. cap. lib. 11. de praeparatione Evangelica (quo loco de commodissima nominum apud Hebraeos impositione copiosè disputat) de notione et interpretatione huius vocabuli Adam hunc in modum scribit: Qua Plato, inquit, de nominum impositione in Cratylo multis verbis disputat, ea multò ante Platonem Moses, veluti sapientissimus et eloquentissimus, re ipsa praestitit. Nam et nomen ipsum Adam terrigenam aut terrenum potest significare. Adam enim apud Hebraeos humus dicitur, quamvis per translationem rubram corporeámque naturam significet: ita terrigenam atque terrenum, seu corporalem hominem, hac appellatione signavit. Verùm, etiam hominem illi אנוש Enos appellant: quo vocabulo non terrenam sed rationalem naturam significant. Propriè autem, si verbum de verbo Latinè exprimas, Obliviscentem Enos denotare videtur: qualis certè natura rationalis corpori alligata efficitur. Quod enim verè incorporeum, divinum, et rationale est, non solùm transacta meminit, sed futurorum etiam, propter sublimitatem speculationis, praenotionem habet: quod autem carni coniunctum est, et carnis pondere
EUSEBIUS, moreover, in chapter 4 of book 11 of the Preparation for the Gospel (where he discusses at length the most apt imposition of names among the Hebrews), writes thus concerning the notion and interpretation of this word Adam: That which Plato, he says, discusses in many words in the Cratylus about the imposition of names, Moses, as the wisest and most eloquent, accomplished in deed long before Plato. For the very name Adam can signify earth-born or earthen. For Adam among the Hebrews means soil, though by transference it signifies a red and corporeal nature: thus by this appellation he marked out the earth-born and earthen, that is, the corporeal man. But they also call man אנוש Enos: by which word they signify not the earthly but the rational nature. And properly, if you render word for word in Latin, it seems to denote 'the forgetting one,' Enos—such as the rational nature certainly becomes when bound to the body. For that which is truly incorporeal, divine, and rational not only remembers things past, but also, by the loftiness of its contemplation, has foreknowledge of things to come; whereas that which is joined to flesh, and by the weight of the flesh25



[carnis pondere] premitur, ut ignorantia et oblivione involutum, rectè Iudaeorum sermo אנוש Enos, id est, obliviscentem, appellavit. Ita enim est apud quendam Prophetam, quid est אנוש Enos, quod memor es eius? aut filius hominis, quia visitas eum? quasi dicat, Quis est iste homo (iste, dico, obliviscens) quod tu, qui es Deus, memor es eius, quamvis sit ipse obliviosus? aut filius Adam, id est, terrenus homo? Itaque carnalis homo nomine Adam, rationalis autem vocabulo Enos significatur apud Hebraeos. Plato autem hominem, id est Graecè ἄνθρωπον, à verbo ἀναθρεῖν, quod est videre vel recogitare, dictum opinatur, ut dictus sit ἄνθρωπος quod recogitet ea quae vidit. Hactenus fuerunt Eusebij verba.
[by the weight of the flesh] is pressed down, so as to be wrapped in ignorance and forgetfulness, the speech of the Hebrews rightly called אנוש Enos, that is, 'the forgetting one.' For so it is in a certain Prophet: What is אנוש Enos (man), that thou art mindful of him? or the son of man, that thou visitest him? as if he should say, Who is this man—this forgetful one, I mean—that thou, who art God, art mindful of him, although he himself be forgetful? or the son of Adam, that is, the earthly man? And so among the Hebrews carnal man is signified by the name Adam, but rational man by the word Enos. And Plato thinks that 'man' is in Greek called ἄνθρωπος from the verb ἀναθρεῖν, which is to look at or to reflect upon, so that he is called ἄνθρωπος because he reflects upon the things he has seen. Thus far were the words of Eusebius.26



Cyprianus in libro de Sina et Sion adversus Iudaeos (quanquam eius libri auctor non videtur fuisse Cyprianus) et Augustinus tractatu 9. et 10. in Evangelium Ioannis, tradunt nomen Adam, si Graecè scribatur, quatuor litteris constare, à quibus incipiunt quatuor dictiones significantes quatuor mundi partes, videlicet Ἀνατολή, id est, Oriens; Δύσις, Occidens; Ἄρκτος, Septentrio; et Μεσημβρία, Meridies: quod Adami posteritas per omnes mundi partes dispergenda erat, vel quod ea terra ex qua formatum est corpus hominis, ex omnibus quatuor mundi partibus sumpta fuerit.
Cyprian, in the book On Sinai and Sion against the Jews (although the author of that book does not seem to have been Cyprian), and Augustine, in the 9th and 10th tractates on the Gospel of John, hand down that the name Adam, if it be written in Greek, consists of four letters, with which begin four words signifying the four quarters of the world—namely Ἀνατολή, that is, East; Δύσις, West; Ἄρκτος, North; and Μεσημβρία, South: because the posterity of Adam was to be scattered through all the quarters of the world, or because the earth from which man's body was formed was taken from all four quarters of the world.27



VERUM enimverò, illud in praesentia posset ambigi, quidnam significetur vocabulo hominis cùm dicitur Faciamus hominem. Namque aliqui existimarunt hic significari tantummodo virum, non autem foeminam, eius quippe procreationem infrà cap. 2. enarrari. Hos evidenter redarguit quod mox subiungit Moses: Creavit Deus hominem ad imaginem et similitudinem, etiam masculum et foeminam creavit eos. Idémque repetit in exordio capitis quinti. Philo in libro de Mundi opificio affirmat hominem, cuius creatio his verbis describitur, non esse intelligendum hominem sensibilem (scilicet quales nos sumus) sed intelligibilem, hoc est, ideam et exemplar hominis, qui Graecis dicitur αὐτὸς ἄνθρωπος, ipse homo. In quo voluit quidem Philo Platonis doctrinam de Ideis sequi, verùm quod ad hunc locum pertinet, non falsò tantùm, sed etiam inscienter, ineptè, et absurdè. Idea enim hominis, ad cuius similitudinem homo generatus est, cùm sit in mente divina, nec reipsa sit aliud quàm Deus ipse, necesse est esse quiddam aeternum, divinum, et increatum atque increabile: non igitur in illam ideam quadrat quod hic dicitur, Faciamus hominem, et paulò post, Creavit Deus hominem: nec ideae convenit creari ad imaginem et similitudinem alterius, sic enim idea esset idea, et res iret in infinitum. Iustinus tamen martyr in exhortatorio ad Gentes sermone, huius sententiae Philonis auctorem facit Platonem.
But in truth, this might at present be doubted: what is signified by the word 'man' when it is said, Let us make man. For some have thought that here only the male is signified, and not the female, since her procreation is recounted below in chapter 2. These Moses evidently refutes by what he at once adds: God created man to his image and likeness; male and female he created them. And he repeats the same at the opening of chapter five. Philo, in the book On the Making of the World, affirms that the man whose creation is described in these words is not to be understood as the sensible man (such as we are), but the intelligible, that is, the idea and exemplar of man, which the Greeks call αὐτὸς ἄνθρωπος, 'man himself.' In which Philo indeed wished to follow Plato's doctrine of the Ideas; but, as concerns this passage, not only falsely, but also ignorantly, ineptly, and absurdly. For the idea of man, to whose likeness man was created, since it is in the divine mind and is in reality nothing other than God himself, must needs be something eternal, divine, and uncreated and incapable of being created: that idea, therefore, does not square with what is here said, Let us make man, and a little after, God created man; nor does it befit an idea to be created to the image and likeness of another, for thus the idea would be [the image] of [another] idea, and the matter would go on to infinity. Yet Justin Martyr, in his hortatory discourse to the Gentiles, makes Plato the author of this opinion of Philo.28



S. AUGUSTINUS in libro 3. de Genesi ad litteram, cap. 22. refert quorundam (tacitis eorum nominibus) opinionem, qui existimarunt vocabulo hominis intelligi debere hoc loco solum hominem interiorem, id est, spiritum et animum hominis, cuius quidem creatio hoc loco describatur, sicut formatio corporis humani narra-
St. Augustine, in book 3 of On Genesis according to the Letter, ch. 22, reports the opinion of certain men (suppressing their names), who thought that by the word 'man' there must be understood in this place only the interior man, that is, the spirit and soul of man—whose creation is described in this place, just as the forming of the human body is narra-29



[narra]tur infrà capite 2.: siquidem homo qui gerit imaginem et similitudinem Dei, non est homo noster exterior, id est corpus, sed spiritus tantùm et animus hominis. In hac sententia fuisse sanctum Basilium et Ambrosium, qui leget illius homiliam 10. in Genesim, huius autem caput 8. libri sexti Hexameron, perspicuè intelliget. Neque huic sententiae officit quod non dixit Deus, Faciamus animum hominis, sed, Faciamus hominem: namque, ut probat Basilius, non semel in Scriptura nomen hominis ponitur pro homine interiori, id est, pro animo vel spiritu hominis: sicut apud Paulum in capite 4. posterioris epistolae ad Corinthios, Licet is qui foris est noster homo corrumpatur, tamen is qui intus est renovatur de die in diem; et ad Collossenses 3. Expoliantes vos veterem hominem cum actibus suis, et induentes novum, eum qui renovatur in agnitionem Dei secundùm imaginem eius qui creavit illum. Et Ambrosius confirmat, quemadmodum vocabulum animae et vocabulum carnis usurpantur ad significandum totum hominem, ita vocabulum hominis adhiberi nonnunquam ad significandam vel carnem vel animum hominis.
[narra]ted below in chapter 2: since the man who bears the image and likeness of God is not our exterior man, that is the body, but only the spirit and soul of man. That St. Basil and Ambrose were of this opinion, anyone who reads the former's 10th homily on Genesis, and the latter's 8th chapter of the sixth book of the Hexameron, will plainly understand. Nor does it tell against this opinion that God did not say, Let us make the soul of man, but, Let us make man: for, as Basil proves, more than once in Scripture the word 'man' is put for the interior man, that is, for the soul or spirit of man—as in Paul, in chapter 4 of the second Epistle to the Corinthians: Though our outward man be corrupted, yet the inward man is renewed day by day; and to the Colossians 3: Stripping yourselves of the old man with his deeds, and putting on the new, him who is renewed unto the knowledge of God according to the image of him that created him. And Ambrose confirms that, just as the word 'soul' and the word 'flesh' are used to signify the whole man, so the word 'man' is sometimes employed to signify either the flesh or the soul of man.30



SED nihilominus tamen falsam esse hanc opinionem, et meritò, censet supradicto loco Augustinus, et verba quae subiungit Moses non obscurè demonstrant. Subdit enim, Masculum et foeminam creavit eos. Benedixitque illis dicens, Crescite et multiplicamini, et replete terram. Ecce dedi vobis omnem herbam afferentem semen super terram, et universa ligna, etc. ut sint vobis in escam. Distinctio verò sexus in marem et foeminam, generatio et multiplicatio prolis, denique fructuum et herbarum esus, non ad interiorem hominem (id est, ad spiritum), sed potiùs ad exteriorem (id est, ad corpus) pertinet. Non est igitur dubitandum quin vocabulum hominis, cuius hic explicatur creatio, integrum totúmque hominem significet, ex corpore et animo constitutum.
But nevertheless Augustine, in the place cited above, holds—and rightly—that this opinion is false, and the words that Moses adds plainly demonstrate it. For he subjoins, Male and female he created them. And he blessed them, saying, Increase and multiply, and fill the earth. Behold, I have given you every herb bearing seed upon the earth, and all the trees, etc., to be your food. Now the distinction of sex into male and female, the begetting and multiplying of offspring, and finally the eating of fruits and herbs, pertain not to the interior man (that is, to the spirit), but rather to the exterior (that is, to the body). It is not therefore to be doubted that the word 'man,' whose creation is here set forth, signifies the entire and whole man, constituted of body and soul.31
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To our image and likeness

LatineEnglish


To our image and likeness.1
Ad imaginem et similitudinem nostram.



HEBRAICE ad verbum sic est: Faciamus hominem in imaginem nostram, secundum similitudinem nostram. Qui autem sagaciter indagant et subtiliter expendunt Hebraearum vocum proprias notiones et significationes, annotarunt super hoc loco, pro duabus illis vocibus Latinis Ad imaginem et similitudinem nostram, Hebraicè legi duas alias voces, צלם Selem et דמות Demuth. צלם Selem autem significat propriè umbram vel similitudinem umbratilem, id est, similitudinem deficientem et transeuntem, sicut intelligi potest ex his locis Scripturae in quibus ea vox ponitur: qualis est ille Psal. 33. Verumtamen in imagine pertransit homo, id est, cito transit ad modum umbrae brevi vanescentis; et ille locus Ps. 101. Dies mei sicut umbra declinaverunt, et ego sicut foenum arui; et ille Psal. 106. Sicut umbra cum declinat ablatus sum.
In Hebrew, word for word, it is thus: Let us make man into our image, according to our likeness. And those who sagaciously investigate and subtly weigh the proper notions and significations of the Hebrew words have noted on this passage that, for those two Latin words To our image and likeness, there are read in Hebrew two other words, צלם Selem and דמות Demuth. Now צלם Selem signifies properly a shadow, or a shadowy likeness, that is, a failing and passing likeness, as may be understood from those places of Scripture in which that word is set: such as that of Psalm 33 [38:7]: Surely man passeth as an image, that is, he quickly passes after the manner of a shadow soon vanishing; and that place, Ps. 101 [102:12]: My days have declined like a shadow, and I am withered like grass; and that of Psalm 106 [109:23]: I am taken away like the shadow when it declineth.2



Altera verò illa vox דמות Demuth, licèt incertae videatur significationis (quamobrem varias ei notiones Hebraei assignant), affirmantes radicem eius esse דמה Damah, quod significare dicunt assimilare, succidere, deficere, expectare, recogitare, et silere: propriè tamen videtur significare assimilare. Et quia similitudo citò transit, significat etiam transire seu deficere. Voluit ergo Deus his verbis significare hominem factum esse similem Deo, quanta maxima similitudo esse potest inter opificem et tale opus. Sed quia Deus infinitae perfectionis est, propterea necesse fuit similitudinem Dei quae est in homine, infinitis partibus imperfectiorem esse pulchritudine et praestantia divini archetypi: quemadmodum umbra est quidem similitudo et imago corporis cuius umbra est, sed obscura tamen et imperfecta.
But that other word דמות Demuth, although it seems of uncertain signification (for which reason the Hebrews assign various notions to it), affirming its root to be דמה Damah, which they say means to liken, to cut down, to fail, to wait, to reflect, and to be silent: yet properly it seems to signify 'to liken.' And because a likeness quickly passes, it also signifies to pass away or to fail. By these words, therefore, God willed to signify that man was made like to God—as great a likeness as can be between a workman and such a work. But because God is of infinite perfection, it was therefore necessary that the likeness of God which is in man should be in infinitely many respects more imperfect than the beauty and excellence of the divine archetype: just as a shadow is indeed a likeness and image of the body whose shadow it is, but obscure nonetheless and imperfect.3



ILLUD autem Ad imaginem et similitudinem nostram, dupliciter intelligi potest: vel de imagine quae sit in Deo, ita ut Dei natura fuerit tantùm exemplar ad cuius similitudinem homo sit conditus, ut sit haec sententia, Faciamus hominem talem quales nos sumus; vel ut intelligatur de imagine creata quae est in homine, ut sit hic verborum Dei intellectus, Faciamus hominem adeo similem nostri, ut sit ipse velut nostra imago et effigies, nostram naturam, vim, sapientiam, providentiam in corpore mortali et in terris repraesentans. Multis enim modis, ut docet Augustinus in libro octogintatrium quaestionum, q. 51. dici res possunt similes Deo: aliae enim res et virtutis et sapientiae participes sunt, aliae duntaxat vitae, aliae tantùm existentiae. Quae igitur tantùmmodo sunt, nec vivunt aut sapiunt, non perfectè, sed exiguè sunt ad similitudinem Dei, quia et ipsa bona sunt in nomine suo, cùm sit ipse super omnia bonus à quo omnia bona procedunt; quaecumque autem vivunt et non sapiunt, paulo amplius participant similitudinem Dei; quae verò sapiunt, ita Deo similitudine proxima sunt, ut in creaturis nihil sit propinquius. Quare cùm homo possit particeps esse sapientiae secundum se ipsum, ita est ad imaginem Dei, ut nulla natura interposita formetur, et ideo nihil sit Deo coniunctius. Et sapit enim, et vivit, et est, qua creatura nihil est meliùs. Sic Augustinus.
Now that phrase, To our image and likeness, can be understood in two ways: either of the image which is in God, so that God's nature was only the exemplar to whose likeness man was created (so that the sense is, Let us make man such as we are); or so that it be understood of the created image which is in man (so that this be the meaning of God's words: Let us make man so like to us that he himself be, as it were, our image and effigy, representing in a mortal body and on earth our nature, power, wisdom, and providence). For in many ways, as Augustine teaches in the book of Eighty-Three Questions, q. 51, things can be called like to God: for some things partake both of virtue and of wisdom, others only of life, others only of existence. Those, then, which merely are, and neither live nor are wise, are like to God not perfectly but slightly, because even they are good in their own measure, since he is good above all things, from whom all good things proceed; but whatever things live and are not wise partake a little more of the likeness of God; while those which are wise are so next to God in likeness that among creatures nothing is nearer. Wherefore, since man can be a partaker of wisdom in his own self, he is so to the image of God that he is formed with no nature interposed, and therefore nothing is more closely joined to God. For he both is wise, and lives, and is—and than this creature nothing is better. Thus Augustine.4



QUID porrò discriminis esse inter imaginem et similitudinem hoc loco intelligi debeat, deinceps tractandum est. Etenim Basilius in homil. 10. in Genesim eas voces diversae putat esse significationis: dicere enim verbum aliquod esse in Scriptura ociosum et supervacaneum, blasphemiam esse censet. Sanctus Augustinus in libro quaestionum super Deuteron. quaestione 4. tractans illa verba Domini, Ne forte decepti faciatis vobis similitudinem aut sculptam imaginem, de differentia quae est inter imaginem et similitudinem hoc modo scribit:
What difference, moreover, must be understood in this place between image and likeness, is to be treated next. For Basil, in his 10th homily on Genesis, thinks those words to be of different signification: for to say that any word in Scripture is idle and superfluous he judges to be blasphemy. St. Augustine, in the book of Questions on Deuteronomy, question 4, treating those words of the Lord, Lest perhaps, being deceived, you make to yourselves a likeness or graven image, writes thus concerning the difference that there is between image and likeness:5



Quid intersit inter similitudinem et imaginem quaeri solet: sed hic non video quid interesse voluerit, nisi aut duobus istis vocabulis unam rem significaverit, aut similitudinem dixerit, si (verbi gratia) fiat statua vel simulachrum habens speciem humanam, non tamen alicuius hominis, exprimantur linea-
What the difference is between likeness and image is wont to be inquired: but here I do not see what difference he meant, unless either by those two words he signified one thing, or he called it a 'likeness' if (for example) there be made a statue or image having a human form, yet not that of any particular man—provided its fea-6



[linea]menta, sicut pictores vel statuarij faciunt intuentes eos quos pingunt vel fingunt: hanc enim imaginem dici nemo dubitaverit. Secundùm quam distinctionem, omnis imago etiam similitudo est, non omnis similitudo etiam imago est. Unde si gemini inter se similes sint, similitudo dici potest alterius cuiuslibet in altero, non imago. Si autem patris filius similis sit, etiam imago rectè dicitur, ut sit pater prototypus unde illa imago expressa videatur: quarum aliae sunt eiusdem substantiae sicut filius, aliae non eiusdem sicut pictura. Unde illud quod in Genesi capite primo scriptum est, Fecit Deus hominem ad imaginem Dei, manifestum est ita dictum ut non eiusdem substantiae sit imago quae facta est: si enim eiusdem substantiae esset, non facta sed genita diceretur. Sed quod non addidit et similitudinem, cùm superius dictum esset, Faciamus hominem ad imaginem et similitudinem nostram, quibusdam visum est similitudinem aliquid amplius esse quàm imaginem, quod homini reformando per Christi gratiam posteà servaretur. Miror autem si non propterea posteà imaginem solam voluit commemorare, quia ubi imago, continuò et similitudo est. Unde hic Moyses similitudinem et imaginem fieri votat, secundum eam fortasse rationem quam diximus. Haec Augustinus.
[its fea]tures be expressed, as painters or sculptors do, looking at those whom they paint or fashion: for that this is called an image, no one will doubt. According to which distinction, every image is also a likeness, but not every likeness is also an image. Hence if twins be like one another, the likeness of either may be said to be in the other, but not the image. But if a son be like his father, it is also rightly called an image, the father being the prototype from which that image is seen to be expressed: of which images some are of the same substance, as a son, others not of the same, as a painting. Hence that which is written in Genesis chapter one, God made man to the image of God, it is plain was so said that the image which was made is not of the same substance: for if it were of the same substance, it would be said not to be made but to be begotten. But as to his not having added 'and the likeness,' although above it had been said, Let us make man to our image and likeness, it has seemed to some that the likeness is something more than the image, which was to be preserved afterward for man, to be reformed through the grace of Christ. But I wonder whether he did not for this reason afterward will to mention the image alone, because where there is image, there is straightway likeness also. Hence here Moses vows [pronounces] that likeness and image are made, perhaps according to that reason which we have stated. Thus Augustine.7



MULTORUM est atque gravium auctorum sententia, hominem factum esse ad imaginem Dei secundum dona naturalia (mentem dico, voluntatem, memoriam, ac liberum arbitrium), et hanc esse imaginem Dei naturalem communiter in cunctis hominibus expressam, qua bestiis praecellimus, et quae nullo peccato deleri ac perdi potest: non enim haec pendet ex nobis, sed ex Deo tota pendet. Similitudinem autem Dei, ad quam factus dicitur homo, spectari putant in donis gratuitis et supernaturalibus, uti sunt iustitia, sanctitas, innocentia: et haec imago non solùm ex Deo pendet, sed nostrum quóque studium, conatum et culturam exigit; hac boni viri differunt ac praestant improbis; haec peccando infuscatur ac deletur. Et hanc quidem similitudinis et imaginis distinctionem Origenes libro tertio Periarchon cap. 6., Basilius homilia 10. in Genesim super hoc loco, Ambrosius libro 6. Hexameron cap. 7. et 8., Nyssenus in homilia de Creatione hominis, Eucherius libro 1. Commentariorum in Genesim super hoc loco, Victorinus (S. Hieronymi in Rhetoricis praeceptor) in Disputatione quam scripsit adversus Arrium, Theodoretus in quaestionibus in Genesim quaestione 20., Rupertus lib. 2. de Trinitate et operibus eius capite 3. et 5., B. Thomas prima parte quaest. 93., Magister sententiarum in 2. distinctione 16. et ibidem Scholastici, denique complures alij tam veterum quàm recentiorum tradiderunt.
It is the opinion of many and weighty authors that man was made to the image of God in respect of the natural gifts (I mean the mind, the will, the memory, and free will), and that this is the natural image of God, expressed commonly in all men, by which we excel the beasts, and which can be destroyed and lost by no sin: for this depends not on us, but wholly on God. But the likeness of God, to which man is said to have been made, they think is to be regarded in the gratuitous and supernatural gifts, such as are justice, sanctity, innocence: and this image depends not on God alone, but also requires our own study, effort, and cultivation; by this good men differ from and excel the wicked; this by sinning is darkened and destroyed. And this distinction of likeness and image was handed down by Origen in the third book of the Peri Archon, ch. 6; Basil in the 10th homily on Genesis on this passage; Ambrose in book 6 of the Hexameron, ch. 7 and 8; Gregory of Nyssa in the homily On the Creation of Man; Eucherius in book 1 of the Commentaries on Genesis on this passage; Victorinus (St. Jerome's teacher in Rhetoric) in the Disputation he wrote against Arius; Theodoret in the questions on Genesis, question 20; Rupert in book 2 of On the Trinity and its Works, ch. 3 and 5; the Blessed Thomas in the first part, q. 93; the Master of the Sentences in the second book, distinction 16, and the Scholastics on the same place; and, finally, very many others, as well of the ancients as of the more recent.8



VERUM hanc distinctionem non esse satis firmam, nec divinae Scripturae admodum consentaneam, probari potest tribus argumentis. Etenim, ut hoc loco dicitur homo factus ad imaginem et similitudinem Dei, similiter infrà capite quinto legitur Adam genuisse filium Seth ad imaginem et similitudinem suam: ubi cùm duae illae voces imago et similitudo ponantur, inter eas tamen distinctio à prae-
But that this distinction is not firm enough, nor very consonant with divine Scripture, can be proved by three arguments. For, just as in this place man is said to be made to the image and likeness of God, so likewise below, in chapter five, it is read that Adam begat his son Seth to his own image and likeness: where, although those two words 'image' and 'likeness' are set down, yet between them a distinction from the afore-9



[à prae]dictis auctoribus tradita locum non habet. Deinde, vocabulum imaginis non semel usurpat Paulus pro similitudine, quae in donis gratuitis et supernaturalibus maximè consistit. Siquidem in prioris Epistolae ad Corinthios capite decimoquinto, Sicut portavimus, inquit, imaginem terreni, portemus et imaginem caelestis; et ad Coloss. 3. Expoliantes vos veterem hominem cum actibus suis, et induentes novum, eum qui renovatur in agnitionem Dei secundùm imaginem eius qui creavit illum. Ad extremum, idem animadvertere et existimare licet ex modo loquendi quo utitur Scriptura diversis locis cùm significare vult hominem esse similem Dei: utitur enim variis modis loquendi, omnibus tamen planè idem significantibus. Aliquando enim ponit utrumque nomen imaginis et similitudinis, et in eodem casu, ut hic, Faciamus hominem ad imaginem et similitudinem nostram. Aliquando ponit utrumque nomen, sed in diverso casu, ut in capite 2. libri Sapientiae: Creavit Deus hominem inexterminabilem; ad imaginem similitudinis suae fecit illum. Interdum autem omittitur nomen similitudinis, posita tantùm voce imaginis: sic infrà legitur capite 9. Ad imaginem quippe Dei factus est homo; et in libro Ecclesiastici cap. 17. Deus creavit de terra hominem, et secundùm imaginem suam fecit illum. Manifestum igitur est ex his quae diximus, harum vocum imaginis et similitudinis eandem esse vim et significationem, easque hoc loco ad idem significantiùs, expressiùs, et illustriùs declarandum esse positas.
[handed down by the afore]said authors has no place. Next, Paul more than once uses the word 'image' for 'likeness,' which consists chiefly in the gratuitous and supernatural gifts. For in chapter fifteen of the first Epistle to the Corinthians he says, As we have borne the image of the earthly, let us bear also the image of the heavenly; and to the Colossians 3: Stripping yourselves of the old man with his deeds, and putting on the new, him who is renewed unto the knowledge of God according to the image of him that created him. Finally, the same may be observed and judged from the manner of speaking which Scripture uses in various places when it wishes to signify that man is like God: for it uses various modes of speech, all of them, however, signifying plainly the same thing. For sometimes it sets down both words, 'image' and 'likeness,' and in the same case, as here, Let us make man to our image and likeness. Sometimes it sets down both words, but in a different case, as in chapter 2 of the book of Wisdom: God created man incorruptible; to the image of his own likeness he made him. And sometimes the word 'likeness' is omitted, only the word 'image' being set down: so below, in chapter 9, it is read, For to the image of God was man made; and in the book of Ecclesiasticus, ch. 17, God created man of the earth, and made him according to his own image. It is plain, therefore, from what we have said, that these words 'image' and 'likeness' have the same force and signification, and that they are placed here to declare one and the same thing more significantly, more expressly, and more illustriously.10



VERUM enimvero, non committam ut tacita praeteream hoc loco quae disputat Rupertus de harum vocum imaginis et similitudinis diversis notionibus: sunt enim nova, mira, nec lectori studioso atque curioso cognitu indigna, licèt usquequaque vera aut etiam verisimilia. Rupertus igitur lib. 2. de Trin. cap. 2. disputat quid intersit inter imaginem et similitudinem, et cur vox imaginis praeposita sit voci similitudinis: censet enim vocabulo imaginis designari Filium Dei, voce autem similitudinis Spiritum sanctum. Sic autem scribit:
But truly, I will not allow myself to pass over in silence here what Rupert disputes concerning the diverse notions of these words 'image' and 'likeness': for they are novel and wonderful, and not unworthy of being known by the studious and curious reader, although not in every respect true or even probable. Rupert, then, in book 2 of On the Trinity, ch. 2, discusses what difference there is between image and likeness, and why the word 'image' is set before the word 'likeness': for he holds that by the word 'image' is designated the Son of God, and by the word 'likeness' the Holy Spirit. And thus he writes:11



Imago et similitudo hoc differunt, quod imago unius imago est, similitudo autem nunquam minus quàm duorum similitudo est. Est autem imago Dei, Filius eiusdem Dei Patris, sicut de illo Apostolus, Qui est, inquit, imago Dei invisibilis. Imago, inquam, Dei invisibilis est Filius aequè invisibilis. Multis tamen modis imago dicitur: est enim imago hominis vel equi, pictura in pariete, vel sculptura in ligno vel lapide; videtur in puteo imago solis vel lunae: non sic imago Dei dicitur Filius, sed ita ut (sicut in alio loco dicit Apostolus) figura substantiae eius: quia videlicet, sicut substantia quaelibet ex conspecta figura sua cognoscitur, sic Deus Pater per verbum suum quod est Filius cognoscitur. Dicitur tamen et imago hominis proprietas substantiae eius: quo sensu illud de primo homine dictum necessario intelligitur, Vixit autem Adam centum triginta annis, genuitque filium ad imaginem et similitudinem suam, et vocavit nomen eius Seth. Est ergo Filius imago Patris, sanctus autem Spiritus similitudo Patris et Filij: communis enim bonitas sive caritas est Patris et Filij. Ergo non rectè dici putes potuisse, Fa-
Image and likeness differ in this, that an image is the image of one, but a likeness is never the likeness of fewer than two. Now the image of God is the Son of the same God the Father, as the Apostle says of him, Who is the image of the invisible God. The image, I say, of the invisible God is the Son, equally invisible. Yet 'image' is said in many ways: for there is the image of a man or a horse, a painting on a wall, or a carving in wood or stone; the image of the sun or moon is seen in a well: not in this way is the Son called the image of God, but in such wise that (as the Apostle says in another place) he is the figure of his substance—because, namely, just as any substance is known from the appearance of its figure, so God the Father is known through his Word, which is the Son. Yet the image of a man is also called a property of his substance: in which sense that saying about the first man is necessarily understood, And Adam lived a hundred and thirty years, and begat a son to his own image and likeness, and called his name Seth. The Son, then, is the image of the Father, and the Holy Spirit the likeness of the Father and the Son: for the common goodness or charity is of the Father and the Son. Therefore you would not think it could rightly be said, Let us ma[ke]—12



[Fa]ciamus hominem ad imaginem et similitudinem nostram: quia profecto Filius, sicut non Patris simul et Spiritus sancti, sed solius Patris Filius est, sic non Patris et eiusdem Spiritus sancti, sed solius Patris imago est. E contrario rectissimè dictum est, Ad imaginem et similitudinem nostram: quia videlicet Spiritus sanctus, sicut Patris et Filij communis bonitas vel dilectio, sic eorundem communis similitudo est.
Let us make man to our image and likeness: because assuredly the Son, just as he is not the Son of the Father together with the Holy Spirit, but the Son of the Father alone, so he is not the image of the Father and of the same Holy Spirit, but the image of the Father alone. On the contrary, it was most rightly said, To our image and likeness: because, namely, the Holy Spirit, just as he is the common goodness or love of the Father and the Son, so he is the common likeness of the same.13



POST haec declarans Rupertus quo modo imago Dei in homine ad dona Dei naturalia, similitudo verò ad dona gratuita pertineat, capite sequenti subiungit:
After this, Rupert, explaining how the image of God in man pertains to the natural gifts of God, but the likeness to the gratuitous gifts, adds in the following chapter:14



Quid tandem est, Faciamus hominem ad imaginem et similitudinem nostram, nisi Faciamus hominem qui trinae operationis nostrae in semetipso habeat evidentiam? Nam aspice hominem quempiam benè constitutum, verbi gratia, qualis est is ipse qui scripsit haec, immò quales erunt electi omnes à quibus beata Trinitas in gloria sua videnda est: utique vivunt, quod commune illis est cum iumentis; et discernunt, quod commune illis est cum hominibus reprobis vel etiam malignis spiritibus; et sancti vel iusti sunt, quod proprium est filiorum Dei. Ergo quod ait, Faciamus hominem ad imaginem et similitudinem nostram, hoc dicere est, Faciamus hominem viventem, rationalem, Deo similem. Paulò antè de brutis animantibus loquens, Producat terra animam viventem in genere suo: eiusmodi animam duplici honore praecellit hominis conditio, dum dicitur, Ad imaginem et similitudinem nostram. Ad imaginem videlicet, ut sit rationalis; ad similitudinem nostram, ut rectus sit sectando iustitiam Dei. Horum altero, scilicet rationalitate, carere non potest; alterum, id est divinae rectitudinis vel iustitiae similitudinem, nisi per gratiam assequi non potest. Sed ea qua carere non potest homo facultas rationabilitatis, instrumentum est, sive oculus quidam, ad quaerendam similitudinem Dei. Est ergo inexcusabilis cùm ad similitudinem Dei non pervenerit, quia videlicet bono instrumento, ad hoc propter quod sibi datum est, uti noluit. Verùm cùm primùm fecit Deus hominem, non solùm rationalem, sed et similitudinis suae fecit honore pollentem. Deus enim, inquit Scriptura, fecit hominem rectum, ipse verò implicuit se multis quaestionibus. Nunc autem seductus perdidit quidem honorem similitudinis Dei, sed facultas rationis in eo remansit, per quam revocantem audire, et ad restaurationem sui ducem ac praeceptorem valeat sequi.
What, in fine, is, Let us make man to our image and likeness, but, Let us make man who shall have in himself the evidence of our threefold operation? For look at some well-constituted man—for example, such as is the very one who wrote these things, nay, such as will be all the elect, by whom the blessed Trinity is to be beheld in its glory: they assuredly live, which is common to them with the beasts; and they discern, which is common to them with reprobate men or even with malignant spirits; and they are holy or just, which is proper to the sons of God. Therefore what he says, Let us make man to our image and likeness, is to say, Let us make a man living, rational, like to God. A little before, speaking of the brute animals, Let the earth bring forth the living soul in its kind: above a soul of that sort the condition of man excels in a twofold honor, when it is said, To our image and likeness. To the image, namely, that he be rational; to our likeness, that he be upright by following the justice of God. Of these he cannot lack the one, namely rationality; the other—that is, the likeness of divine rectitude or justice—he cannot attain except through grace. But that faculty of rationality which man cannot lack is an instrument, or a kind of eye, for seeking the likeness of God. He is therefore inexcusable when he has not attained to the likeness of God, because, namely, he was unwilling to use the good instrument for that for which it was given him. But when God first made man, he made him not only rational, but also flourishing in the honor of his likeness. For God, says Scripture, made man upright, but he himself entangled himself in many questions. Now, however, being seduced, he has lost the honor of the likeness of God, but the faculty of reason remained in him, by which he may be able to hear him who calls him back, and to follow him as leader and teacher unto his own restoration.15



Denique Rupertus, quaerens cur vox imaginis praeposita sit voci similitudinis, sic respondet subsequenti capite:
Finally, Rupert, inquiring why the word 'image' is set before the word 'likeness,' answers thus in the next chapter:16



Igitur rationalem et sanctitatis suae participem Deus hanc esse volens creaturam, Faciamus, inquit, hominem ad imaginem et similitudinem nostram. Non dixit Scriptura, quia dixit Deus, Fiat homo ad imaginem et similitudinem nostram, et factus est homo, sicut dixit, Fiat lux, et facta est lux. Quare? videlicet, quia non repentè, sed operosè agendum erat, ut consummatus homo staret ad Creatoris sui imaginem et similitudinem. Angelica namque creatura semel facta, iam nec in illis qui ceciderunt in antiquum restituetur. At verò homo, post primam sui facturam casurus et miserantis recreatione erat innovandus: idcircò tres personae quasi mutuò se cohortantur, dicendo, Faciamus.
God, therefore, willing this creature to be rational and a partaker of his sanctity, says, Let us make man to our image and likeness. Scripture did not say (as it said, God said, Let there be light, and light was made), God said, Let man be made to our image and likeness, and man was made. Why? Because, namely, it was to be done not suddenly but laboriously, so that the completed man should stand to the image and likeness of his Creator. For the Angelic creature, once made, is now—at least in those who fell—not restored to its former estate. But man, who was to fall after his first making and to be renewed by the re-creation of the merciful one: for this reason the three Persons, as it were, mutually exhort one another, saying, Let us make.17



SCIENDUM tamen quòd et illa pauciora verba quibus dictum est, Fiat lux, et facta est lux, et haec plura, Faciamus hominem ad imaginem et similitudinem nostram, parem Angelorum et hominum electorum dignitatem vel gloriam significant. Nam et electus Angelus, quia lux est, ad imaginem et similitudinem Dei factus et perfectus est; et homo, quia ad imaginem et similitudinem Dei factus et refectus est, lux est. Et quia uterque rationalis est, ad imaginem Dei factus est; et quia bene constitutus ac Deo subditus est, ad similitudinem Dei factus est. Proinde sicut ille lux vel Angelus lucis, sic et iste lux dicitur et filius lucis. Nihilominus, sicut quod dictum est, Fiat lux, solos electos Angelos Creatori curae esse innuit, et Angelos tenebrarum excludit (quanquam et ipsos creaverit), sic et ista dictio, Faciamus hominem ad similitudinem nostram, solos eos amplectitur quos praedestinavit ad vitam, nec illos admittit qui superfluè de vitiata postmodum radice super numerum nascituri erant. Itaque si quaeratur cur intulerit Scriptura Deum sic dicentem, Fiat lux, dum dicere posset, Fiant Angeli vel Fiant spiritus: interrogemus cur hoc totum dixerit idem Deus, Faciamus hominem ad imaginem et similitudinem nostram, cùm dicere posset solummodo, Faciamus hominem, et intellectui communi sufficere posset ad indicandum quod eam qua nos sumus substantiam significaret. Paria namque sunt, ut utrinque rectè respondeas, quod ad os Domini non pertinuerit mandare de illis quos ipse nescit. Nullo autem nomine solos qui ad se pertineant melius exprimere debuit Angelos vel spiritus quàm nomine lucis: nulla nihilominus definitione illos homines quos praeordinasset ad vitam aeternam melius designasset quàm ista, Faciamus hominem ad imaginem et similitudinem nostram. Igitur hic et ille, suos Angelos suosque homines, congruis Deus vocibus in Scriptura sua, per hunc interpretem suum, expressit, et ab aliis qui ad se non pertinent sufficienti sermonis parcitate distinxit. Hucusque sunt verba Ruperti.
Yet it must be known that both those fewer words by which it was said, Let there be light, and light was made, and these more numerous ones, Let us make man to our image and likeness, signify an equal dignity or glory of the Angels and of the elect among men. For the elect Angel too, because he is light, was made and perfected to the image and likeness of God; and man, because he was made and remade to the image and likeness of God, is light. And because each is rational, he was made to the image of God; and because he is well-constituted and subject to God, he was made to the likeness of God. Accordingly, just as the former is called light, or an Angel of light, so this latter too is called light and a son of light. Nevertheless, just as that which was said, Let there be light, intimates that only the elect Angels are the Creator's care, and excludes the Angels of darkness (although he created these also), so too that saying, Let us make man to our likeness, embraces only those whom he predestined to life, and does not admit those who, beyond the number, were afterward to be born of the now-corrupted root. And so, if it be asked why Scripture brought in God saying thus, Let there be light, when he might have said, Let Angels be made, or Let spirits be made: let us ask why the same God said this whole thing, Let us make man to our image and likeness, when he might have said only, Let us make man, and it could have sufficed for the common understanding to indicate that he signified that substance which we are. For they are equal cases, so that you may rightly answer on both sides, that it did not pertain to the mouth of the Lord to give command concerning those whom he himself does not know. And by no name could he better have expressed only those who belong to him—the Angels or spirits—than by the name of light; nor, nonetheless, by any definition could he better have designated those men whom he had foreordained to eternal life than by this, Let us make man to our image and likeness. Therefore in each case, his own Angels and his own men, God expressed by fitting words in his Scripture, through this his interpreter, and distinguished them from others who do not belong to him by a sufficient sparingness of speech. Thus far are the words of Rupert.18



VERUM, ut haec à Ruperto acutè cogitata, et doctè ac piè scripta esse non inficior, sic existimo parum esse proposito ac sententiae verborum Mosis, et modo loquendi quo uti solet Scriptura ubicunque docet hominem creatum esse ad imaginem Dei, consentanea: id quod facilè intelliget atque credet qui secum reputaverit ea quae nos paulò suprà de imaginis et similitudinis differentia disputavimus. Illud praeterea contra Rupertum facit, quod postquam Moses dixit hominem esse factum ad imaginem et similitudinem Dei, continuò subdit, Et praesit piscibus maris et volatilibus caeli: haud dubiè significans eo ipso, quòd homo factus est ad imaginem et similitudinem Dei, habere eum ut praesit et dominetur cunctis animantibus. Non habet autem homo dominatum et imperium in animalia propter similitudinem quam habet cum Deo secundùm gratiam et virtutes caelestes, sed propter excellentiam rationis, consilij, solertiae, prudentiae, atque industriae, quibus rebus id consequuntur homines, ut cunctas animantes, etiam immanes atque feroces, obsequio et servitio suo subiiciant.
But, although I do not deny that these things were acutely thought out by Rupert, and learnedly and piously written, yet I judge them to be little consonant with the purpose and meaning of the words of Moses, and with the manner of speaking which Scripture is wont to use wherever it teaches that man was created to the image of God: which anyone will easily understand and believe who considers with himself what we disputed a little above concerning the difference of image and likeness. This, moreover, tells against Rupert: that after Moses had said that man was made to the image and likeness of God, he immediately adds, And let him rule over the fishes of the sea and the fowls of the air—doubtless signifying by this very thing, that, because man was made to the image and likeness of God, he has it to rule and have dominion over all living things. But man does not have dominion and command over the animals because of the likeness which he has with God in respect of grace and the heavenly virtues, but because of the excellence of his reason, counsel, skill, prudence, and industry, by which things men attain this, that they subject all living things—even huge and ferocious ones—to their obedience and service.19



Denique hanc potestatem et dominationem hominis in animalia non ex praestantia virtutum, sed ex dignitate naturae rationalis homini accidere, ipsemet Rupertus ultro fatetur in 5. cap. eius libri quem nominavimus, ita scribens super illis verbis, Et praesit piscibus maris et volatilibus caeli, etc.:
Finally, that this power and dominion of man over the animals comes to man not from the excellence of the virtues, but from the dignity of his rational nature, Rupert himself freely admits in chapter 5 of that book which we have named, writing thus upon those words, And let him rule over the fishes of the sea and the fowls of the air, etc.:20



Haec divinae dictionis pars latius patet quàm illa quae praedicta est, Faciamus hominem ad imaginem et similitudinem nostram. Omnem enim hominem haec complectitur. Unde enim animalibus homo praeest, nisi ex eo quod rationalis est, illa autem irrationalia sunt? Non enim quomodocumque illis praeest, ut tantummodo dignior illis sit, sed ita etiam ut omnium illorum naturas domare possit. Ergo ad hoc ut illis praesit homo, rationalem esse illum satis est. Itaque quod dictum est, Praesit volatilibus caeli, etc., latius patet quàm illud, Faciamus hominem ad imaginem et similitudinem nostram: quia videlicet iumentis omnes homines praesunt, ad imaginem autem simul et similitudinem Dei soli electi facti, immò et perfecti sunt. Praesint igitur natura homines iumentis: ipsis autem hominibus gratia praesint homines Dei. Sic Rupertus.
This part of the divine utterance extends more widely than that which was foretold, Let us make man to our image and likeness. For this embraces every man. For whence is man set over the animals, except from this, that he is rational, but they are irrational? For he is not set over them in any chance way, merely so as to be worthier than they, but so also that he can tame the natures of them all. Therefore, for man to be set over them, it is enough that he be rational. And so that which was said, Let him rule over the fowls of the air, etc., extends more widely than that, Let us make man to our image and likeness: because, namely, all men are set over the cattle, but to the image and at the same time the likeness of God only the elect are made, nay, perfected. Let men, then, by nature be set over the cattle; but over men themselves let the men of God by grace be set. Thus Rupert.21



SUB HAEC autem idem auctor in capite sexto, quod proximè sequitur, hanc quaestionem ponit: cur Moses, cùm retulisset dixisse Deum, Faciamus hominem ad imaginem et similitudinem nostram, proximè subiungit hominem esse factum ad imaginem Dei, illud Ad similitudinem tacitus praeteriens (neque enim id ab eo vel casu vel oblivione in praeteritis relictum esse fas est existimare). Ad hanc igitur quaestionem breviter ipse respondet:
After this, the same author, in chapter six, which next follows, raises this question: why Moses, when he had related that God said, Let us make man to our image and likeness, immediately subjoins that man was made to the image of God, silently passing over that 'To the likeness' (for it is not lawful to think that this was left out by him in what precedes, either by chance or by forgetfulness). To this question, then, he himself briefly responds:22



Scienter, inquit, Moses quid Deus intendisset in verbis eius expressit, et quia accidisset ipse in suo sermone prudenter observavit. Cùm enim diceret Deus, Faciamus hominem, ipse utique illum ad imaginem et similitudinem suam facere intenderat. Cùm autem hoc Moses scriberet, homo per peccatum similitudinem Dei amiserat. Et quidem noverat ille quod illud Dei propositum nullus evertere posset: verumtamen certa non tunc persona consurrexerat, in qua, absque ulla contradictione recuperata, monstraretur illa divinae similitudinis gloria quae in primi hominis persona deperierat. Erant sancti et iusti, quorum ex praecipuis erat ipse Moses, sed non nisi ex fide et spe venturi hominis, qui sic ad imaginem Dei et similitudinem fieret nascendo de Virgine, ut in filiis Adae perditam Dei similitudinem refunderet, sibique consimiles suosque filios efficeret, abolita vetere, reddita nova origine. Proinde ergo cùm scripsisset dixisse Deum, Faciamus hominem ad imaginem et similitudinem nostram, hoc solummodo subscripsit, Creavit Deus hominem ad imaginem suam, ut subaudias, recreaturus aliquando ad similitudinem suam: nam illum quodammodo nondum fecerat ad imaginem et similitudinem, sed tantùm ad imaginem suam, qui evanuerat et perdiderat divinae similitudinis gloriam. Haec Rupertus.
Knowingly, he says, Moses expressed in his words what God had intended, and what had happened he prudently observed in his own discourse. For when God said, Let us make man, he had indeed intended to make him to his own image and likeness. But when Moses was writing this, man had through sin lost the likeness of God. And he knew indeed that no one could overthrow that purpose of God: yet there had not then arisen a definite person in whom, that glory of the divine likeness which had perished in the person of the first man might be shown to be recovered without any contradiction. There were saints and just men—among the chief of whom was Moses himself—but only by the faith and hope of the man to come, who should so be made to the image and likeness of God, being born of a Virgin, that he might restore in the sons of Adam the lost likeness of God, and make his sons like to himself, the old origin abolished and a new one given. Accordingly, therefore, when he had written that God said, Let us make man to our image and likeness, he subscribed only this, God created man to his own image—that you may understand, as one who would one day re-create him to his own likeness: for he had in a manner not yet made to the image and likeness, but only to his own image, the man who had vanished and lost the glory of the divine likeness. Thus Rupert.23



RUPERTI sententiam, vel certè simillimam eius, refellit Augustinus in libro de Genesi ad litteram imperfecto, extremis eius libri verbis, hunc in modum scribens: Nonnulli putant ideo non repetitam à Mose similitudinem, neque dictum, Et fecit Deus hominem ad imagi-
Rupert's opinion, or certainly one very like it, Augustine refutes in the unfinished book On Genesis according to the Letter, in the closing words of that book, writing in this manner: Some think that for this reason the 'likeness' was not repeated by Moses, nor was it said, And God made man to the ima[ge]—24



[ad] imaginem et similitudinem Dei, sed tantùm ad imaginem Dei: quia verò tunc homo tantummodo ad imaginem Dei sit factus. Similitudo autem illi posteà servabatur, in resurrectione mortuorum donanda. Quasi verò possit esse imago aliqua in qua similitudo non sit. Si enim omnino similis non est, proculdubio nec imago est. Verumtamen, ne sola ratione id agere videamur, et auctoritas Iacobi Apostoli adhibenda est, qui cùm de lingua hominis loqueretur, ait, In ipsa benedicimus Deum, et in ipsa maledicimus homines qui ad similitudinem Dei facti sunt. Sic Augustinus.
[to] the image and likeness of God, but only to the image of God: because, namely, man was then made only to the image of God. But the likeness was being reserved for him afterward, to be bestowed in the resurrection of the dead. As though, forsooth, there could be any image in which there is no likeness. For if a thing is not at all like, undoubtedly it is not an image either. Nevertheless, lest we seem to do this by reason alone, the authority of the Apostle James must also be brought in, who, when he was speaking of the tongue of man, says, With it we bless God, and with it we curse men, who are made to the likeness of God. Thus Augustine.25



AT Beatus Basilius, homilia decima in Genesim, propterea putat omissum secundo loco nomen similitudinis, quòd haec ad virtutes et morum sanctimoniam pertineat, quae non solo Dei munere nobis donatur, sed nostro etiam studio, labore ac diligentia comparari debet. Verba Basilij sic se habent:
But the blessed Basil, in the tenth homily on Genesis, thinks that the word 'likeness' was omitted in the second place for this reason: that it pertains to the virtues and to holiness of conduct, which is not granted us by God's gift alone, but must also be procured by our own zeal, labor, and diligence. Basil's words are as follows:26



Ab ipsa mox creatione obtinui illud, Ad imaginem; destinato autem ac liberiore animo proposito, ad id provehor, Ad similitudinem. Tua igitur aliqua ex parte est gratia, quare meritò ingredieris coronatus. Totum enim si tibi praerogasset opifex, qua tandem gratia tibi, nihil commeritò, caelestis regni fores reseratae fuissent? Nunc verò quiddam contulit, quiddam reliquit perficiendum, ut id in te ipso, cùm ad perfectionem promoveris, pronunciere nihil indignus, qui mercedem insumptae operae, Deo repignerante, recipias. Quo igitur pacto effingimur ad similitudinem Dei? nimirum per Evangelia. Christianismus quid est? Assimilatio Dei, quatenus eam assequi potest humanae fragilitas naturae. Votine reus es te Christianum fore? ne cunctere Deo fieri similis: Christum indue. Quo nam pacto indues Christum? Baptisma qui non accepit, qui indumento incorruptibili se nondum amicuit, utique is à se excussit et ablegavit Dei similitudinem. Tibi proinde si dixissem, Huc ades, Regi assimilis esto: mene censeres de te praeclarè meritum? Cùm verò ipse percupiam componere te, et effingere ad similitudinem Dei, eam vitabundus adversaris doctrinam quae te possit aemulum reddere divinae virtutis, aurésque mox tuas obsepis, ne salutaris sermo meus aditum inveniat ac penetret. Haec Basilius.
From the very creation I straightway obtained that, To the image; but to that other, To the likeness, I am advanced by a purpose set and freer in mind. In some part, therefore, the grace is your own, wherefore you will deservedly enter crowned. For if the Maker had bestowed the whole on you beforehand, by what grace, then, would the gates of the heavenly kingdom have been unlocked for you, who had earned nothing? But now he has conferred one thing and left another to be perfected, so that in your own self, when you have advanced to perfection, you may be pronounced not unworthy, as one who receives the reward of the work expended, God repaying it. By what means, then, are we fashioned to the likeness of God? Surely through the Gospels. What is Christianity? An assimilation to God, so far as the frailty of human nature can attain to it. Have you vowed and pledged that you will be a Christian? Do not delay to become like to God: put on Christ. And by what means will you put on Christ? He who has not received baptism, who has not yet clothed himself with the incorruptible garment, has surely shaken off and put away from himself the likeness of God. If, then, I had said to you, Come hither, be made like to a king: would you judge that you had deserved gloriously of yourself? But when I myself eagerly desire to compose you and fashion you to the likeness of God, do you, shunning it, set yourself against the teaching that could make you a rival of divine virtue, and at once block up your ears, lest my saving discourse find entrance and penetrate? Thus Basil.27



CAETERUM, illud Ad imaginem et similitudinem nostram quatuor excludit atque reiicit opiniones. Quarum prima fuit Origenis et quorundam aliorum, qui illud, Ad imaginem nostram, propriè referri debere putaverunt ad Filium Dei, quem Paulus ad Colossenses primo vocat imaginem Dei invisibilis, et ad Hebraeos primo figuram substantiae Patris: nomen enim imaginis soli Filio inter divinas personas propriè assignatur à Theologis. Existimant igitur isti hominem esse factum similem Filio Dei, sicut Paulus ad Romanos octavo affirmat electos praedestinasse Deum conformes fieri imaginis Filij sui. Verùm hanc opinionem refellit illa particula, Nostram. Si enim factus esset homo ad similitudinem Filij Dei tantùm, Deus Pater, loquens cum Filio suo, non dixisset, Faciamus hominem ad imaginem nostram, sed ad imaginem tuam. Adiice quod homo non potuit fieri similis Filio Dei nisi secundùm dona naturalia vel super-
Moreover, that phrase To our image and likeness excludes and rejects four opinions. Of which the first was that of Origen and certain others, who thought that the words To our image ought properly to be referred to the Son of God, whom Paul, in the first chapter to the Colossians, calls the image of the invisible God, and in the first to the Hebrews, the figure of the Father's substance: for the name 'image,' among the divine persons, is by the theologians assigned properly to the Son alone. These men, then, judge that man was made like to the Son of God, just as Paul affirms, in the eighth to the Romans, that God predestined the elect to be made conformable to the image of his Son. But this opinion is refuted by that particle, Our. For if man had been made to the likeness of the Son of God alone, God the Father, speaking with his Son, would not have said, Let us make man to our image, but, to thy image. Add that man could not be made like to the Son of God except in respect of the natural or super-28



[super]naturalia: at secundùm utravis aeque similis est toti Trinitati: utraque enim à tota Trinitate aequaliter atque indifferenter efficiuntur et donantur homini. Meritò igitur hanc opinionem refellit Augustinus libro septimo de Trinitate, capite sexto, et in libro imperfecto de Genesi ad litteram, capite decimosexto et ultimo, adversus eam ita disputans:
[super]natural gifts: but in respect of either of these he is equally like to the whole Trinity; for both are wrought and bestowed on man by the whole Trinity equally and indifferently. Deservedly, therefore, Augustine refutes this opinion in the seventh book of On the Trinity, chapter six, and in the unfinished book On Genesis according to the Letter, chapter sixteen and last, disputing against it thus:29



Satis quidem quae superius dicta sunt secundùm id exponunt haec verba Scripturae, in quibus legimus dixisse Deum, Faciamus hominem ad imaginem et similitudinem nostram: ut similitudo Dei, ad quam factus est homo, ipsum Dei Verbum, hoc est unigenitus Filius, accipi possit; non utique ut ipse sit eadem imago et similitudo aequalis Patri. Est tamen et homo imago Dei, sicut apertissimè ostendit Apostolus dicens, Vir quidem non debet velare caput, cùm sit imago et gloria Dei. Sed haec imago, ad imaginem Dei facta, non est aequalis et coaeterna illi cuius imago est, nec esset etiam si nunquam omnino peccasset. Ille autem sensus est potiùs in his divinis verbis eligendus, ut ideo non dictum intelligamus singulariter, sed pluraliter, Faciamus hominem ad imaginem et similitudinem nostram: quia non ad solius Patris, aut solius Filij, aut solius Spiritus sancti, sed ad ipsius Trinitatis imaginem factus est homo; quae Trinitas ita est Trinitas ut unus Deus sit, ita est unus Deus ut Trinitas sit. Non enim ait Filio loquens, Faciamus hominem ad imaginem tuam, aut ad imaginem meam, sed pluraliter ait, Ad imaginem et similitudinem nostram: à qua pluralitate Spiritum sanctum separare quis audeat? Quae pluralitas, quoniam non tres dij, sed unus est Deus, ideo intelligendo est posteà Scripturam singulariter intulisse atque dixisse, Et fecit Deus hominem ad imaginem Dei: ut non sic accipiatur tanquam Deus Pater ad imaginem Dei, hoc est Filij sui; alioquin quomodo verum est quod dictum est, Ad imaginem nostram, si ad Filij solius imaginem factus est homo? Ac per hoc, quia verum est quod ait Deus, Ad imaginem nostram, ita dictum est, Fecit Deus hominem ad imaginem Dei, tanquam diceretur, Ad imaginem suam, quod est ipsa Trinitas. Sic Augustinus.
What was said above sufficiently explains these words of Scripture according to this sense, in which we read that God said, Let us make man to our image and likeness: namely, that the likeness of God, to which man was made, may be taken to be the very Word of God, that is, the only-begotten Son; not, of course, so that man himself is the same image and likeness equal to the Father. Yet man too is an image of God, as the Apostle most clearly shows when he says, A man indeed ought not to veil his head, since he is the image and glory of God. But this image, made to the image of God, is not equal and coeternal with that of which it is the image, nor would it be even if it had never sinned at all. But that sense is rather to be chosen in these divine words, whereby we understand it to have been said not in the singular but in the plural, Let us make man to our image and likeness: because man was made not to the image of the Father alone, nor of the Son alone, nor of the Holy Spirit alone, but to the image of the Trinity itself; which Trinity is so a Trinity that it is one God, and is so one God that it is a Trinity. For he does not say, speaking to the Son, Let us make man to thy image, or to my image, but he says in the plural, To our image and likeness: from which plurality who would dare to separate the Holy Spirit? And since this plurality is not three gods, but one God, therefore it is to be understood that Scripture afterward brought it in and said in the singular, And God made man to the image of God: that it be not so taken as though God the Father made him to the image of God, that is, of his Son; otherwise, how is that true which was said, To our image, if man was made to the image of the Son alone? And through this, because that is true which God says, To our image, it was said thus, God made man to the image of God, as though it were said, To his own image, which is the Trinity itself. Thus Augustine.30



ALTERAM opinionem habet Glossa, quae citatur in Catena Lippomani in Genesim: ex omni aeternitate praedestinatum et constitutum fuisse à Deo ut Verbum aeternum suo tempore naturam humanam assumeret in unitatem personae divinae, et ad imaginem et similitudinem huius naturae humanae à Filio Dei assumendae factum esse primum hominem. Verùm dura nimis est, et coacta et violenta interpretatio. Nusquam enim Scriptura significat hominem esse factum ad imaginem et similitudinem Filij Dei, sed illud potiùs non semel dicit, Filium Dei in similitudinem hominum esse factum. Namque Paulus ad Romanos octavo, Deus, inquit, Filium suum mittens in similitudinem carnis peccati, etc.; et ad Philippenses 2., Formam servi accipiens, in similitudinem hominum factus, et habitu inventus ut homo; et ad Hebr. 2., Quia ergo pueri communicaverunt carni et sanguini, et ipse similiter participavit eisdem. Quid quod illa particula, Ad imaginem nostram, isti opinioni planè ad-
A second opinion is held by the Gloss, which is cited in the Catena of Lippomanus on Genesis: that it was predestined and ordained by God from all eternity that the eternal Word should in his own time assume human nature into the unity of the divine person, and that the first man was made to the image and likeness of this human nature to be assumed by the Son of God. But this is too harsh an interpretation, and forced and violent. For nowhere does Scripture signify that man was made to the image and likeness of the Son of God, but rather it says, more than once, that the Son of God was made into the likeness of men. For Paul, in the eighth to the Romans, says, God sending his own Son in the likeness of sinful flesh, etc.; and to the Philippians 2, Taking the form of a servant, made into the likeness of men, and in habit found as a man; and to the Hebrews 2, Because then the children partook of flesh and blood, he also himself in like manner partook of the same. What of this, that that particle, To our image, is plainly op-31



[ad]versatur? nam cùm sola persona Filij carnem humanam assumptura esset, Deus Pater, loquens cum Filio, non dixisset, Faciamus hominem ad imaginem nostram, sed ad imaginem tuam.
[op]posed to that opinion? For since the person of the Son alone was to assume human flesh, God the Father, speaking with the Son, would not have said, Let us make man to our image, but, to thy image.32



TERTIA fuit opinio Eugubini in Cosmopoeia, et Oleastri super hoc loco, qui existimant Deum, ut crearet hominem et cum eo sermonem et colloquium humano more ac modo miscere posset, induisse formam humanam, et ideo dixisse, Faciamus hominem ad imaginem et similitudinem nostram. Verùm, ut taceam temerariam esse, ineptam absurdámque istius opinionis novitatem (quam crediderim equidem à nullo auctore probato cogitatam, nedum scriptis esse proditam, ut non dicam sententiam esse B. Dionisij Areopagitae Theologorum assensu comprobatam, omnes Dei manifestationes et apparitiones, quas in Scriptura legimus sub aliqua specie sensibili hominibus esse factas, eas proximè et, ut in scholis loquuntur, immediatè per Angelos esse factas, ita ut qui in illis apparebat et loquebatur, Angeli essent, Dei tamen auctoritatem, maiestatem, et verba saepè referentes): sed ut haec, inquam, missa faciam, illud unum adversus istos urgebo. Vel natura illa humana, quam in exordio mundi Deus assumpsit, fuit vera natura, et verè assumpta in unitatem personae: quod si dicerent, fateri cogerentur bis factam esse incarnationem Dei, semel in fine saeculorum, et priùs in exordio mundi; et tunc quidem tota Trinitas esset incarnata, non enim aliter verè diceretur, Faciamus hominem ad imaginem nostram, cùm illud Nostram non ad unam tantùm personam divinam, sed ad omnes aeque pertineat. Vel non fuit vera illa natura humana quam assumpsit Deus à principio, sed fuit tantùm umbra quaedam, spectrum, et similitudo naturae humanae, quemadmodum Angelos legimus saepè assumpsisse corpora humana: hoc si dicatur, non erit verum illud, Ad imaginem nostram; non enim illa similitudo naturae humanae erat Dei imago, cùm nihil ad ipsum pertineret; nec verè dictum esset Adamum, qui erat verus et perfectus homo, esse factum ad imaginem Dei, si per imaginem (ut diximus) intelligamus non veram naturam hominis, sed eius tantùm umbram quandam et similitudinem.
A third opinion was that of Eugubinus in the Cosmopoeia, and of Oleaster on this passage, who think that God, in order to create man and to be able to mingle speech and converse with him after the human manner and mode, put on human form, and therefore said, Let us make man to our image and likeness. But, to say nothing of how rash, inept, and absurd is the novelty of this opinion (which I should think was conceived by no approved author, much less set forth in writing—not to say that it is a view approved by the assent of the theologian blessed Dionysius the Areopagite, that all the manifestations and apparitions of God which we read in Scripture to have been made to men under some sensible form, were made proximately and—as they say in the schools—immediately through Angels, so that those who appeared and spoke in them were Angels, yet often conveying the authority, majesty, and words of God): but to pass these over, I will press this one point against them. Either that human nature which God assumed at the beginning of the world was a true nature, and truly assumed into the unity of his person—and if they said this, they would be forced to admit that the incarnation of God was made twice, once at the end of the ages, and earlier at the beginning of the world; and then indeed the whole Trinity would have been incarnate, for otherwise it would not truly be said, Let us make man to our image, since that 'Our' pertains not to one divine person only, but equally to all. Or that human nature which God assumed at the beginning was not a true nature, but only a certain shadow, a phantom, and a likeness of human nature, just as we read that Angels often assumed human bodies: and if this be said, that, To our image, will not be true; for that likeness of human nature was not the image of God, since it had nothing to do with him; nor would it truly have been said that Adam, who was a true and perfect man, was made to the image of God, if by 'image' (as we said) we understand not the true nature of man, but only a certain shadow and likeness of it.33



QUARTA opinio est, illud Ad imaginem Dei denotare ideam et exemplar hominis quod est in mente Dei, ad cuius similitudinem Deus hominem sensibilem creavit. Sed hoc ineptè ac futiliter dicitur: tum quod hac ratione nihil de homine eximium ac singulare diceretur (simili enim ratione dici posset equum esse factum ad imaginem Dei, id est, secundùm ideam equi quae est in Deo, idémque liceret de quibuslibet aliis rebus dicere); tum quòd idea hominis quae est in Deo non est imago Dei, sed est imago et exemplar hominis: non igitur verè dictum esset hominem esse factum ad imaginem et similitudinem Dei.
The fourth opinion is, that that phrase, To the image of God, denotes the idea and exemplar of man which is in the mind of God, to whose likeness God created sensible man. But this is said ineptly and frivolously: both because in this way nothing excellent and singular would be said of man (for by like reasoning it could be said that a horse was made to the image of God, that is, according to the idea of a horse which is in God, and the same might be said of any other things whatever); and because the idea of man which is in God is not the image of God, but is the image and exemplar of man: it would not therefore truly be said that man was made to the image and likeness of God.34
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DISPUTATION. On the image of God to which man was created

LatineEnglish


DISPUTATION. On the image of God to which man was created.1
DISPVTATIO. De imagine Dei ad quam creatus est homo.



CAETERUM, de hac imagine Dei ad quam factus est homo, nonnullas praeterea quaestiones, quae ad hanc Mosis sententiam expressius declarandam atque illustrandam conducunt, explicare oportet.
Now, concerning this image of God to which man was made, it is fitting besides to explain certain questions which conduce to declaring and illustrating this saying of Moses more expressly.2
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QUESTION I. In what thing especially the nature of the image of God consists, to which man is said to have been created

LatineEnglish


QUESTION I. In what thing especially the nature of the image of God consists, to which man is said to have been created.1
QUAESTIO I. Qua potissimùm in re sit posita ratio imaginis Dei, ad quam homo creatus esse dicitur.



TOSTATUS refert hoc loco, quaestione 28., Iudaeos cur homo dicatur factus ad imaginem Dei hunc in modum explicare. Sicut Deus, inquiunt, replet totum mundum, sic anima totum corpus; sicut unus Deus praeest universo mundo, sic una anima praeest toti corpori; sicuti Deus non inquinatur sordibus mundi in quo est, ita nec ulla corporis labe inquinatur anima; sicut Deus videt omnia et à nullo videtur, sic anima videt et non videtur; denique sicut Deus nunquam dormit, sed perpetuò vigilat (Non enim, inquit David, dormiet neque dormitabit qui custodit Israel), sic etiam animus noster. Verùm hoc falsum est, si per somnum intelligatur vacatio ab omni functione sensuum exteriorum: quinimo somnus, si propriè ac philosophicè loqui volumus, animae potiùs quàm corporis affectio dicenda est. Et ista quae dicunt Iudaei, referente Tostato, non minus in animam asini quàm hominis verè dici et competere possunt.
Tostatus reports in this place, in question 28, that the Jews explain why man is said to have been made to the image of God in this manner. Just as God, they say, fills the whole world, so the soul fills the whole body; just as one God presides over the whole world, so one soul presides over the whole body; just as God is not defiled by the filth of the world in which he is, so neither is the soul defiled by any stain of the body; just as God sees all things and is seen by none, so the soul sees and is not seen; finally, just as God never sleeps, but is perpetually awake (For he shall not slumber, says David, nor sleep, that keepeth Israel), so also our soul. But this is false, if by sleep be understood a cessation from all functioning of the exterior senses: nay rather, sleep, if we wish to speak properly and philosophically, must be called an affection of the soul rather than of the body. And these things which the Jews say, on Tostatus's report, can be truly said and apply no less to the soul of an ass than to that of a man.2



FUERE nonnulli qui propterea existimarunt hominem factum esse ad imaginem Dei, quia persuasum habebant Deum esse corporatum, et humana forma et figura praeditum, in qua scilicet apparuisse eum Patriarchis et Prophetis proditum est in Sacris litteris. Cùm enim isti non possent cogitare aut animo suo repraesentare Deum nisi sub aliqua imagine corporali et sensibili, nec ulla esse videretur pulchrior et praestantior quàm humana, hanc Deo assignandam esse censuerunt. Isti damnati sunt ab Ecclesia ut haeretici, et ab errore opinionis suae appellati sunt Antropomorphitae. Legenda sunt quae de istis scripsit Nicephorus, libro 11. cap. 14. et lib. 13. cap. 10. Hanc verò suam opinionem illi probare contendebant, tum eo argumento, quòd Scriptura multifariam Deo tribuit omnia cor-
There were some who thought that man was made to the image of God for this reason: because they were persuaded that God is corporeal, and endowed with human form and figure, in which, namely, it is recorded in Holy Scripture that he appeared to the Patriarchs and Prophets. For since these men could not conceive or represent to their mind God except under some bodily and sensible image, and none seemed more beautiful and excellent than the human, they judged that this was to be assigned to God. These were condemned by the Church as heretics, and from the error of their opinion were called Anthropomorphites. Worth reading is what Nicephorus wrote about them, in book 11, ch. 14, and book 13, ch. 10. This opinion of theirs they strove to prove, partly by this argument, that Scripture in many places attributes to God all the mem-3



[omnia cor]poris humani membra, eorúmque membrorum functiones et officia; tum etiam quòd Scriptura hic dicat non tantùm animam hominis, sed ipsum hominem factum ad imaginem Dei: non igitur animo tantùm, sed etiam corpore similis Deo est homo. Quasi verò non eadem Scriptura paulò infrà dicat Deum formasse hominem ex limo terrae, et Evam esse formatam ex costa Adae; et Adae dixit Deus, Pulvis es, et in pulverem reverteris: quae quidem licet de toto homine dicta sint, attamen non nisi propter corpus ei conveniunt. Etenim usitatum est, tam in Philosophia et in Sacris litteris quàm in vulgari sermone, totum aliquod appellari tale vel tale ex eo quòd uni alicui parti eius principali conveniat.
[all the mem]bers of the human body, and the functions and offices of those members; and also because Scripture here says that not only the soul of man, but man himself, was made to the image of God: man, therefore, is like God not only in soul, but also in body. As though the same Scripture did not say a little below that God formed man from the slime of the earth, and that Eve was formed from Adam's rib; and to Adam God said, Dust thou art, and into dust thou shalt return: which things, although they are said of the whole man, yet befit him only on account of the body. For it is customary, both in Philosophy and in Holy Scripture as in common speech, for a whole to be called such-and-such from the fact that it belongs to some one principal part of it.4



Theodoretus in q. 20. in Genesim laudat Melitonem adversus istos haereticos hoc argumento utentem: Si propterea existimatur Deus habere corpus quale habet homo, quia Scriptura describit eum tanquam instructum et praeditum membris humanis, simili ratione concluderetur hominem non esse similem Deo, nec ad eius imaginem et similitudinem factum. Etenim Zacharias cap. 4. describit Deum septem oculos habentem, cùm nos duos tantùm habeamus; et Psal. 90. inducitur Deus habens pennas et alas, quibus nos caremus; et multa alia per metaphoram Deo attribuit Scriptura, quae si propriè et ad veritatem exigerentur, Deum facerent enormem atque monstrosum, et longè dissimillimum hominis. Non igitur, ait Melito, imago Dei quaerenda est in hominis corpore, sed in animo, qui, ut Deus, sic ipse rationis, consilij, et sapientiae compos et capax est.
Theodoret, in question 20 on Genesis, praises Melito for using this argument against these heretics: If God is thought to have a body such as man has, because Scripture describes him as furnished and endowed with human members, by like reasoning it would be concluded that man is not like God, nor made to his image and likeness. For Zechariah, chapter 4, describes God as having seven eyes, whereas we have only two; and in Psalm 90 God is brought in as having feathers and wings, which we lack; and Scripture attributes many other things to God by metaphor, which, if they were exacted strictly and according to the truth, would make God enormous and monstrous, and far most unlike a man. Therefore, says Melito, the image of God is not to be sought in man's body, but in his soul, which, like God, is itself possessed of and capable of reason, counsel, and wisdom.5



THEODORETUS hoc loco vehementer laborat, investigando quae sit et in quo sit ista imago Dei ad quam factus est homo: et cùm varias commemoret explicandi vim et naturam huius imaginis rationes, nullam tamen earum sibi animum explere et omninò satisfacere prae se fert. Cur autem tantam in hoc difficultatem senserit Theodoretus, causa fuit quòd putaret id quod dicitur esse factum ad imaginem Dei, soli homini et viro convenire, nec ad Angelos nec ad foeminam pertinere: quod tamen falsum esse infrà ostendemus. Epiphanius, tractans haeresim 70., eadem de re cùm multa disputasset, tandem in eam devenit opinionem, ut arbitretur (sicut certum est imaginem Dei esse in homine) ita qua in parte hominis, vel qua in re ea imago sit posita, incompertum esse atque incomprehensibile, solíque Deo notum: quod propterea Epiphanio cótigit, quia putavit ipse per imaginem Dei hoc loco significari perfectam Dei similitudinem, sine admistione ullius dissimilitudinis, quam mirum non fuit in homine non potuisse ab eo reperiri.
Theodoret labors vehemently in this place, investigating what that image of God is, and in what it consists, to which man was made: and although he rehearses various ways of explaining the force and nature of this image, yet he shows that none of them satisfies and altogether contents his mind. And the reason why Theodoret felt so great a difficulty in this was that he thought that what is said to have been made to the image of God belongs to man and the male alone, and pertains neither to the Angels nor to the woman: which, however, we shall show below to be false. Epiphanius, treating of heresy 70, after he had disputed much about the same matter, at length came to this opinion: that he judges (just as it is certain that the image of God is in man) that in what part of man, or in what thing, that image is placed, is undiscovered and incomprehensible, and known to God alone: which befell Epiphanius for this reason, that he himself thought that by the image of God in this place was signified a perfect likeness of God, without the admixture of any unlikeness—which it is no wonder he could not find in man.6



S. BASILIUS hom. 10. in Genesim, Nyssenus homilia de Creatione hominis, et Chrysostomus super hoc loco Geneseos, propterea censent hominem esse factum ad imaginem Dei, quia, sicut Deus omnibus rebus, ita et homo cunctis animantibus dignitate praecellit, et potestate atque imperio dominatur. Augustinus in libro de
St. Basil, in the 10th homily on Genesis, Gregory of Nyssa in the homily On the Creation of Man, and Chrysostom on this place of Genesis, judge that man was made to the image of God for this reason: that, just as God excels over all things, so man too excels all living creatures in dignity, and has dominion over them by power and command. Augustine, in the book On7



[de] Quantitate animae capit. 2. scribit animum nostrum eò dici similem Deo, quòd sit immortalis atque indissolubilis. Idem extremis verbis eius libri qui inscribitur de Ecclesiasticis dogmatibus (qui licèt non videatur esse Augustini, cuiuscumque sit, magnae tamen est apud Theologos auctoritatis) ita scribit: Propter novellos Legislatores, qui ideo animam tantùm ad imaginem Dei creatam dicunt, ut, quia Deus incorporeus rectè creditur, etiam incorporea anima esse credatur, liberè confitemur imaginem in aeternitate, similitudinem in moribus inveniri. Idem Augustinus tractatu octavo in primam Epistolam Ioannis sic ait:
[On] the Magnitude of the Soul, chapter 2, writes that our soul is said to be like God for this reason, that it is immortal and indissoluble. The same writer, in the closing words of that book entitled On Ecclesiastical Dogmas (which, although it does not seem to be Augustine's, whosoever it be, is nonetheless of great authority among the theologians), writes thus: On account of certain newfangled Lawgivers, who say that the soul alone was created to the image of God, in order that, because God is rightly believed incorporeal, the soul too may be believed incorporeal, we freely confess that the image is found in eternity, the likeness in morals. The same Augustine, in the eighth tractate on the first Epistle of John, says thus:8



Ubi factus est homo ad imaginem Dei? In intellectu, in mente, in interiore homine; in eo quod intelligit veritatem, dijudicat iustitiam et iniustitiam, novit à quo factus est, potest intelligere Creatorem suum, laudare Creatorem suum. Ideo multi, cùm per cupiditates malas detererent in se imaginem Dei, et ipsam quodammodo flammam intelligentiae perversitate morum extinguerent, clamat illis Scriptura: Nolite fieri sicut equus et mulus, quibus non est intellectus: hoc est dicere, Praeposui te equo et mulo, te ad imaginem meam feci, potestatem tibi super ista dedi. Quare? Quia non habent ferae rationalem mentem; tu autem rationali mente capis veritatem, intelligis quod supra te est: subdere ei qui supra te est, et infrà te erunt illa quibus praepositus es.
Wherein was man made to the image of God? In the understanding, in the mind, in the interior man; in this, that he understands truth, distinguishes justice and injustice, knows by whom he was made, can understand his Creator, can praise his Creator. Therefore, when many, through evil desires, were wearing away in themselves the image of God, and in a manner extinguishing by perversity of morals that very flame of intelligence, Scripture cries to them: Do not become like the horse and the mule, which have no understanding: that is to say, I have set thee above the horse and the mule, I have made thee to my image, I have given thee power over these things. Why? Because the beasts have not a rational mind; but thou with a rational mind apprehendest truth, understandest what is above thee: be subject to him who is above thee, and below thee will be those things over which thou art set.9



Denique in libris de Trinitate, multifariam disputans Augustinus de hac Dei imagine ad quam factus est homo, docet ea re hominem referre imaginem Sanctae Trinitatis, quòd intelligat seipsum, et intelligendo se producat in corde suo verbum intelligibile sui ipsius expressivum, et hinc procedat amor: quod mirificè adumbrat duas in Sancta Trinitate processiones, unam Filij per modum verbi intelligibilis, alteram Spiritus sancti per modum amoris. Gregorius Nyssenus in Hexameron, Homo, inquit, eò factus est ad imaginem Dei, quod factus est omnis boni capax: bonitatis enim plenitudo divinitas est. Damascenus libro secundo Orthodoxae fidei, capite duodecimo, Hominem ait ad imaginem Dei esse significat ipsum esse intellectualem, et liberi arbitrij, et per se potestativum. Magister sententiarum, distinctione decimasexta: Factus est, inquit, homo ad imaginem et similitudinem Dei secundùm mentem, qua irrationalibus antecellit: sed ad imaginem, secundùm memoriam, intelligentiam, et dilectionem; ad similitudinem autem, secundùm innocentiam et iustitiam; vel, imago in aliis omnibus, similitudo in essentia, quia immortalis et indissolubilis est, et caetera.
Finally, in the books On the Trinity, Augustine, disputing in many ways about this image of God to which man was made, teaches that man bears the image of the Holy Trinity in this, that he understands himself, and by understanding himself produces in his heart an intelligible word expressive of his own self, and from this proceeds love: which wonderfully shadows forth the two processions in the Holy Trinity, one of the Son after the manner of an intelligible word, the other of the Holy Spirit after the manner of love. Gregory of Nyssa in the Hexameron says: Man was made to the image of God in this, that he was made capable of all good: for the fullness of goodness is divinity. Damascene, in the second book of On the Orthodox Faith, chapter twelve, says that for man to be to the image of God signifies that he is intellectual, and of free will, and self-determining of himself. The Master of the Sentences, in distinction sixteen: Man, he says, was made to the image and likeness of God according to the mind, by which he excels the irrational creatures; but to the image, according to memory, intelligence, and love; and to the likeness, according to innocence and justice; or, the image in all other respects, the likeness in essence, because it is immortal and indissoluble, and so forth.10



[in] libertate arbitrij, in reliquis autem duabus bipertitam quandam consignari similitudinem. Hinc est fortassis quòd solum liberum arbitrium sui omnino defectum seu diminutionem non patitur, quod in ipso potissimùm aeterna et incommutabilis divinitatis substantia quaedam imago impressa videatur. Nam etsi habuerit initium, nescit tamen occasum, nec de iustitia vel gloria capit augmentum, nec de peccato sive miseria detrimentum. Quid aeternitati similius, quod non sit aeternitas? Porrò in aliis duabus libertatibus, quoniam non solùm ex parte minui, sed et ex toto amitti possunt, accidentalis quaedam magis similitudo sapientiae atque potentiae divinae imagini superducta cognoscitur.
[in] the freedom of choice, but in the other two a certain twofold likeness is marked. Hence it is, perhaps, that free choice alone suffers no failure or diminution of itself, because in it especially the eternal and unchangeable substance of the divinity seems to be impressed as a kind of image. For although it had a beginning, yet it knows no setting, nor does it take increase from justice or glory, nor detriment from sin or misery. What is more like eternity, that is not eternity? But in the other two freedoms, since they can be not only partly diminished but also wholly lost, a certain more accidental likeness of the divine wisdom and power is recognized as superadded to the image.11



Idem Bernardus, in libro de Anima seu in Meditationibus de humanae conditionis cognitione, capite primo, sic ait: Ad imaginem Dei facti sumus, hoc est, ad intellectum et notitiam Filij, per quem intelligimus et cognoscimus Patrem, et accessum habemus ad eum. Tanta cognatio est inter nos et Dei Filium, quòd ipse imago Dei est, et nos ad imaginem eius facti sumus; quam cognationem etiam ipsa similitudo testatur, quoniam non solùm ad imaginem, sed ad similitudinem eius facti sumus. Oportet itaque id quod ad imaginem est cum imagine convenire, et non in vacuum nomen imaginis participare. Repraesentemus ergo in nobis imaginem eius, in appetitu pacis, in intuitu veritatis, et in amore caritatis. Teneamus eum in memoria, portemus in conscientia, et ubique praesentem veneremur. Mens siquidem nostra eo ipso eius imago est, quo eius capax est, eiúsque particeps esse potest. Non propterea eius imago est, quia sui meminit mens, séque intelligit ac diligit, sed quia potest meminisse, intelligere ac diligere à quo facta est. Quod cùm facit, sapiens ipsa fit. Nihil enim est tam simile illi summae sapientiae, quàm mens rationalis, quae per memoriam, intelligentiam, et voluntatem in illa Trinitate ineffabili consistit: consistere autem in illa non potest, nisi eius meminerit, eámque intelligat ac diligat. Meminerit itaque Dei sui ad cuius imaginem facta est, eámque intelligat, diligat, atque colat, cum quo potest semper esse beata. Hactenus Sanctus Bernardus.
The same Bernard, in the book On the Soul, or in the Meditations on the knowledge of the human condition, chapter one, says thus: We were made to the image of God, that is, to the understanding and knowledge of the Son, through whom we understand and know the Father, and have access to him. So great is the kinship between us and the Son of God, that he is the image of God, and we were made to his image; which kinship the likeness too attests, since we were made not only to his image, but to his likeness. It is fitting, therefore, that what is to the image should accord with the image, and not share the name of image in vain. Let us therefore represent in ourselves his image, in the desire of peace, in the contemplation of truth, and in the love of charity. Let us hold him in memory, carry him in conscience, and everywhere venerate him as present. For our mind is his image in this very thing, that it is capable of him and can be a partaker of him. It is not his image because the mind remembers, understands, and loves itself, but because it can remember, understand, and love him by whom it was made. And when it does this, it becomes wise. For nothing is so like that supreme wisdom as the rational mind, which through memory, intelligence, and will consists in that ineffable Trinity: and it cannot consist in it unless it remember it, and understand and love it. Let it therefore remember its God, to whose image it was made, and understand him, love him, and worship him, with whom it can be forever blessed. Thus far St. Bernard.12



Beda, in expositione allegorica libri Geneseos, refert secundùm Origenem rationem imaginis consistere in aeternitate et in moribus; secundùm verò Faustinum, sex modis animum nostrum esse similem Deo, videlicet quia est immobilis, velocissimus, invisibilis, incorporeus, subtilis, aeternus. CAETERUM, ut ego quóque breviter, distinctè ac dilucidè dicam quod hac de re sentiendum existimo, equidem puto duplicem tradi posse rationem cur dicatur homo ad imaginem Dei factus. Et una quidem ratio praecipua et principalis est, altera verò minus principalis. Ac principalis quidem ratio in eo est, quòd homo, secundùm naturam suam, supremum naturae gradum attingit, in quo gradu Deus est: habet enim in se naturam rationis et intelligentiae compotem. Etenim quatuor sunt generales gradus naturae, et quatuor summa rerum genera: aliae namque res tantùm habent esse, ut lapides et metalla; quaedam praeterea vitam nactae sunt,
Bede, in the allegorical exposition of the book of Genesis, reports, according to Origen, that the nature of the image consists in eternity and in morals; but according to Faustinus, that our soul is like God in six ways, namely because it is immovable, swiftest, invisible, incorporeal, subtle, and eternal. But, that I too may say briefly, distinctly, and clearly what I think is to be held on this matter, I for my part think that a twofold reason can be given why man is said to have been made to the image of God. And one reason is chief and principal, the other less principal. And the principal reason is this: that man, according to his nature, attains the supreme grade of nature, in which grade God is; for he has in himself a nature possessed of reason and intelligence. For there are four general grades of nature, and four highest kinds of things: for some things only have being, as stones and metals; some, besides, have obtained life,13



[vitam nactae sunt], ut stirpes; nonnullae super haec motum et sensum obtinent, ut animalia; denique sunt aliae in supremo naturae fastigio collocatae, quae praeter haec mente, ratione et sapientia pollent, in quo gradu Deus est, itémque Angelus, atque homo. Ac licèt in eodem gradu sit homo atque Deus, attamen quantum ad eius gradus perfectionem attinet, infinito intervallo immensísque spatiis homo distat à Deo. Hic autem gradus naturae intelligentis eximias et admirabiles sex proprietates secum naturaliter et necessariò coniunctas habet, quas omnes in animo nostro cernere licet. Una est, esse animum nostrum incorporeum et individuum; altera, esse immortalem; tertia, intellectu, voluntate ac memoria esse praeditum; quarta, pollere libero arbitrio; quinta, capacem esse sapientiae, virtutis, divinae gratiae, et felicitatis aeternae, quae est in clara Dei visione collocata; sexta, cunctis animantibus non solùm dignitate praecellere, sed etiam potestate dominari. Propter hunc igitur gradum naturae intelligentis, et praedictas sex proprietates quae eum gradum naturaliter consequuntur et perpetuò comitantur, verissimè dictum est hominem ad imaginem et similitudinem Dei esse factum. Nec diversa est haec nostra sententia à sanctis Patribus et auctoribus quos paulò suprà memoravimus, nisi eo tantùm, quòd illi unam aut alteram de supradictis proprietatibus ad rationem imaginis declarandam attulerunt, cùm omnes illae proprietates ad constituendam atque complendam propriam et perfectam imaginis rationem concurrant.
[have obtained life], like plants; some, above these, have motion and sense, like animals; finally, there are others placed at the supreme summit of nature, which, besides these, are strong in mind, reason, and wisdom—in which grade is God, and likewise the Angel, and man. And although man is in the same grade as God, yet, as far as concerns the perfection of that grade, man is distant from God by an infinite interval and immense spaces. Now this grade of intelligent nature has joined with it, naturally and necessarily, six excellent and admirable properties, all of which may be discerned in our soul. The first is, that our soul is incorporeal and indivisible; the second, that it is immortal; the third, that it is endowed with understanding, will, and memory; the fourth, that it is strong in free choice; the fifth, that it is capable of wisdom, virtue, divine grace, and eternal happiness, which is placed in the clear vision of God; the sixth, that it not only excels all living creatures in dignity, but also has dominion over them by power. On account, therefore, of this grade of intelligent nature, and the aforesaid six properties which naturally follow and perpetually accompany that grade, it was most truly said that man was made to the image and likeness of God. Nor does this our opinion differ from the holy Fathers and authors whom we mentioned a little above, except in this only, that they adduced one or another of the aforesaid properties to explain the nature of the image, whereas all those properties concur to constitute and complete the proper and perfect nature of the image.14



ALTERA ratio, propter quam dicitur homo ad imaginem Dei factus (sed minus tamen quàm quae dicta est principalis), multiplex est. Etenim propterea homo dicitur similis Dei, quòd sicut in Deo omnia sunt eminenter et causaliter, ita sunt in homine quodammodo omnia: tum per participationem (habet enim communem cum rebus inanimatis existentiam, cum stirpibus vitam, cum animalibus sensum ac motum, cum Deo et Angelis mentem atque intelligentiam); tum etiam propter intellectionem, siquidem intelligendo omnia fit quodammodo omnia. Etenim intelligens actu et intelligibile actu, auctore Aristotele, unum sunt; quapropter idem Philosophus dixit animam nostram esse quodammodo omnia. Deinde, sicut Deus reverà potest omnia facere, sic homo potest quodammodo facere omnia, vel per artem imitando naturam et similia veris faciendo, vel imaginatione fingendo, vel cogitatione mentis informando. Posteà, sicut Deus finis est omnium rerum, ita videtur et homo quodammodo finis esse rerum omnium corporatarum. Si enim caelestes globos et astra, quae in rebus corporatis principatum dignitatis obtinent, in ministerium et servitium hominis esse à Deo condita gravissimus auctor in 4. cap. Deuteronomij scriptum reliquit Moses, quantò veriùs idem de aliis rebus corporeis existimari et dici poterit? Ad haec, sicut animus hominis praeest ac praesidet corpori, ipsum vivificans, movens ac regens, et est totus in toto corpore, et totus in qua-
The second reason for which man is said to have been made to the image of God (yet less so than the one called principal) is manifold. For man is said to be like God in this, that, just as in God all things are eminently and causally, so in man all things are in a manner: both by participation (for he has existence in common with inanimate things, life with plants, sense and motion with animals, mind and intelligence with God and the Angels); and also by reason of understanding, since, by understanding all things, he becomes in a manner all things. For the actually-understanding and the actually-intelligible, on Aristotle's authority, are one; wherefore the same Philosopher said that our soul is in a manner all things. Next, just as God can truly make all things, so man can in a manner make all things—whether by art, imitating nature and making things like the true, or by feigning with imagination, or by informing with the thought of the mind. Further, just as God is the end of all things, so man too seems in a manner to be the end of all corporeal things. For if Moses, a most weighty author, left it written in the fourth chapter of Deuteronomy that the heavenly globes and stars, which hold the chief dignity among corporeal things, were created by God for the ministry and service of man, how much more truly may the same be thought and said of other corporeal things? Besides, just as the soul of man presides over and governs the body, vivifying, moving, and ruling it, and is whole in the whole body, and whole in eve-15



[totus in qua]libet eius parte, sine ulla sui divisione, diminutione aut inquinatione: sic Deus habet se ad universum mundum. Denique, sicut in Deitate credimus esse Patrem qui est ingenitus, et Filium qui est ex Patre genitus, et Spiritum sanctum qui ex Patre Filióque spiratur atque procedit, ita et in genere hominum simile quippiam animadvertere licet: Adam enim à nullo generatus est, Eva ex solo Adam formata est, Seth autem ex Adam et Eva procreatus est.
[whole in eve]ry part of it, without any division, diminution, or defilement of itself: so does God stand toward the whole world. Finally, just as in the Godhead we believe there is the Father, who is unbegotten, and the Son, who is begotten of the Father, and the Holy Spirit, who is breathed forth and proceeds from the Father and the Son, so also in the race of men something similar may be observed: for Adam was begotten by no one, Eve was formed from Adam alone, and Seth was procreated from Adam and Eve.16
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QUESTION II. Whether the image of God is in the World in a more perfect manner than in man
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QUESTION II. Whether the image of God is in the World in a more perfect manner than in man.1
QUAESTIO II. Utrum in Mundo, perfectiori modo, sit imago Dei quàm in homine.



ALTERA quaestio quae hoc loco tractari potest illa est: Utrum Mundus perfectiori ratione habeat in se imaginem Dei quàm homo, sicut existimavit Philo in exordio eius libri quem de Opificio sex dierum edidit. Ad hanc quaestionem B. Thomas in 1. part. q. 93. artic. 3. hoc modo respondet: Divinam imaginem dupliciter posse considerari. Aut secundum extensionem et diffusionem, qua ratione Mundus divinae bonitatis imaginem magis quàm homo repraesentat, quòd ambitu suo complectatur omnem illam rerum creatarum multitudinem, de qua dictum est à Mose, Vidit Deus cuncta quae fecerat, et erant valde bona. Aut secundùm intensionem et perfectionis collectionem: quo quidem modo magis divinae maiestatis imaginem refert homo quàm mundus, quòd divinae felicitatis capax sit homo, et quòd in eo, tanquam in brevi compendio et in parvo quodam mundo, omnia maioris mundi miracula inclusa contentáque cernantur.
Another question which can be treated in this place is this: Whether the World has in itself the image of God in a more perfect way than man, as Philo thought at the opening of the book he published On the Making of the Six Days. To this question the blessed Thomas, in the first part, q. 93, art. 3, responds in this manner: that the divine image can be considered in two ways. Either according to extension and diffusion, in which respect the World represents the image of the divine goodness more than man, because it embraces in its compass that whole multitude of created things, of which Moses said, God saw all the things that he had made, and they were very good. Or according to intension and the gathering-together of perfection: in which way man bears the image of the divine majesty more than the world, because man is capable of divine happiness, and because in him, as in a brief epitome and in a kind of little world, all the marvels of the greater world are seen enclosed and contained.2



RESPONDERI etiam potest, vel mundi vocabulo comprehendi hominem et Angelum, vel non comprehendi. Si dixeris non comprehendi, dicam ego mundum non habere in se imaginem Dei: siquidem, remoto Angelo et homine, non remanet in mundo natura aliqua intelligens, in qua tamen sola (ut diximus) propria imaginis ratio fundatur ac nititur. Sin autem dixeris vocabulo mundi etiam hominem et Angelum comprehendi, sanè inepta erit comparatio: non enim rectè totum cum parte aliqua sua comparatur. Et tunc quidem, si licet extensivè et secundùm aliquam suam partem mundus illustriorem habeat in se Dei imaginem quàm homo, eo tamen nomine vincitur ab homine, quòd mundus non est una aliqua natura sicut est homo, sed est (ut loquuntur Scholastici Philosophi et Theologi) aggregatum quoddam ex multis diversísque naturis. Quòd si vera esset opinio Stoicorum et Platonicorum, affirmantium mundum esse unum quoddam animal, cuius corpus sit ex elementis globísque caelestibus coagmen-
It can also be answered that by the word 'world' either man and Angel are included, or they are not. If you say they are not included, I shall say that the world does not have in itself the image of God: since, with Angel and man removed, there remains in the world no intelligent nature, in which alone (as we said) the proper nature of the image is founded and rests. But if you say that by the word 'world' man and Angel too are included, the comparison will indeed be inept: for a whole is not rightly compared with some part of itself. And then, even if by extension and according to some part of itself the world should have in itself a more illustrious image of God than man, yet on this score it is surpassed by man, because the world is not some one nature, as man is, but is (as the Scholastic Philosophers and Theologians say) a kind of aggregate of many and diverse natures. But if the opinion of the Stoics and Platonists were true, who affirm that the world is a certain single living being, whose body is composed of the elements and the heavenly globes joined to-3



[coagmen]tatum, animus vero sit à quo totus mundus vivificatur, movetur ac regitur, quem mundi animam appellavere Platonici: si haec, inquam, opinio vera esset (quam esse tamen falsam suprà libro secundo ostendimus), nequaquam à veritate Philo aberrasset.
[joined to]gether, while the soul is that by which the whole world is vivified, moved, and governed—which the Platonists called the soul of the world: if this opinion, I say, were true (which, however, we showed above in the second book to be false), Philo would by no means have erred from the truth.4
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QUESTION III. Whether the Angel was made more to the image of God than man
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QUESTION III. Whether the Angel was made more to the image of God than man.1
QUAESTIO III. An Angelus magis ad Dei imaginem sit factus quàm homo.



RESPONDEO imaginem et similitudinem Dei posse in Angelo et in homine spectari, vel secundùm dona naturalia utriusque, vel secundùm gratuita et supernaturalia. Et secundùm naturam quidem considerari potest in utroque vel propria et principalis ratio imaginis, vel minus propria et principalis: quam distinctionem supra exposuimus. Angelus igitur secundùm naturam et secundùm propriam rationem imaginis perfectiùs habet in se imaginem Dei quàm homo: habet enim praestantiorem naturae intelligentis gradum, propter quem David Psalmo 8. dixit de homine, Minuisti eum paulominus ab Angelis. Principalis autem ratio imaginis in eo posita est, quòd habet naturam rationis atque intelligentiae compotem. Confirmat hoc Sanctus Gregorius in homilia 34. super Evangelia, ita scribens:
I answer that the image and likeness of God can be regarded in the Angel and in man either according to the natural gifts of each, or according to the gratuitous and supernatural gifts. And according to nature, there can be considered in each either the proper and principal nature of the image, or the less proper and principal—which distinction we set forth above. The Angel, therefore, according to nature and according to the proper nature of the image, has in himself the image of God more perfectly than man: for he has a more excellent grade of intelligent nature, on account of which David, in Psalm 8, said of man, Thou hast lessened him a little less than the Angels. And the principal nature of the image is placed in this, that he has a nature possessed of reason and intelligence. St. Gregory confirms this in homily 34 on the Gospels, writing thus:2



Unde et ipsi Angelo qui primus est conditus per Prophetam dicitur, Tu signaculum similitudinis, plenus sapientia et perfectus decore, in deliciis paradisi Dei fuisti. Ubi notandum est, quòd non ad similitudinem Dei factus, sed signaculum similitudinis dicitur, ut quò in eo subtilior est natura, eò in illo imago Dei similius insinuetur expressa. Sic Gregorius.
Whence to that very Angel who was first created it is said through the Prophet, Thou wast the seal of likeness, full of wisdom and perfect in beauty, thou wast in the delights of the paradise of God. Where it is to be noted that he is called not 'made to the likeness of God,' but 'the seal of likeness'—so that, the subtler the nature is in him, the more closely is the image of God intimated as expressed in him. Thus Gregory.3



QUOD si spectetur minus illa principalis ratio imaginis, quam suprà in prima quaestione quinque partitò distinximus, clariùs haec in homine quàm in Angelo elucet, ut manifestum sit perpendenti quae paulò superiùs à nobis dicta sunt. Denique, si ratio imaginis aestimetur in homine et in Angelo ex donis supernaturalibus gratiae et gloriae quae in utroque sunt, habent se homo et Angelus sicut excedens et excessum, ut loquuntur in scholis: siquidem aliqui Angeli secundùm gratiam et gloriam sunt Deo similiores quàm pleríque homines; et contrà, nonnulli homines similiores Dei sunt quàm multi Angeli. Potest tamen simpliciter et absolutè dici homo similior Deo quàm Angelus, in eo scilicet, quòd in genere hominum sit deipara semper virgo Maria, quae secundum gratiam et gloriam omnes Angelos longissimè superat, ac proinde similior Deo est quàm sit ullus Angelorum.
But if the less-principal nature of the image be regarded—which above, in the first question, we distinguished into five parts—this shines more clearly in man than in the Angel, as is manifest to one who weighs what we said a little above. Finally, if the nature of the image be estimated in man and in the Angel from the supernatural gifts of grace and glory which are in each, man and Angel stand to each other as the exceeding and the exceeded, as they say in the schools: since some Angels, according to grace and glory, are more like to God than most men; and, on the contrary, some men are more like to God than many Angels. Yet it can be said simply and absolutely that man is more like to God than the Angel, namely in this, that in the race of men is the God-bearer, the ever-Virgin Mary, who according to grace and glory by far surpasses all the Angels, and is therefore more like to God than any of the Angels.4
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QUESTION IV. Whether woman was made to the image of God.1
QUAESTIO IIII. An mulier facta sit ad imaginem Dei.



ANSAM dubitandi affert Beatus Paulus, qui in prioris epistolae ad Corinthios capite undecimo, sicut expressè dicit virum esse imaginem Dei, ita videtur significare mulierem non Dei, sed viri esse imaginem: hoc enim modo scribit, Vir quidem non debet velare caput suum, quoniam imago et gloria Dei est; mulier autem gloria viri est. Et in Decretis 33. qu. 5. Augustini et Ambrosij testimoniis probatur mulierem non esse ad imaginem Dei. VERUM contra hoc facit, quod Moses, postquàm induxit Deum dicentem, Faciamus hominem ad imaginem et similitudinem nostram, mox subdit, Masculum et foeminam fecit eos, apertissimè significans utrumque sexum ad imaginem et similitudinem Dei esse creatum. Tractat fusè hanc quaestionem Augustinus libro duodecimo de Trinitate, capite septimo. Breviter autem ad eam responderi potest: Si spectetur propria et principalis ratio imaginis, quae attenditur secundùm gradum naturae intellectualis et secundum illas sex proprietates cum ea natura necessariò coniunctas, haud dubiè ratio imaginis aequaliter est in muliere atque in viro. Nam esse rationis et intelligentiae participem, immortali animo et libero arbitrio praeditum, et supernaturalium bonorum ac felicitatis aeternae capacem, aequè inest utrique.
The blessed Paul gives occasion for doubting, who in the first Epistle to the Corinthians, chapter eleven, just as he expressly says that man is the image of God, so seems to signify that woman is the image not of God, but of man: for he writes thus, A man indeed ought not to veil his head, since he is the image and glory of God; but the woman is the glory of the man. And in the Decretals, causa 33, q. 5, it is proved by the testimonies of Augustine and Ambrose that woman is not to the image of God. But against this tells the fact that Moses, after he had introduced God saying, Let us make man to our image and likeness, at once adds, Male and female he made them, most plainly signifying that each sex was created to the image and likeness of God. Augustine treats this question at length in the twelfth book On the Trinity, chapter seven. But it can be briefly answered: If the proper and principal nature of the image be regarded, which is attended to according to the grade of intellectual nature and according to those six properties necessarily joined with that nature, then without doubt the nature of the image is equally in woman and in man. For to be a partaker of reason and intelligence, endowed with an immortal soul and free choice, and capable of supernatural goods and eternal happiness, is equally present in each.2



Sin autem spectetur minùs propria et principalis ratio imaginis, quam suprà tractando primam quaestionem exposuimus, propterea dicitur vir imago Dei, foemina autem viri, quòd sicut Deus est principium et finis ex quo et propter quem vir factus est, ita vir principium et finis est foeminae: ex viro enim et propter virum mulier facta est. Id quod apertissimè indicavit eo in loco Paulus: quippe cùm dixisset virum esse imaginem et gloriam Dei, mulierem autem viri, mox eius rei velut rationem subiiciens, Non enim, inquit, vir ex muliere, sed mulier ex viro; etenim non est creatus vir propter mulierem, sed mulier propter virum. Iam verò, si Dei similitudo in viro ac foemina consideretur non secundùm dona naturalia, sed supernaturalia dona gratiae et gloriae, habent se vir et mulier sicut excedens et excessum: nonnullas enim foeminas reperire licet meliores similiorésque Deo multis viris; et contrà, viros aliquos multis foeminis meliores Deóque propiores. Quanquam negari non potest inter mulieres reperiri aliquam, beatissimam dico virginem Mariam, quae longè perfectiorem Dei similitudinem in se habeat quàm ullus vir: loquor autem de viro qui sit purus homo, ut excipiam Christum Dominum, qui simul homo et Deus fuit.
But if the less proper and principal nature of the image be regarded, which we set forth above in treating the first question, then man is called the image of God, but woman the image of man, because, just as God is the principle and end from whom and for whom man was made, so man is the principle and end of woman: for from man and for man was woman made. Which Paul most plainly indicated in that place: for, having said that man is the image and glory of God, but woman of man, he at once subjoins as it were the reason of this, For man is not of the woman, he says, but the woman of the man; for the man was not created for the woman, but the woman for the man. Now, if the likeness of God in man and woman be considered not according to natural gifts, but according to the supernatural gifts of grace and glory, man and woman stand to each other as the exceeding and the exceeded: for some women may be found better and more like to God than many men; and, on the contrary, some men better and nearer to God than many women. Although it cannot be denied that among women there is found one—I mean the most blessed Virgin Mary—who has in herself a far more perfect likeness of God than any man: but I am speaking of a man who is pure man, so as to except Christ the Lord, who was at once man and God.3



AT ENIMVERO, quae de hac quaestione scholastico modo praecisè disputavimus, latiori et luculentiori Sancti Basilij oratione exornanda et illustranda sunt. Is enim, homilia decima in Genesim super illis verbis, Masculum et foeminam fecit eos, cum dixisset propterea haec verba subtexuisse Mosen ne quis fortè suspicaretur quod dictum fuerat, Faciamus hominem ad imaginem et similitudinem nostram, non ad foeminam sed ad solum virum pertinere, subiungit:
But in truth, what we have disputed precisely about this question in the scholastic manner must be adorned and illustrated by the fuller and more brilliant discourse of St. Basil. For he, in the tenth homily on Genesis upon those words, Male and female he made them, having said that Moses appended these words for this reason, lest anyone should perhaps suspect that what had been said, Let us make man to our image and likeness, pertained not to the woman but to the man alone, adds:4



Habet, inquit, et mulier nihilo minùs quàm vir, quod ad imaginem Dei facta est: honor utrique, natura nihilo dispar, aequales virtutes, utrique in agone virtutis decertati propositum par praemium, consimilis utrique peccanti decreta condemnatio. Nolim dicat mulier, Imbellis sum et infirmae conditionis: isthaec infirmitas carnis est, nam in anima sibi sedem fixit virtus firma ac potens. Divina igitur imago haec, cum in utroque sexu peraequè honoretur, sit et compar in utroque virtus, quae per bona opera vim suam exerat et explicet. Et paucis interpositis: Habet igitur, ait, bona mulier illud, Ad imaginem. Nolim isti externo homini animum admoneas tuum, quòd velut quoddam animi tectorium est: delitescit anima intus, sub hoc integumento sessitans, et corpore molliusculo, quae tamen in viro et foemina pari honore insignita est: tantùm reperitur in istis externis integumentis discrimen. Sic Basilius.
The woman too, he says, has it no less than the man, that she was made to the image of God: the honor is for both, the nature in no way unequal, the virtues equal, for both an equal reward set before them in the contest of virtue, for both a like decreed condemnation when they sin. I would not have the woman say, I am unwarlike and of a weak condition: this weakness is of the flesh, for in the soul has been fixed a virtue firm and powerful. This divine image, therefore, since it is equally honored in each sex, let virtue also be matched in each, which through good works may exert and unfold its power. And, after a few words interposed: The good woman, then, he says, has that, To the image. I would not have you direct your mind to this external man, which is, as it were, a certain covering of the soul: the soul lies hidden within, lurking beneath this integument and the somewhat soft body—the soul, which yet in man and woman is marked with equal honor: only in these external coverings is a difference found. Thus Basil.5
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QUESTION V. Whether the image of God is also in the body of man, and not only in the soul

LatineEnglish


QUESTION V. Whether the image of God is also in the body of man, and not only in the soul.1
QUAESTIO V. An imago Dei sit etiam in corpore hominis, non tantùm in animo.



FACILLIMUM est propositam quaestionem brevissima distinctione dissolvere. Siquidem propriè loquendo imago Dei (qui est incorporeus, immortalis, immutabilis) non potest esse in corpore terreno, mortali, et in horas singulas mutabili: est tamen in eo tanquam in signo, vel est in eo (sicut in scholis loquuntur Theologi) arguitivè et significativè. Corpus enim hominis ita est conformatum figuratúmque, ut evidenter arguat et significet animum qui in ipso est ad imaginem Dei esse factum: recta namque humani corporis statura, os sublime, et erectus in Caelum vultus perspicuè indicant animum, eius corporis habitatorem, caelesti esse satum origine, Deíque similem et aeternitatis atque divinitatis capacem. Verùm haec testimoniis Patrum confirmanda sunt. Non esse hominem propter corpus ad imaginem Dei factum, et Basilius homilia decima in Genesim et Ambrosius in capite octavo libri sexti Hexameron disertis verbis ostendunt. Quòd autem imago Dei aliquo modo etiam in corpore hominis eluceat, declarat his verbis Augustinus capite duodecimo libri sexti de Genesi ad litteram: Si et hominem de terra
It is most easy to resolve the proposed question by a very brief distinction. For, properly speaking, the image of God (who is incorporeal, immortal, immutable) cannot be in an earthly, mortal body, changeable from hour to hour; yet it is in it as in a sign, or it is in it (as the Theologians speak in the schools) argumentatively and significatively. For the body of man is so shaped and figured that it evidently argues and signifies that the soul which is in it was made to the image of God: for the upright stature of the human body, the lofty face, and the countenance raised toward Heaven plainly indicate that the soul, the inhabitant of that body, was sprung from a heavenly origin, and is like to God, and capable of eternity and divinity. But these things must be confirmed by the testimonies of the Fathers. That man was not made to the image of God on account of the body, both Basil in the tenth homily on Genesis and Ambrose in the eighth chapter of the sixth book of the Hexameron show in express words. But that the image of God in some way shines even in the body of man, Augustine declares in these words, in the twelfth chapter of the sixth book On Genesis according to the Letter: If God also [made] man from the earth—2



[Si et hominem de] terra, et bestias de terra ipsa formavit, quid habet homo excellentius illis, nisi quòd ipso ad imaginem Dei creatus est? Nec hoc habet secundùm corpus, sed secundùm intellectum mentis. Quanquam in ipso corpore habeat quandam proprietatem quae hoc indicet, quòd erecta statura factus est, ut hoc ipso admoneretur non sibi terrena esse sectanda, velut sectantur pecora, quorum voluptas omnis ex terra est, unde in alvum cuncta pecora prona atque prostrata sunt. Congruit ergo et corpus hominis animae rationali, non secundùm lineamenta figurásque membrorum, sed potiùs secundùm id quod in Caelum erectum est, ad intuenda quae in corpore ipsius mundi superna sint: sicut anima rationalis in ea debet erigi quae in spiritalibus natura maximè excellunt, ut quae sursum sunt sapiat, non quae super terram.
[If God also made man from] the earth, and the beasts also from the earth itself, what has man more excellent than they, except that he was created to the image of God? And he has this not according to the body, but according to the understanding of the mind. Although in the body itself he has a certain property which indicates this, that he was made of upright stature, so that by this very thing he might be admonished that he is not to pursue earthly things, as the cattle pursue them, whose whole pleasure is from the earth—whence all cattle are bent and prostrate toward the belly. The body of man, therefore, befits the rational soul, not according to the lineaments and shapes of the members, but rather according to that which is erected toward Heaven, for beholding those things in the body of the world itself which are above: just as the rational soul ought to be raised up toward those things which in spiritual matters most excel by nature, that it may relish the things that are above, not the things that are upon the earth.3



Idem Augustinus capite decimoseptimo prioris libri de Genesi contra Manichaeos, cùm refutasset Manichaeos insultantes Catholicis quasi credentibus hominem esse factum ad imaginem Dei, quasi Deus figuram haberet humani corporis, ostendissétque hominem Dei gerere imaginem non corpore sed animo, subdit:
The same Augustine, in chapter seventeen of the first book On Genesis against the Manichees, when he had refuted the Manichees who insulted the Catholics as believing that man was made to the image of God as though God had the figure of a human body, and had shown that man bears the image of God not in the body but in the soul, adds:4



Quamvis etiam corpus nostrum sic fabricatum sit ut indicet nos meliores esse quàm bestias, et propterea Deo similes: omnium enim animalium corpora, sive quae in aquis, sive quae in terra vivunt, sive quae in aëre volitant, inclinata sunt ad terram, et non sunt erecta sicut hominis corpus. Quo significatur etiam animum nostrum in superna, id est, in aeterna spiritualia, erectum esse debere. Ita intelligitur per animum maximè, attestante etiam erecta corporis forma, homo factus ad imaginem et similitudinem Dei. Haec Augustinus.
Although even our body is so fashioned as to indicate that we are better than the beasts, and on that account like to God: for the bodies of all animals, whether they live in the waters, or on the land, or fly in the air, are inclined toward the earth, and are not erect like the body of man. By which it is signified that our soul too ought to be erected toward things above, that is, toward eternal spiritual things. Thus it is understood that man was made to the image and likeness of God chiefly through the soul, the erect form of the body also bearing witness. Thus Augustine.5



NON committam ut hoc loco praeteream quae in eandem sententiam, piis admodum et disertis suavissimísque verbis, scripsit Bernardus in sermone vigesimoquarto super Cantica: scribit autem hoc modo:
I will not allow myself to pass over in this place what Bernard wrote to the same effect, in words exceedingly pious, eloquent, and sweet, in the twenty-fourth sermon on the Canticles: and he writes in this manner:6



Ergo secundùm animum, non secundùm terrenam et feculentam materiam, Deus hominem rectum fecit: ad imaginem quippe et similitudinem suam creavit illum. De ipso autem Deo cecinit David, Rectus Dominus Deus noster, et non est iniquitas in eo. Porrò iniquitas cordis est, non carnis vitium, ut per hoc noveris in spirituali portione tui, et non in crassa luteáque substantia, Dei similitudinem conservandam fore sive reparandam. Spiritus enim est Deus, et eos qui volunt similes ei vel perseverare vel fieri, oportet intrare ad cor atque in spiritu id negocij actitare: ubi, revelata facie, speculantes gloriam Dei, in eandem imaginem transformentur de claritate in claritatem, tanquam à Domini spiritu. Quanquam et corporis staturam dedit homini Deus rectam, forsitan ut ista corporea exterioris viliorísque rectitudo figmenti, hominem interiorem illum qui ad imaginem Dei factus est spiritualis suae servandae rectitudinis admoneret, et decor limi deformitatem argueret animi. Quid enim indecentius quàm curvum recto corpore gerere animum? Perversa res est et foeda, luteum vas (quod est corpus de terra) oculos habere sursum, Caelos liberè suspicere, Caelorúmque luminaribus oblectare aspectus: spiritualem verò caelestémque creaturam suos è contrario oculos, id est internos sensus atque affectus, trahere in terram deorsum, et, quae debuit nutriri in croceis, haerere luto tan-
Therefore it was according to the soul, not according to earthly and filthy matter, that God made man upright: for he created him to his own image and likeness. And of God himself David sang, Upright is the Lord our God, and there is no iniquity in him. Now iniquity is of the heart, not a fault of the flesh, that by this you may know that it is in the spiritual portion of yourself, and not in the gross and clayey substance, that the likeness of God is to be preserved or repaired. For God is a spirit, and those who wish either to persevere or to become like to him must enter into the heart and carry on that business in the spirit: where, with face unveiled, beholding the glory of God, they are transformed into the same image from brightness to brightness, as by the Spirit of the Lord. Although God also gave man an upright bodily stature, perhaps so that this bodily, exterior, and baser uprightness of the figure might admonish that interior man, who was made to the image of God, to keep his spiritual uprightness, and the comeliness of the clay might convict the deformity of the soul. For what is more unseemly than to bear a crooked soul in an upright body? It is a perverse and foul thing that the vessel of clay (which is the body, from the earth) should have its eyes upward, gaze freely on the heavens, and delight its sight with the luminaries of the heavens; but that the spiritual and heavenly creature should, on the contrary, drag its own eyes—that is, its inner senses and affections—down to the earth, and, what ought to have been nourished in saffron robes, should cling to the mud as—7



[tan]quam unam de suibus, complexaríque stercora. Erubesce, anima mea, divinam in pecorinam commutasse similitudinem; erubesce volutari in caeno, quae de Caelo es. Erubesce, anima (ait corpus) in mei consideratione: creata similis creanti recta, me quoque accepisti adiutorium simile tibi, utique secundùm lineamenta corporea rectitudinis. Quocunque te vertas, sive ad Deum sursum, sive ad me deorsum (nemo siquidem carnem suam unquam odio habuit), ubique occurrit tibi species decoris tui, ubique pro statu tuae dignitatis habes de magisterio sapientiae familiarem admonitionem. Me ergo, meam quam tui gratia accepi retinente et servante praerogativam, tu quomodo non confunderis amisisse tuam? Cur suam in te conditor intueatur abolitam similitudinem, cùm tuam in me tibi conservet assiduéque repraesentet? Iam omne adiutorium quod tibi ex me debebatur vertisti tibi in confusionem: abuteris obsequio meo, indignè humanum corpus inhabitas, brutus et bestialis spiritus. Hactenus sunt melliflui Bernardi, quae ad rem praesentem pertinent, mellitissima verba.
[as] one of the swine, and embrace the dung. Blush, O my soul, to have exchanged the divine likeness for that of cattle; blush to wallow in the mire, you who are from Heaven. Blush, O soul (says the body) at the consideration of me: created upright, like to my Creator, I too was given to you as a help like to you, namely according to the lineaments of bodily uprightness. Wherever you turn, whether upward to God or downward to me (for no one ever hated his own flesh), everywhere the appearance of your comeliness meets you, everywhere, according to the state of your dignity, you have a familiar admonition from the teaching of wisdom. While I, then, retain and preserve my prerogative, which I received for your sake, how are you not confounded to have lost your own? Why should the Creator behold his likeness abolished in you, when he preserves yours in me and constantly represents it to you? Now you have turned to your own confusion all the help that was owed to you from me: you abuse my obedience, you unworthily inhabit a human body, you a brutish and bestial spirit. Thus far the most honeyed words of the mellifluous Bernard, so far as they pertain to the matter at hand.8
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QUESTION VI. Whether any distinction is to be made between being the image of God, and being to the image of God
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QUESTION VI. Whether any distinction is to be made between being the image of God, and being to the image of God.1
QUAESTIO VI. An discrimen aliquod constituendum sit, inter esse imaginem Dei, et esse ad imaginem Dei.



PLERISQUE Theologis et nonnullis Patribus visum est ea differre inter se. Siquidem Filius Dei dicitur esse imago Dei (sic eum appellat Paulus ad Collossenses primo), nusquam autem dicitur esse ad imaginem vel secundùm imaginem Dei factus. Putant igitur isti, esse ad imaginem vel similitudinem Dei denotare imperfectam divinae similitudinis participationem, qualis nempe reperitur in homine; quoniam autem Filius Dei perfectissima est paternae substantiae imago, idcirco non potest dici esse ad imaginem Dei: illud enim Ad significat accessum ad aliquid, à quo tamen distat. Audi Ambrosium super vigesimumsecundum caput Lucae ita scribentem:
To most of the Theologians and to some of the Fathers it has seemed that these differ from each other. For the Son of God is said to be the image of God (so Paul calls him in the first chapter to the Colossians), but is nowhere said to have been made to the image, or according to the image, of God. These men, then, think that to be 'to the image' or likeness of God denotes an imperfect participation of the divine likeness, such as is found in man; but since the Son of God is the most perfect image of the paternal substance, he cannot therefore be said to be 'to the image' of God: for that word 'To' signifies an approach to something from which one nevertheless differs. Hear Ambrose, writing thus upon the twenty-second chapter of Luke:2



Christ alone is the full image of God, on account of the unity of the paternal brightness expressed in himself. But the just man is 'to the image' of God, if, in order to imitate the likeness of the divine manner of life, he despises this world through the knowledge of God.3
Solus Christus est plena imago Dei, propter expressam in se paternae claritudinis unitatem. Iustus autem homo ad imaginem Dei est, si propter imitandam divinae conversationis similitudinem mundum hunc Dei cognitione contemnat.



[Augusti]nus verò in libro Octoginta trium quaestionum, quaest. 51., significat filium Dei, quia substantialiter et perfectissimè refert Deum Patrem, propterea verissimè appellari imaginem Dei, non autem ad imaginem Dei; hominem autem, quoniam imperfectè refert similitudinem Dei, ideo non dici imaginem Dei, sed ad imaginem Dei. Verùm hoc posteà correxit Augustinus in lib. 1. Retractationum, cap. 26.: quippe legerat apud Paulum prioris epistolae ad Corinthios cap. 11. virum appellari imaginem Dei; quocirca et illo loco, et disertiùs lib. 7. de Trinitate cap. ultimo, docet hominem, quia similitudinem gerit Dei, appellari imaginem Dei; quoniam autem ea similitudo imperfecta est, ad id ostendendum dici eum ad imaginem Dei esse factum: quod tamen nunquam in filio Dei dictum invenimus. ATQUE haec sententia Augustini adeo placuit scholasticis Theologis, ut ferè ab omnibus probata sit et in scriptis prodita. Lege Magistrum in secundo sententiarum, distinctione decimasexta, et super eam distinctionem scholasticorum Theologorum disputationes, necnon et sanctum Thomam in prima parte quaestione nonagesimatertia. Verùm hoc quod diximus appositione verborum Augustini fiet illustrius. In septimo igitur libro de Trinitate, capite ultimo, sic habet:
But Augustine, in the book of Eighty-Three Questions, q. 51, signifies that the Son of God, because he substantially and most perfectly represents God the Father, is therefore most truly called the image of God, but not 'to the image' of God; whereas man, because he imperfectly represents the likeness of God, is therefore not called the image of God, but 'to the image' of God. Yet Augustine afterward corrected this in book 1 of the Retractations, ch. 26: for he had read in Paul, in the first Epistle to the Corinthians, ch. 11, that man is called the image of God; wherefore both in that place, and more expressly in book 7 of On the Trinity, last chapter, he teaches that man, because he bears the likeness of God, is called the image of God; but, because that likeness is imperfect, to show this he is said to have been made 'to the image' of God: which, however, we never find said of the Son of God. And this opinion of Augustine so pleased the scholastic Theologians that it has been approved by almost all and set forth in their writings. Read the Master in the second book of the Sentences, distinction sixteen, and the disputations of the scholastic Theologians upon that distinction, and also St. Thomas in the first part, question ninety-three. But what we have said will be made clearer by setting down Augustine's words. In the seventh book On the Trinity, then, in the last chapter, he has thus:4



Sed quia non omnino aequalis fiebat illa imago Dei, tanquam non ab illo nata, sed ab eo creata, huius rei significandae causa ita imago est, ut ad imaginem sit, id est, non aequatur parilitate, sed quadam similitudine accedit. Non enim locorum intervallis, sed similitudine acceditur ad Deum, et dissimilitudine receditur ab eo. Sunt enim qui ita distinguunt, ut imaginem velint esse Filium, hominem verò non imaginem, sed ad imaginem. Refellit autem eos Apostolus dicens, Vir quidem non debet velare caput suum, cùm sit imago et gloria Dei. Non dixit ad imaginem, sed imago. Quae tamen imago, cùm alibi dicitur Ad imaginem, non quasi ad Filium dicitur, qua imago aequalis est Patri: alioquin non diceret, Ad imaginem nostram. Quomodo enim nostram, cùm Filius solius Patris imago sit? Sed propter imparem, ut diximus, similitudinem dictus est homo ad imaginem, et ideo nostram, ut imago Trinitatis esset homo: non Trinitatis aequalis sicut Filius Patri, sed accedens (ut dictum est) quadam similitudine, sicut in distantibus significatur quaedam vicinitas, non loci sed cuiusdam imitationis. Sic Augustinus.
But because that image of God was not made altogether equal, as not born of him but created by him, to signify this it is so an image that it is 'to the image,' that is, it is not made equal by parity, but approaches by a certain likeness. For one approaches God not by intervals of place, but by likeness, and recedes from him by unlikeness. For there are those who distinguish in such a way that they would have the Son to be the image, but man not the image, but 'to the image.' But the Apostle refutes them, saying, A man indeed ought not to veil his head, since he is the image and glory of God. He did not say 'to the image,' but 'image.' Yet this image, when elsewhere it is said 'To the image,' is not said as though to the Son, by which image he is equal to the Father: otherwise he would not say, To our image. For how 'our,' since the Son is the image of the Father alone? But, on account of the unequal likeness, as we said, man is called 'to the image,' and therefore 'our,' so that man might be the image of the Trinity—not equal to the Trinity as the Son is to the Father, but approaching (as has been said) by a certain likeness, just as among things distant a certain nearness is signified, not of place but of a kind of imitation. Thus Augustine.5



AT enim non videtur ea distinctio perpetuò servari in Scriptura; quinimo alicubi legimus in Sacris litteris aliquid esse ad imaginem alterius quod habet illius perfectissimam similitudinem, eíque adaequatur. Siquidem in capite quinto libri Geneseos scriptum est Adam genuisse filium Seth ad imaginem et similitudinem suam: constat autem filium esse substantialem perfectámque Patris imaginem. Cur igitur Filius Dei nunquam in Scriptura dicitur esse ad imaginem Patris? Credo equidem esse ad imaginem alicuius significare idem quod habere illius similitudinem (sive perfectam sive imperfectam), sed habere tamen eam in diversa natura expressam: diversam dico vel secun-
But that distinction does not seem to be perpetually observed in Scripture; nay rather, somewhere in Holy Scripture we read that something is 'to the image' of another which has its most perfect likeness, and is made equal to it. For in the fifth chapter of the book of Genesis it is written that Adam begat his son Seth 'to his own image and likeness': and it is agreed that a son is the substantial and perfect image of the father. Why, then, is the Son of God never in Scripture said to be 'to the image' of the Father? I, for my part, believe that to be 'to the image' of someone signifies the same as to have his likeness (whether perfect or imperfect), but to have it nevertheless expressed in a different nature: different, I say, either accord-6



[diversam dico] vel secundùm speciem, ut est inter hominem et Deum, vel secundùm numerum, uti est inter patrem et Filium. Quoniam autem Filius Dei eandem omnino naturam habet atque Pater, propterea nunquam dicitur esse ad imaginem Patris, sed dicitur tantummodo esse imago Patris.
[different, I say,] either according to species, as it is between man and God, or according to number, as it is between a father and a son. But since the Son of God has altogether the same nature as the Father, therefore he is never said to be 'to the image' of the Father, but is said only to be the image of the Father.7
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QUESTION VII. Whether the image of God which is in man can, on account of sin, be utterly destroyed and lost

LatineEnglish


QUESTION VII. Whether the image of God which is in man can, on account of sin, be utterly destroyed and lost.1
QUAESTIO VII. An Imago Dei quae est in homine, propter peccatum penitus deleri ac perdi queat.



EPIPHANIUS in Epistola quam scripsit ad Ioannem Hierosolymitanum Episcopum, inter alios complures Origenis errores et hunc recenset, dixisse ipsum perdidisse hominem propter peccatum imaginem Dei. Quod refellit Epiphanius tribus Scripturae testimoniis: ex 9. capite libri Geneseos, ex Psalmo trigesimooctavo, et ex capite undecimo prioris Epistolae ad Corinthios, quibus in locis dicitur homo etiam post peccatum esse ad imaginem Dei. Verùm id de quo Epiphanius reprehendit Origenem aliquando sensisse videtur Augustinus, et scriptum reliquisse libro secundo contra Adimantium Manichaeum capit. 5., libro octogintatrium quaestionum quaestione 67., et libro 6. de Genesi ad litteram capite 27. et 28.: sed hoc posteà retractans correxit Augustinus, ut videre est apud ipsum, libro primo Retractationum capite 26. et libro secundo capite 24.
Epiphanius, in the Epistle which he wrote to John, bishop of Jerusalem, reckons this too among the many other errors of Origen: that he said that man lost the image of God on account of sin. This Epiphanius refutes by three testimonies of Scripture: from the 9th chapter of the book of Genesis, from the thirty-eighth Psalm, and from the eleventh chapter of the first Epistle to the Corinthians—in which places man is said to be 'to the image of God' even after sin. But that for which Epiphanius reproves Origen, Augustine too seems once to have held, and to have left in writing in the second book against Adimantus the Manichee, ch. 5, in the book of Eighty-Three Questions, question 67, and in the sixth book On Genesis according to the Letter, chapters 27 and 28: but Augustine afterward corrected this, retracting it, as may be seen in him, in the first book of the Retractations, ch. 26, and in the second book, ch. 24.2



CAETERUM parvo negotio et proposita quaestio enodari, et istorum auctorum dicta ad rectam sententiam deduci possunt. Dupliciter enim de imagine Dei quae est in homine loqui possumus. Vel prout ea consideratur secundum dona naturalia, et posita est in eo quod est habere naturam rationis et intelligentiae compotem: et hac ratione non magis peccato perditur imago Dei quàm perdatur natura ipsa rationalis seu intellectualis; non enim peccatum corrumpit et tollit dona naturalia. Aut consideratur imago Dei secundùm dona supernaturalia, scilicet divinae gratiae et coelestis gloriae, quae quidem est naturalis imaginis absolutio et consummatio: et huiusmodi similitudo et imago Dei peccando penitus deletur atque destruitur. Origenes igitur et Augustinus perdi imaginem Dei peccando intellexerunt, non secundùm substantiam, sed quantum ad eius pulchritudinem et perfectionem: vel id non de imagine naturali, sed de gratuita et supernaturali ab illis dictum est.
But with little trouble both the proposed question may be unraveled and the sayings of these authors brought to the right sense. For we can speak in two ways of the image of God which is in man. Either as it is considered according to the natural gifts, and is placed in this, that man has a nature possessed of reason and intelligence: and in this respect the image of God is no more lost by sin than the rational or intellectual nature itself is lost; for sin does not corrupt and take away the natural gifts. Or the image of God is considered according to the supernatural gifts, namely of divine grace and heavenly glory, which indeed is the completion and consummation of the natural image: and this kind of likeness and image of God is, by sinning, utterly blotted out and destroyed. Origen, therefore, and Augustine understood the image of God to be lost by sinning, not according to substance, but as regards its beauty and perfection; or this was said by them not of the natural image, but of the gratuitous and supernatural one.3
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QUESTION VIII. Whether the things that lack reason bear the image of God, or can be said to have been made to the image of God
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QUESTION VIII. Whether the things that lack reason bear the image of God, or can be said to have been made to the image of God.1
QUAESTIO VIII. An quae ratione carent gerant imaginem Dei, aut dici queant ad imaginem Dei esse facta.



RESPONDENDUM est negando rem ullam praeter Angelum et hominem, si propriè loqui velimus, esse ad imaginem Dei: non enim quaelibet similitudo, etiam si expressa sit ex alio, sufficit ad rationem imaginis constituendam. Si enim similitudo ea sit secundùm genus tantùm, aut secundùm accidens aliquod commune, non constituet ea similitudo rationem imaginis: non enim vermis ex homine natus, et secundùm genericam naturam animalis ei similis, dicetur imago hominis; nec si quid fiat album ad similitudinem alterius quod sit album, propterea dici poterit esse imago illius, vel ad illius imaginem. Necesse igitur est, quò verè dicatur aliquid esse imago alterius, ut gerat in se illius similitudinem ex ipso expressam: similitudinem dico vel secundùm speciem, quemadmodum imago regis est in filio eius, vel certè secundùm aliquod accidens proprium illius speciei, praesertim verò secundùm figuram, quemadmodum imago regis dicitur esse vel in tabula depicta, vel in argento, vel alia quavis materia expressa. Similitudo autem speciei spectari debet secundùm ultimum gradum et differentiam rei. Res igitur rationis et intelligentiae expertes assimilari quidem Deo possunt secundum existentiam, vitam, et infimum cognoscendi modum, qui est per sensus: supremum autem gradum mentis et intelligentiae nequaquam attingunt, in quo tamen gradu, ut suprà dictum est, propriè consistit ratio similitudinis quae est inter Deum atque hominem.
The answer is to be made by denying that anything, except the Angel and man, is (if we wish to speak properly) 'to the image of God': for not any likeness whatever, even if it be derived from another, suffices to constitute the nature of an image. For if that likeness be only according to genus, or according to some common accident, that likeness will not constitute the nature of an image: for a worm born from a man, and like to him according to the generic nature of an animal, will not be called the image of a man; nor, if something be made white to match another thing that is white, can it on that account be said to be the image of it, or 'to its image.' It is necessary, therefore, that, for something to be truly said to be the image of another, it should bear in itself a likeness of that other expressed from it—a likeness, I say, either according to species (as the image of a king is in his son), or at least according to some accident proper to that species, but especially according to figure (as the image of a king is said to be either painted in a picture, or expressed in silver, or in any other material). And the likeness of species must be regarded according to the ultimate grade and differentia of the thing. Things, therefore, devoid of reason and intelligence can indeed be assimilated to God according to existence, life, and the lowest mode of knowing, which is through the senses; but the supreme grade of mind and intelligence they by no means attain—in which grade, however (as was said above), properly consists the nature of the likeness which is between God and man.2



EX QUO licet intelligere quae vim intelligendi non habent, in iis non esse imaginem Dei: ea tamen dicuntur habere vestigium Dei, sic enim in scholis loquuntur Theologi. Namque hoc discriminis putant illi esse inter imaginem et vestigium, quod imago repraesentat rem secundùm similitudinem speciei, vestigium autem repraesentat per modum effectus, qui sic refert causam suam ut eius tamen similitudinem speciei minimè assequatur. Impressiones enim quae ex motu animalium relinquuntur in arena vel pulvere vestigia eorum appellantur; et vastitas ac desolatio alicuius regionis vestigium est hostilis exercitus qui eam devastavit. Homo igitur, quia non solùm est, vivit et sentit, sed etiam, ut Deus, intelligit et sapit, gradum divinae naturae attingens, propterea imago Dei iure appellatur. Animalia verò, cunctaeque res praeter hominem corporatae, quia vim non habent intelligendi, non gerunt imaginem Dei, sed cernitur in eis quasi vestigium quoddam divinitatis: earum enim dispositionem, determinationem, et mirabilem omnium inter se consocia-
From which it may be understood that in the things that have not the power of understanding there is not the image of God; yet they are said to have the vestige of God, for so the Theologians speak in the schools. For they think this is the difference between image and vestige: that the image represents a thing according to the likeness of species, but the vestige represents by way of effect, which so refers to its cause that it nevertheless by no means attains a likeness of its species. For the imprints left in the sand or dust by the movement of animals are called their vestiges; and the devastation and desolation of some region is the vestige of the hostile army that ravaged it. Man, therefore, because he not only exists, lives, and feels, but also, like God, understands and is wise, reaching the grade of the divine nature, is on that account rightly called the image of God. But the animals, and all corporeal things except man, because they have not the power of understanding, do not bear the image of God, but there is discerned in them a kind of vestige of divinity: for their arrangement, determination, and the wonderful associa-3



[consocia]tionem contemplantibus manifestum fit, eas divina ratione, intelligentia, et sapientia ab initio esse constitutas, et perpetuò contineri atque gubernari. Mentem enim, eámque sapientissimam, fuisse necesse est, quae tot tantásque et inter se tam diversas res (è quibus hic mundus mirabiliter coagmentatus existit) in pondere et numero et mensura condiderit, et admirabili quodam foedere, velut providentiae suae fraeno astrictas tenens, suo arbitrio regat atque moderetur.
[the wonderful associa]tion of all things among themselves becomes manifest to those who contemplate it: namely, that they were established from the beginning by divine reason, intelligence, and wisdom, and are perpetually contained and governed. For there must have been a Mind, and that a most wise one, which founded so many and so great things, and things so diverse among themselves (out of which this world stands wonderfully compacted), in weight and number and measure, and which, holding them bound by a certain admirable covenant, as by the bridle of its providence, rules and moderates them at its own will.4
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A MORAL DIGRESSION. Why God made man to his own image
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A MORAL DIGRESSION. Why God made man to his own image.1
DIGRESSIO MORALIS. Cur Deus fecerit hominem ad imaginem suam.



CAETERUM, libet hoc loco superiorum quaestionum, quas de imagine Dei explicavimus, velut clausulam adiicere moralem quandam disputationem, de causis cur Deus hominem ad sui imaginem et similitudinem effinxerit. Et complures quidem, valdéque probabiles, eius rei causas afferre possumus.
But it pleases me here, as a kind of close to the foregoing questions which we have explained concerning the image of God, to add a certain moral disputation, on the causes why God fashioned man to his own image and likeness. And we can indeed adduce several, and very probable, causes of this matter.2



SIT igitur PRIMA CAUSA. Fecit Deus hominem sui similem, ut palam esset quantum intersit inter Dei bonitatem ac benignitatem, atque hominis malignitatem et invidiam. Homo enim, si re aliqua excellat (velut divitiis, potentia, nobilitate, honoribus, ac sapientia), nollet quemquam aliorum hominum sibi ea re parem, aut etiam similem esse: at Dei tanta est bonitas, támque omnis expers invidiae, ut quibus rebus excellit ipse, earum capacem et participem fecerit hominem; et quibuscumque modis homo similis Deo esse poterat, iis omnibus hominem sibi fecerit similem. Fecit enim eum sibi similem secundùm naturam, provehendo eum ad summum gradum naturae in quo ipse est, naturam scilicet rationis compotem ei dando; deinde secundum bona supernaturalia et divina, faciendo eum suae gratiae, sapientiae, et foelicitatis participem atque consortem; denique naturam hominis secum coniungendo in unitatem personae divinae, ita ut non tantùm homo similis Deo sit, sed etiam Deus et nominetur et sit.
Let the FIRST CAUSE, then, be this. God made man like to himself, that it might be plain how great is the difference between God's goodness and kindness and man's malignity and envy. For man, if he excels in anything (such as riches, power, nobility, honors, and wisdom), would not wish any other man to be his equal, or even his like, in that thing; but so great is God's goodness, and so wholly devoid of envy, that he made man capable and a partaker of the very things in which he himself excels; and in whatever ways man could be like God, in all those he made man like to himself. For he made him like to himself according to nature, by raising him to the supreme grade of nature in which he himself is, namely by giving him a nature possessed of reason; then according to supernatural and divine goods, by making him a partaker and consort of his grace, wisdom, and happiness; and finally by joining the nature of man to himself into the unity of the divine person, so that man not only is like God, but is even both called and is God.3



SECUNDA CAUSA. Ut res omnes corporales revererentur hominem, ut qui tam illustrem et expressam Dei, omnium conditoris et dominatoris, imaginem in se gereret. Sic Deus dixit Noë, Gen. 9., Terror vester ac tremor sit super cuncta animalia terrae, et super omnes volucres caeli, etc. Et ne caeli atque astra inservire homini, aut etiam Angeli ei ministrare, dedignarétur; denique ne daemones hominem laedere auderent, néve, propter hominis rebellionem adversus Deum, omnes creaturae in ipsum insurgerét: sua hominem imagine Deus insignire et munire voluit. Figura eius rei fuit quòd legitur, libri Geneseos cap. 4., posuisse Deum signum super Cain, ne qui inveniret ipsum, signúmque Dei in eo videret, interficere eum auderet. Et quemadmodum
SECOND CAUSE. That all corporeal things might reverence man, as bearing in himself so illustrious and express an image of God, the founder and ruler of all. So God said to Noah, in Genesis 9, Let the fear and dread of you be upon all the animals of the earth, and upon all the fowls of the air, etc. And lest the heavens and the stars should disdain to serve man, or even the Angels to minister to him; and finally lest the demons should dare to harm man, or all creatures, because of man's rebellion against God, should rise up against him: God willed to mark and fortify man with his own image. A figure of this was what is read in chapter 4 of the book of Genesis, that God set a sign upon Cain, lest anyone who found him, and saw the sign of God upon him, should dare to kill him. And just as4



[Et quemadmodum Io]seph patriarcham Aegyptij, et Mardochaeum Iudaeum Persae ac Medi honorabant ac venerabantur, quòd insignia Regum (ille Aegypti, hic Persarum ac Medorum) gereret, sic omnes creaturae hominem, effigie Dei insignitum et decoratum, colunt ac reverentur.
[And just as] the Egyptians honored and venerated Joseph the patriarch, and the Persians and Medes Mordecai the Jew, because they bore the insignia of kings (the former of Egypt, the latter of the Persians and Medes), so all creatures cherish and reverence man, marked and adorned with the image of God.5



TERTIA CAUSA. Omnia Deus homini donaverat, sed ipsum tamen hominem divini iuris et possessionis esse voluit: quocirca, ut agnosceretur hominem esse quid Dei proprium et peculiare, obsignavit eum sigillo suae imaginis, tam altè ac tenaciter impressae ut, salva hominis natura, signaculum illud auferri nullo modo posset. Quemadmodum memoriae proditum est nobilissimum illum Phidiam fecisse clypeum Minervae, atque in eum tanta arte effigiem suam inclusisse, ut ea integro clypeo non posset eximi. Homo igitur gestat Dei imaginem: ut filius sui patris, cui debet amorem et pietatem; ut mancipium domini sui, quem timere ac revereri debet; ut miles sui ducis et imperatoris, cui fidem et obedientiam praestare oportet; denique ut minister et dispensator bonorum heri et domini sui, cui rectum usum creaturarum, quae dispensationi eius commissae sunt, exhibere debet.
THIRD CAUSE. God had given all things to man, but he willed man himself nevertheless to be of divine right and possession: wherefore, that man might be recognized as something proper and peculiar to God, he sealed him with the seal of his own image, so deeply and tenaciously impressed that, while man's nature remains, that seal could in no way be removed. Just as it is recorded that the most renowned Phidias made the shield of Minerva, and enclosed in it his own likeness with such art that it could not be taken out without destroying the whole shield. Man, therefore, bears the image of God: as a son does his father's, to whom he owes love and piety; as a slave his master's, whom he ought to fear and reverence; as a soldier his general's and commander's, to whom he ought to render faith and obedience; and finally as a minister and steward of the goods of his lord and master, to whom he ought to render a right use of the creatures committed to his stewardship.6



QUARTA CAUSA. Quemadmodum, quia nullum animalium inveniebatur simile Adae, cum quo societatem et amicitiam et familiaritatem habere posset, creavit Deus Evam tanquam eius sociam, ita, creatis rebus omnibus corporeis, cùm nulla esset Dei similis, et cum qua Deus societatem et familiaritatem inire posset, fecit hominem sui similem, ut esset quem Deus amaret et à quo vicissim amaretur amore amicitiae. Et de aliis quidem rebus, cùm eas Deus à se factas cerneret, approbasse eas dicitur: Vidit Deus, inquit Scriptura, cuncta quae fecerat, et erant valde bona; de homine autem multò aliter locutus est Deus per Salomonem, Proverbiorum octavo, dicens, Deliciae meae esse cum filijs hominum. Caetera igitur ut bona laudavit et approbavit Deus; solum autem hominem ut amicum amare, et velut cum familiari consuetudinem habere, et suae foelicitatis consortem esse voluit. Meritò igitur Iob cap. 7., tantam Dei erga hominem benevolentiam et benignitatem admirans, exclamavit: Quid est homo quia magnificas eum? aut cur apponis erga eum cor tuum? visitas eum diluculo, etc. Illud Visitas denotat societatem, conversationem, et familiaritatem Dei cum homine; illud autem, Apponis erga eum cor tuum, significat amorem amicitiae quo Deus hominem dignatur atque complectitur. Verùm admirationi Iob rectè possumus respondere, propterea Deum visitare hominem et apponere erga eum cor suum, quia Deus fecit hominem ad imaginem et similitudinem suam: similitudo enim amorem conciliat et amicitiam conglutinat.
FOURTH CAUSE. Just as, because no animal was found like to Adam, with whom he might have society and friendship and familiarity, God created Eve as his companion, so, when all corporeal things had been created, since there was none like to God, and with whom God might enter into society and familiarity, he made man like to himself, that there might be one whom God might love and by whom in turn he might be loved with the love of friendship. And of the other things, indeed, when God beheld them made by himself, he is said to have approved them: God saw, says Scripture, all the things that he had made, and they were very good; but of man God spoke far otherwise through Solomon, in the eighth of Proverbs, saying, My delights were to be with the children of men. The rest, therefore, God praised and approved as good; but man alone he willed to love as a friend, and to have, as it were, familiar fellowship with, and to be a partaker of his happiness. Rightly, therefore, Job, in chapter 7, marveling at so great a benevolence and kindness of God toward man, exclaimed: What is man that thou magnifiest him? or why dost thou set thy heart toward him? Thou visitest him at daybreak, etc. That 'Thou visitest' denotes the society, conversation, and familiarity of God with man; and that 'Thou settest thy heart toward him' signifies the love of friendship with which God deigns to embrace man. But to Job's wonder we can rightly answer that God visits man, and sets his heart toward him, because God made man to his own image and likeness: for likeness conciliates love and cements friendship.7



QUINTA CAUSA. Omnia quae à Deo creata sunt et Mundi ambitu continentur, hominem (ea, ut par est, contemplantem) ad cogni-
FIFTH CAUSE. All things that have been created by God and are contained within the compass of the World lead man (contemplating them, as is fitting) to the know-8



[ad cogni]tionem Dei eorum opificis perducunt. Namque invisibilia Dei, ut Paulus testatur, à creatura mundi per ea quae facta sunt intellecta conspiciuntur, sempiterna quoque virtus eius et divinitas. Verùm, ne cogeretur homo cognitionem Dei extra se et è longinquo quaerere ac petere, posuit Deus intra hominem, in ipso eius animo, pulcherrimam sui effigiem et imaginem, quae quidem sola expressius quàm aliae res omnes simul Dei vim et naturam declararet. Hanc igitur Dei imaginem intra se intuens homo, per eam cognoscit qualis sit Deus: nam, quia hominis animus similis Deo est, qualis imperfectè animus est, tale perfectè (remotáque omni imperfectione) Deum esse existimare oportet. Itaque, sicut animus noster, ita Deus est intelligens, libero arbitrio pollens, plenus virtute, gratia, et sapientia, mundum conservans, regens, atque continens, sicut animus corpus suum.
[to the] knowledge of God, their maker. For the invisible things of God, as Paul testifies, are clearly seen from the creation of the world, being understood by the things that are made—his eternal power also and divinity. But, lest man be forced to seek and ask the knowledge of God outside himself and from afar, God placed within man, in his very soul, a most beautiful effigy and image of himself, which alone, more expressly than all other things together, declares the power and nature of God. Beholding, therefore, this image of God within himself, man knows through it what God is like: for, because man's soul is like God, whatever the soul is imperfectly, that God must be esteemed to be perfectly, with all imperfection removed. And so, as our soul is, so God is intelligent, strong in free will, full of virtue, grace, and wisdom, preserving, ruling, and containing the world, as the soul does its own body.9



SEXTA CAUSA. Ideo factus est homo ad imaginem Dei, ut posset homo esse aeternitatis, infinitatis, et divinitatis quodammodo capax; nullúmque esset tantum bonum, ut non id auderet homo petere à Deo, et impetraturum se ab eo sperare. Possumus enim Deo fidenter dicere: Domine, imple bonis tuis infinitam hanc nostrae mentis et voluntatis capacitatem, quam dedisti nobis: nam si tu non pateris esse aliquid vacuum in natura, sed omnia loca vis esse obsessa et impleta corporibus, quantò minùs velle te putandum est aliquid esse vacuum in animo nostro? Tu igitur, qui solus potes replere in bonis desiderium nostrum, reple nostram voluntatem, quam nulla res praeter unum te explere et satiare potest. Quemadmodum igitur vas rotunda figura praeditum non potest omni ex parte repleri nisi à corpore similiter rotundo, ita nec animus hominis ad imaginem Dei factus nisi à solo Deo, cuius similis est, repleri et satiari potest.
SIXTH CAUSE. Man was made to the image of God for this reason, that man might be in some way capable of eternity, infinity, and divinity; and that there should be no good so great that man would not dare to ask it of God, and hope to obtain it from him. For we can confidently say to God: Lord, fill with thy goods this infinite capacity of our mind and will, which thou hast given us: for if thou dost not allow anything to be void in nature, but willest all places to be occupied and filled with bodies, how much less art thou to be thought to will anything to be void in our soul? Thou, therefore, who alone canst fill our desire with good things, fill our will, which nothing but thee alone can fill and satisfy. Just as, then, a vessel of round shape cannot be filled in every part except by a body likewise round, so neither can the soul of man, made to the image of God, be filled and satisfied except by God alone, to whom it is like.10



SEPTIMA CAUSA. Quemadmodum Rex, condita à se civitate, in medio eius loco celebri imaginem suam collocat, ex materia quapiam eximia et pretiosa confecta, ut manifestum sit omnibus eam intuentibus quis fuerit eius civitatis conditor: ita Deus, fabricato à se mundo, effigiem suam posuit in medio eius, id est, in homine, qui est medium quiddam inter res à Deo conditas, ut ex eius aspectu et contemplatione in aperto et manifesto sit omnibus qualis fuerit huius mundi fabricator et opifex. Et sicut Appelles simulachrum Veneris inchoatum, morte occupatus, non potuit absolvere, nemóque posteà pictor qui succederet operi ad praescripta lineamenta inventus est (oris enim pulchritudo reliqui corporis imitandi spem auferebat), ut tradit Cicero in exordio lib. 3. de Officiis, et Plinius lib. 35. cap. 10.: simili ratione Deus per creationem homini dedit imaginem suam, sed imperfectam, quam tamen nulla res alia praeter Deum (ne ipse quidem homo, aut etiam Angelus) posset perpolire et absolvere: id enim proprium Dei est, qui, quam imaginem inchoavit per crea-
SEVENTH CAUSE. Just as a King, having founded a city, places his own image in a famous spot in the midst of it, made of some choice and precious material, so that it may be manifest to all who behold it who was the founder of that city: so God, having fashioned the world, placed his own effigy in the midst of it—that is, in man, who is a kind of middle thing among the things founded by God—so that, from the sight and contemplation of him, it might be open and manifest to all what the fashioner and maker of this world was like. And just as Apelles, prevented by death, could not finish the image of Venus he had begun, and no painter was afterward found who might succeed to the work according to the prescribed lineaments (for the beauty of the face took away the hope of imitating the rest of the body), as Cicero relates at the opening of the third book On Duties, and Pliny in book 35, chapter 10: in like manner God, through creation, gave man his own image, but an imperfect one, which nevertheless nothing else but God (not even man himself, nor even an Angel) could polish to completion and finish: for this is proper to God, who, the image he began through crea-11



[per crea]tionem, eam polit et ornat per iustificationem, et absolvit atque consummat per glorificationem. Quemadmodum igitur reus laesae maiestatis haberetur, et dignus extremo supplicio, qui regis imaginem loco publico et celebri positam deturbaret iniurioséque tractaret, ita qui Dei imaginem in se positam et expressam sceleribus foedat ac maculat, et quantùm in ipso est destruit ac delet, quasi in Deum iniuriosus et contumeliosus gravissima meretur supplicia.
[the image he began through crea]tion, he polishes and adorns it through justification, and brings it to completion and consummates it through glorification. As, therefore, one would be held guilty of treason, and worthy of the extreme penalty, who should cast down the image of the king set in a public and frequented place and treat it insultingly, so he who befouls and stains with crimes the image of God set and expressed in himself, and, as far as in him lies, destroys and blots it out, deserves, as one injurious and contumelious toward God, the gravest punishments.12



Translator’s notes
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CHAPTER 1, VERSE 26. And let him rule over the fishes of the sea, and the fowls of the air, and the beasts, and all the earth, and every creeping thing that moveth upon the earth

LatineEnglish


CHAPTER 1, VERSE 26. And let him rule over the fishes of the sea, and the fowls of the air, and the beasts, and all the earth, and every creeping thing that moveth upon the earth.1
CAP. 1. et VERS. 26. Et praesit piscibus maris, et volatilibus caeli, et bestijs, universaeque terrae, omníque reptili quod movetur in terra.



QUOD vesana quadam regnandi libidine tantopere concupiverat Alexander Magnus, ut totius Orbis imperium consequeretur, hoc ipsum, et multò quidem amplius, primo homini, statim ut is creatus est, à Deo fuit concessum. Aptè verò Moses, postquàm dixerat hominem esse factum ad imaginem Dei, proximè posuit datum esse ei dominatum et imperium in omnes animantes: siquidem convenientissimum erat ut, quem Deus fecerat sui similem dignitate naturae, etiam dominandi auctoritate potestatéque similem sui faceret; dignitas enim, potentiae praesidio destituta, velut inermis et infirma est, paulatimque vilescit. Deinde, hoc uno maximè argumento declarare voluit Moses hominem esse factum ad imaginem Dei: quòd, sicut Deus toti mundo praesidet atque imperat, ita, quasi Dei vicarius, cunctis animalibus praeest ac dominatur homo. Quid quòd ea ipsa re qua imaginem Dei gerit homo, etiam praesidet et dominatur animalibus, mentem dico, rationem, et prudentiam? Non enim animalibus praestat homo vel proceritate corporis, vel robore, vel agilitate, vel diuturnitate vitae, vel sensuum praestantia (nempe his rebus inferior est multis animalibus), at ratione, consilio, et prudentia omnibus antecellit. Ergo non corporis sed animi robore, et rationis ac prudentiae viribus, cuiusque generis animalia, etiam valentissima, callidissima, et ferocissima, capit, domat, ad suos usus accommodat, sibíque parere ac servire cogit.
What Alexander the Great so greatly coveted, with a certain mad lust of ruling, that he might obtain the empire of the whole world, this very thing, and indeed much more, was granted by God to the first man, as soon as he was created. And aptly Moses, after he had said that man was made to the image of God, next set down that dominion and command over all living things was given to him: since it was most fitting that, whom God had made like to himself in dignity of nature, he should make like to himself also in the authority and power of ruling; for dignity, destitute of the protection of power, is, as it were, unarmed and weak, and little by little grows cheap. Then, by this one argument especially Moses wished to declare that man was made to the image of God: that, just as God presides over and commands the whole world, so man, as God's vicar, presides over and rules all the animals. What of this, that by the very thing whereby man bears the image of God—I mean mind, reason, and prudence—he also presides over and rules the animals? For man does not excel the animals by tallness of body, or strength, or agility, or length of life, or excellence of the senses (in these things, indeed, he is inferior to many animals), but in reason, counsel, and prudence he surpasses them all. Therefore, not by strength of body but of mind, and by the powers of reason and prudence, he captures, tames, adapts to his own uses, and compels to obey and serve him the animals of every kind, even the strongest, the craftiest, and the fiercest.2



NEC illud vacat, quod inter animalia, quibus hominem à Deo praefectum narrat Moses, pisces primo loco memorat. Videlicet quod hi omnium animantium minimè dociles, miniméque humani imperij capaces, et nostrae consuetudinis atque disciplinae participes esse videantur. Quòd si eis tamen praeest homo, quantò magis eum caeteris animalibus praeesse credendum est? Et huius quidem in pisces humani imperij etiam nunc, nec pauca nec obscura, extant indicia. Namque, homine propè aquam ingrediente, visa eius umbra trepidant
Nor is it idle that, among the animals over which Moses relates that man was set by God, he mentions the fishes in the first place. Namely, because these seem the least docile of all living things, the least capable of human command, and the least sharers of our intercourse and discipline. But if man nevertheless presides over them, how much more is he to be believed to preside over the other animals? And of this human command over the fishes there exist even now indications neither few nor obscure. For, when a man walks near the water, at the sight of his shadow they tremble3



[tre]pidant pisces, fugámque capessunt, velut servi tumultuantes domi inopinato heri adventu et aspectu: id quod multis et disertis verbis nona in Genesim homilia persequitur Basilius. Delphini, incredibilis animal pernicitatis magnarúmque virium, mirificè amant et observant hominem, eíque quoquomodo gratificari, obsequi, et deservire gestiunt. Quid, illud nonne summae admirationis est, quod narrat Plinius libro octavo, cap. 25., de Tentyritis, ab insula Nili in qua gens illa habitat appellatis? qui, cùm parvo sint corpore, terribilissimo tamen omnium animalium Crocodilo maximo terrori sunt: quinetiam flumini innatantes, dorsóque Crocodilorum ad similitudinem equitantium impositi, hiantibus resupino capite ad morsum addita in eos clava, dextráque ac laeva tenentes extrema eius utrinque, ut fraenis in terram agunt captivos; ac voce etiam sola territos, cogunt evomere recentia corpora ad sepulturam. Itaque uni ei insulae Crocodili non adnatant, olfactúque eius generis hominum, ut Psyllorum serpentes, fugantur.
[the fishes] tremble and take to flight, like slaves running about in confusion at home at the unexpected arrival and sight of their master: which Basil pursues in many and eloquent words in the ninth homily on Genesis. Dolphins, a creature of incredible swiftness and great strength, wonderfully love and watch for man, and are eager in every way to gratify, obey, and serve him. And is not that a thing of the highest wonder which Pliny relates in book eight, ch. 25, about the Tentyrites—named from an island of the Nile on which that people dwell? who, though they be of small body, are yet the greatest terror to the Crocodile, the most terrible of all animals: nay more, swimming in the river and set upon the backs of the Crocodiles like riders, with a club thrust into them as they gape with head thrown back for the bite, holding its extremities on either side with right hand and left, they drive them like bridled captives onto the land; and, terrifying them by voice alone, they compel them to disgorge for burial the bodies recently swallowed. And so to that one island alone the Crocodiles do not swim, and at the smell of men of that race they are put to flight, as serpents at the smell of the Psylli.4



THEODORETUS, in quaestionibus quas scripsit in Genesim, quaestione vigesima, arbitratur ingentes illos pisces quos vocamus Cetos et Balaenas non esse factos propter hominem, nec eius subiectos imperio. Adscribam hic verba eius.
Theodoret, in the questions which he wrote on Genesis, question twenty, judges that those huge fishes which we call sea-monsters and whales were not made for man's sake, nor subject to his command. I will set down his words here.5



Animadvertendum est, inquit, non universa animalia propter hominem creata esse, sed ea demum quibus dominari dicitur: nempe pisces maris, volucres caeli, et pecora terrae, fortasse etiam et reptilia terrae, propter necessarium usum pharmacorum quae ex illis conficiuntur; non tamen facta sunt propter hominem cete illa grandia et ferae terrestres. Et interiectis quibusdam, ita concludit Theodoretus: Non igitur dominatur homo Cete illis grandibus, neque bestiis, quae fortasse ab initio non propter ipsum creata sunt. Et simile eorum quae hic dicuntur à Mose tradit David in octavo Psalmo, dicens: Omnia subiecisti sub pedibus eius, oves et boves universa, insuper et pecora campi, volucres caeli et pisces maris qui perambulant semitas maris. Nam et hic Cete et ferae praetermissa sunt. Sic Theodoretus.
It is to be noted, he says, that not all animals were created for man's sake, but only those which he is said to rule: namely the fishes of the sea, the birds of the air, and the cattle of the earth, and perhaps also the creeping things of the earth, on account of the necessary use of the medicines made from them; but those huge sea-monsters and the wild land-beasts were not made for man's sake. And, with certain things interposed, Theodoret thus concludes: Man, therefore, does not rule those huge sea-monsters, nor the beasts, which perhaps were not from the beginning created for his sake. And something like what is here said by Moses, David hands down in the eighth Psalm, saying: Thou hast subjected all things under his feet, all sheep and oxen, moreover the beasts of the field, the birds of the air and the fishes of the sea that pass through the paths of the sea. For here too the sea-monsters and the wild beasts are passed over. Thus Theodoret.6



Cuius sententia nequaquam probanda est, siquidem propter quam causam homo dominatur animalibus (nempe propter mentem, rationem, et prudentiam), propter eam causam dominari cunctis animantibus fateri necesse est. Etenim ratione et prudentia aequè feris et cetis quàm aliis animantibus antecellit homo. Cetos autem comprehendit Moses vocabulo piscium maris, sicut vocabulo bestiarum etiam omnes feras. Negare autem cetos et feras esse propter hominem, cum Moses Deuteronomij quarto dicat etiam solem et lunam omniáque sydera in ministerium et servitium hominis esse à Deo creata, et cum non rarò videamus cetos et feras ab homine capi et domari et ad usus eius accommodari, nullo modo probabile est. LEGERE potuisset Theodoretus et revereri Basilium (sanctitatis et sapientiae gloria apud omnes clarissimum), huic suae opinioni manifestè adversan-
His opinion is by no means to be approved, since, for the same cause for which man rules the animals (namely, on account of mind, reason, and prudence), it must be confessed that he rules all living things. For in reason and prudence man surpasses the wild beasts and the sea-monsters just as much as the other animals. And Moses includes the sea-monsters under the word 'fishes of the sea,' just as under the word 'beasts' he includes also all wild beasts. And to deny that the sea-monsters and wild beasts are for man's sake—when Moses, in the fourth of Deuteronomy, says that even the sun and moon and all the stars were created by God for the ministry and service of man, and when we not rarely see sea-monsters and wild beasts captured and tamed by man and adapted to his uses—is in no way probable. Theodoret might have read and revered Basil (most renowned among all for the glory of his holiness and wisdom), who manifestly oppos-7



[adver]santem. Is enim, homilia decima in Genesim, cùm de potestate quae homini data est in pisces verba faceret, ipsum hominem alloquens ita scribit:
[mani]festly opposes this opinion of his. For he, in the tenth homily on Genesis, when he was speaking of the power that was given to man over the fishes, addressing man himself, writes thus:8



Cùm tantam indulta tibi rationis vim perspicias, nihil non meantem ac penetrantem omniáque pervincentem, quomodo non etiam imperitandi Balaenis facultas tibi suppetet? Equidem vidi admirabilem hominum in capiendis Balaenis solertiam et ingeniosum valde artificium. Postquam autem miram capiendi Balaenas rationem et artem enarravit Basilius, subdit: Atque ita Cetus hic tam immanis et ferus nullo propè negotio, per hamum tenaciùs inhaerescentem captivus adductus, hominis ingenio et industria domitus et expugnatus, predáque factus piscatorio (exiguo urgens immanis, imbelli), Qua id gratia? Homo sanè, per opulentam et praedivitem vim rationis principatu in quavis animalia donatus, quasi facinorosos ac refugas servos atque rebelles ad obedientiam servitutémque redire cogit. Quae igitur animalia naturali feritate non cicurantur, haec vel ipsa necessitate coguntur ut suo famulentur et serviant Imperatori. His sanè argumentis elucescit ab ipso Deo vim caeteris omnibus imperandi delatam esse homini, ubiuis gentium constituto. Atque hinc factum est ut Balaena omniáque maris monstra, vel solis nominibus horrenda, sub hominis ditionem atque dominatum subiecta et substrata sint. Haec Basilius.
Since thou perceivest so great a power of reason granted to thee, passing through and penetrating all things and overcoming all, how shall the faculty of commanding even the whales not be at thy disposal? Indeed I have seen the admirable skill of men in catching whales, and an artifice exceedingly ingenious. And after Basil had recounted the wonderful method and art of catching whales, he adds: And so this sea-monster, so huge and wild, with almost no trouble, drawn captive by the hook that clings the more tenaciously, tamed and overcome by the genius and industry of man, and made the prey of a fisherman (the huge pressed by the slight, the warlike by the unwarlike)—for what reason is this? Surely man, endowed by the rich and abounding power of reason with sovereignty over any animals whatsoever, compels them, like criminal, fugitive, and rebellious slaves, to return to obedience and servitude. Those animals, therefore, which are not tamed by their natural ferocity, these are compelled even by very necessity to wait upon and serve their Commander. By these arguments, surely, it shines forth that the power of commanding all the rest has been conferred by God himself upon man, set up wherever throughout the nations. And hence it has come about that the whale and all the monsters of the sea—horrible at the mere mention of their names—are made subject and laid low under the rule and dominion of man. Thus Basil.9



CONFIRMAT hanc nostram et Basilij sententiam auctoritas B. Iacobi, qui cap. 3. Epistolae suae affirmat omnem naturam bestiarum et volucrum et serpentum caeterorúmque domari et domitam esse à natura humana.
This opinion of ours and of Basil is confirmed by the authority of the blessed James, who in chapter 3 of his Epistle affirms that every nature of beasts and birds and serpents and the rest is tamed and has been tamed by human nature.10
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A DISPUTATION ON THE DOMINION of man over the animals, before and after sin

LatineEnglish


A DISPUTATION ON THE DOMINION of man over the animals, before and after sin.1
DISPVTATIO DE IMPERIO hominis in animalia, ante et post peccatum.



VERUM enimverò, de imperio hominis in animalia subtiliùs hoc loco et accuratiùs disputandum est, illáque tractanda quaestio: Quale fuerit hoc imperium hominis in statu innocentiae ante peccatum, et quale post peccatum in eo remanserit. Sed ante omnia illa praenotanda est dominij distinctio, in ius seu potestatem dominij, atque in eius usum seu executionem. De iure et potestate dominij hominis super animantes in statu innocentiae nullo modo dubitandum est. Hoc nempe perspicuis verbis docet Scriptura hoc loco, dicens, Praesit piscibus maris et volatilibus caeli; et Psalmo octavo, Gloria et honore coronasti eum, et constituisti eum super opera manuum tuarum, omnia subiecisti sub pedibus eius; et in libro Ecclesiastici capite decimoseptimo, ubi describitur qualis à Deo creatus sit homo, inter alia et hoc dicitur: Dedit illi potestatem eorum quae sunt super terram, posuit timorem illius super omnem carnem, et dominatus est bestiarum et volatilium. Hoc ipsum declarare et comprobare voluit Deus, cum adduxit cunctas
But in truth, the dominion of man over the animals must here be disputed more subtly and accurately, and that question handled: What this dominion of man was in the state of innocence before sin, and what of it remained after sin. But before all things, that distinction of dominion must be noted: into the right or power of dominion, and into the use or execution of it. Concerning the right and power of man's dominion over the animals in the state of innocence, there is no doubt at all. For this Scripture teaches in clear words in this place, saying, Let him rule over the fishes of the sea and the fowls of the air; and in the eighth Psalm, Thou hast crowned him with glory and honor, and hast set him over the works of thy hands; thou hast subjected all things under his feet; and in the book of Ecclesiasticus, chapter seventeen, where it is described what manner of man was created by God, among other things this too is said: He gave him power over the things that are upon the earth, he put the fear of him upon all flesh, and he had dominion over beasts and fowls. This very thing God willed to declare and confirm, when he brought all2



[adduxit] cunctas animantes ad Adamum, ut is omnibus et singulis nomina imponeret: hoc actu velut possessionem Adamo tradens eius dominij quod habebat in animalia, et quasi faciens ut cunctae animantes, suum quaeque nomen ab Adamo accipientes, ei quodammodo subiectionem, obedientiam, et servitutem spóderent. Illud quoque eius rei indicium simul et argumentum est, quod Eva non horruit aspectum, congressum, et colloquium serpentis: videlicet sciebat illa omnes animantes fuisse id temporis innoxias homini, et sub eius dominatum atque servitutem esse à Deo subiectas.
[he brought] all the living things to Adam, that he might impose names upon all and each: by this act, as it were, handing over to Adam the possession of that dominion which he had over the animals, and as it were bringing it about that all the living things, each receiving its own name from Adam, should in a manner pledge to him subjection, obedience, and servitude. This too is at once an indication and an argument of the matter: that Eve did not shrink from the sight, the meeting, and the conversation of the serpent—namely, she knew that all the living things were at that time harmless to man, and were subjected by God under his dominion and servitude.3



Accedit ad id confirmandum firma et probabilis admodum ratio. Rectitudo enim ordinis naturalis, et ratio divinae providentiae, id postulat, ut quae imperfectiora sunt subiiciantur perfectioribus, et inferiora regantur per superiora. Cernimus materiam esse propter formam, et imperfectiores formas propter alias perfectiores; Elementa ipsa propter mistum, mistáque inanimata propter animalia; idémque perspicitur in ipsarum rerum usu. Namque elementa et mista cedunt in usum alimenti stirpium, stirpes nutrimento sunt animalibus, et utraque hominibus. Adiice quòd ad dominandum atque imperandum ratione et prudentia et consilio opus est: haec in brutis vel nulla sunt, vel diminuta et adumbrata tantùm; in homine est vera, expressa, et universalis prudentia. Quemadmodum igitur inter homines, ut Aristoteles tradit primo Politicorum, aequum est eos praeesse et dominari aliis qui ratione et prudentia praestant, sic inter animalia iure debuit homini principatus et imperium demandari. Atque hanc ob causam homo procreatus à natura est nudus et inermis omniúmque rerum inops, quod ad eum vestiendum, armandum, instruendum, ornandúmque, et animalia et aliae res omnes corporales à Deo factae et comparatae sint.
There is added, to confirm this, a very firm and probable reason. For the rectitude of the natural order, and the reason of divine providence, demands that the things which are more imperfect be subjected to the more perfect, and the lower be ruled by the higher. We see that matter is for the sake of form, and the more imperfect forms for the sake of other more perfect ones; the elements themselves for the sake of the compound, and inanimate compounds for the sake of animals; and the same is perceived in the use of the things themselves. For the elements and compounds go to the use of the nourishment of plants, plants are nourishment for animals, and both for men. Add that for ruling and commanding there is need of reason and prudence and counsel: these in the brutes are either nonexistent, or only diminished and shadowy; in man there is true, express, and universal prudence. As, therefore, among men, as Aristotle teaches in the first book of the Politics, it is just that those should preside and rule over others who excel in reason and prudence, so among the animals the sovereignty and command ought by right to have been committed to man. And for this cause man was brought forth by nature naked and unarmed and destitute of all things, because for clothing, arming, equipping, and adorning him both the animals and all other corporeal things were made and provided by God.4



HAEC autem potestas et ius dominij remansit etiam in homine post peccatum, siquidem haec homini debetur propter naturae rationalis excellentiam; huiusmodi autem naturae dignitatem non perdidit homo propter peccatum: peccatum enim non destruit bona naturalia, nec peccando amittit homo imaginem Dei in animo eius naturaliter expressam, propter quam potissimùm cunctis animalibus praeesse et dominari dicitur. Quid? quòd etiam post diluvium dixit Deus Noë et filiis eius, Terror vester ac tremor sit super cuncta animalia terrae, et super omnes volucres caeli, cum universis quae moventur super terram: omnes pisces maris manui vestrae traditi sunt. Et verò, nisi post peccatum haberet homo potestatem in animalia, non esset licita cuique homini sylvestrium animalium venatio et occisio, sicut Aristoteles affirmat in primo Politicorum: atqui iustum et licitum est eiusmodi animalia capere et occidere, et, tanquàm id quod naturaliter est suum, prout quisque vult in usus suos convertere. Ergo [post] peccatum, potestas et imperium remansit in homine.
Now this power and right of dominion remained in man even after sin, since it is owed to man on account of the excellence of his rational nature; and the dignity of such a nature man did not lose through sin: for sin does not destroy the natural goods, nor does man, by sinning, lose the image of God naturally expressed in his soul, on account of which especially he is said to preside over and rule all the animals. What of this, that even after the flood God said to Noah and his sons, Let the fear and dread of you be upon all the animals of the earth, and upon all the birds of the air, with all that move upon the earth: all the fishes of the sea are delivered into your hand? And indeed, unless man had power over the animals after sin, the hunting and killing of wild animals would not be lawful for any man, as Aristotle affirms in the first book of the Politics; but it is just and lawful to capture and kill such animals, and, as that which is naturally one's own, to convert them to one's own uses as each will. Therefore, [after] sin, power and command remained in man.5



SEQUITUR ut deinceps de possessione et usu imperij huius in ani-
It follows that we should next treat of the possession and use of this command over the ani-6



[de possessione et usu imperij huius] in animalia dicamus. Et quidem ante peccatum, et in beato statu illo Innocentiae, plenissimus erat et amplissimus huius dominationis usus, miniméque laboriosus aut difficilis: nam nec, quantum ad hominem, ullum erat impedimentum et difficultas, neque ulla in animalibus repugnantia. Hoc sensere et scriptis prodidere Patres quicunque hunc locum editis Commentariis interpretati sunt, et quicunque Theologi de hoc imperio et dominatu hominis disputarunt. Etenim docent fuisse homini animalia in statu innocentiae subiecta et obedientia, ut erat pars inferior hominis superiori parti, id est, rationi ac voluntati subiecta. Sicut igitur tunc ratio plenissimè atque omnino dominabatur sensibus et affectibus, ita dominabatur animalibus homo.
[let us speak of the possession and use of this command] over the animals. And indeed, before sin, and in that blessed state of Innocence, the use of this dominion was fullest and amplest, and the least laborious or difficult: for there was, on man's side, no impediment or difficulty, nor any resistance in the animals. This the Fathers held and have set forth in writing, all who have interpreted this passage in published Commentaries, and all the Theologians who have disputed about this command and dominion of man. For they teach that the animals were subject and obedient to man in the state of innocence, just as man's lower part was subject to the higher—that is, to reason and will. As, therefore, reason then most fully and entirely ruled the senses and the affections, so man ruled the animals.7



Ac nequando fortasse videretur hoc posteris incredibile, aliqua eius rei signa et argumenta dedit ante et post peccatum Deus. Cunctas enim animantes adducere ad Adamum, quid aliud fuit quàm significare eum principem et dominum esse animalium, illius esse dominari et imperare animantibus, illarum verò subiici et servire homini, eiúsque iussa capessere? Post peccatum etiam, cuiúsque speciei animalia ducta sunt ad Noë et in arcam illata, ubi non tantùm ei non fuere nocentia, sed etiam subiecta et obedientia. Eliseo et paruere ursi in ultionem puerorum qui eum contumeliosè appellaverant; et Daniel familiariter, nedum innoxiè, cum famelicis leonibus multos dies versatus est. Legimus S. Francisco et Antonio Patavino pisces, aves, atque alias quasdam animantes dicto fuisse audientes atque obedientes. Verùm hoc interfuit inter statum hominis ante peccatum et post peccatum, quòd haec animalium obedientia ante peccatum fuisset perpetua, et (ut vocant Theologi) ordinaria et sine miraculo, et erga cunctos homines; post peccatum autem extraordinaria est, nec fit sine magno miraculo, et ad breve tempus, et nisi apud quosdam viros sanctissimos.
And lest perhaps this should seem incredible to later generations, God gave some signs and proofs of it both before and after sin. For to bring all the living things to Adam—what was it but to signify that he was the prince and lord of the animals, that it was his to rule and command the living things, but theirs to be subject and to serve man, and to obey his commands? After sin also, animals of every kind were led to Noah and brought into the ark, where they were not only not harmful to him, but subject and obedient. To Elisha the bears obeyed, in vengeance on the boys who had insultingly mocked him; and Daniel dwelt familiarly, much less unharmed, with the hungry lions for many days. We read that to St. Francis and St. Anthony of Padua the fishes, birds, and certain other living things were attentive and obedient at their word. But this was the difference between man's state before sin and after sin: that this obedience of the animals, before sin, would have been perpetual, and (as the Theologians call it) ordinary and without miracle, and toward all men; but after sin it is extraordinary, and does not happen without a great miracle, and for a short time, and only among certain most holy men.8



CAETERUM, habet illud difficultatem: quomodo in statu innocentiae animalia humani imperij essent capacia, quomodo etiam quae ferocissima sunt homini tamen obedirent. Neque enim existimandum est fuisse tunc, ac futura fuisse, animalia ratione praedita, ut intelligerent et quid imperaret homo, et quemadmodum imperium eius et iussa exequi oporteret: non enim propter peccatum natura hominis, nedum animalium, ulla ex parte mutata est. Sed hic nodus dupliciter exolvi potest. Possumus enim existimare summa hominis solertia, prudentia et industria factum esse, aut fieri debuisse, in statu innocentiae, ut cunctae animantes imperio eius subiicerentur. Fuisset enim in homine excellens animi sagacitas et solertia, perfecta prudentia, summa industria, absolutissima naturae proprietatum et morum cuiusque animalium scientia: novisset utique homo ingenium et vim cuiusque animalis, percaluisset omnes vias rationésque quibus animalia etiam ferocissima atque saevissima mitigari, domari, et sub potestatem
But this has a difficulty: how, in the state of innocence, the animals were capable of human command, and how even those which are fiercest nevertheless obeyed man. For it is not to be supposed that the animals then were, or would be, endowed with reason, so as to understand both what man commanded and how his command and orders were to be carried out: for man's nature, much less the animals', was not in any part changed because of sin. But this knot can be untied in two ways. For we can suppose that by man's supreme skill, prudence, and industry it came about—or ought to have come about—in the state of innocence, that all the living things were subjected to his command. For there would have been in man an excellent acuteness and skill of mind, perfect prudence, the highest industry, and a most complete knowledge of the natural properties and habits of each of the animals: man would have known the disposition and power of each animal, and would have thoroughly understood all the ways and means by which even the fiercest and most savage animals could be soothed, tamed, and brought under his power9



[sub po]testatem hominis subiici possent. Certissimis enim experimentis compertum est quaedam mitigari, et nullo negotio capi atque tractari, vel per incantationes (ut serpentes, sicut de aspide traditur Psalmo 57.), vel per succos herbarum aliósve potus aut cibos medicatos: hausto enim hordei succo Elephanti ferociam demitigari, auctor est Plinius libro octavo. Hac igitur ratione homo in statu innocentiae sic imperasset cunctis animantibus, ut nunc imperat animalibus maximè domesticis et familiaribus, ut cani et equo.
[brought under the] power of man. For by most certain experiments it is found that some are tamed, and captured and handled with no trouble, either by incantations (as serpents—as is said of the asp in Psalm 57), or by the juices of herbs or other medicated drinks or foods: for that the ferocity of the Elephant is softened by a draught of barley-juice, Pliny is the author, in book eight. By this means, therefore, man in the state of innocence would have commanded all the living things, just as he now commands the animals that are most domestic and familiar, like the dog and the horse.10



SCIENDUM autem est quatuor modis effici posse, ut animal quantumvis saevum et truculentum cicuretur et sub potestatem et usum hominis redigatur. Primò, ut diximus, per arcanos quosdam modos, qui certis quibusdam verbis et carminibus constant et appellantur incantationes, ut patet in serpentibus. Deinde, commutatione caeli et variatione consueti victus: si enim leones in regiones praefrigidas transferantur, et molliori melioríque cibatu alantur atque saginentur, paulatim ferocia leonini ingenij remittetur, roburque et ardor animi minuetur, fiétque pigrior in dies et ignavior atque invalidior. Praeterea, rabiem suam et ferociam exuunt adversus eos à quibus curantur, aluntur, et benignè tractantur, quibus non modò nihil nocent, sed cum illis etiam ludunt familiariter eísque blandiuntur: quinimo ab illis se verberari patiuntur, cuius rei exempla in leonibus et elephantis permulta miráque commemorat Plinius libro octavo. Et cùm nullum sit genus animalis infestius magísque inimicum homini serpentibus, et in his et aspide (de qua scriptum est in cantico Mosis Deuteronomij 32., Venenum aspidum insanabile), nihilominus tamen narrat Plinius, libro 10. capite 74., miram de quadam aspide familiarissimè apud quendam vivente historiam. Sic ille scribit:
Now it is to be known that in four ways it can be brought about that an animal, however savage and truculent, be tamed and reduced under the power and use of man. First, as we said, by certain occult means, which consist of certain words and chants and are called incantations, as is evident in serpents. Second, by a change of climate and a variation of the accustomed food: for if lions be transferred to very cold regions, and be fed and fattened on softer and better food, little by little the ferocity of the leonine temper is relaxed, and its strength and ardor of spirit are diminished, and it becomes day by day lazier and more cowardly and weaker. Moreover, they put off their rage and ferocity toward those by whom they are cared for, fed, and kindly treated, to whom not only do they do no harm, but with them they even play familiarly and fawn upon them; nay, they suffer themselves to be beaten by them—of which thing Pliny recounts very many and wonderful examples in lions and elephants, in book eight. And although no kind of animal is more hostile and inimical to man than serpents, and among these the asp (of which it is written in the song of Moses, Deuteronomy 32, The venom of asps is incurable), nevertheless Pliny relates, in book 10, chapter 74, a wonderful story about a certain asp living most familiarly at someone's house. Thus he writes:11



De aspide miraculum Philarcho reddatur. Is enim auctor est, cùm ad mensam cuiusdam veniens in Aegypto aleretur assiduè, enixam catulos, quorum ab uno filium hospitis interemptum; illam, reversam ad consuetudinem cibi, intellexisse culpam, et necem intulisse catulo, nec postea in tectum id reversam. Ita Plinius.
Let the marvel of the asp be credited to Phylarchus. For he is the author that, when an asp, coming to a certain man's table in Egypt, was regularly fed, it brought forth young, of which one killed the son of the host; and that the asp, having returned to its accustomed meal, understood the fault, and inflicted death on that young one, and never afterward returned beneath that roof. Thus Pliny.12



Postremò, tantùm potest ars, industria, et consuetudo, ut non solùm animalia cogantur parere homini, sed ei quoque ad verba singulósque nutus morem gerere, et imperata facere condocefiant: quinimo etiam picas et psittacos docuimus humana verba loqui. ALTERA ratio, qua existimari potest fuisse in statu innocentiae animalia homini subiecta, tota sumitur et pendet ex singulari quadam erga hominem (in statu innocentiae constitutum) Dei providentia et cura, qua mirabiliter factum esset ut animalia non solùm homini non nocerent, sed subiecta essent atque obedirent. Quemadmodum enim, quod homini tunc nulla res quicquam vel detrimento vel molestiae afferre posset, id referendum est ad specialem quandam Dei custodiam et protectionem, ita quoque de subiectione et obedientia cunctarum animantium sentire oportet. Hanc autem tam singularem provi-
Lastly, art, industry, and habituation can do so much that not only are the animals compelled to obey man, but they are also trained to comply with his words and every nod, and to do his bidding: nay, we have even taught magpies and parrots to speak human words. The second reason, by which it can be supposed that the animals were subject to man in the state of innocence, is wholly drawn from and depends on a certain singular providence and care of God toward man (set in the state of innocence), by which it would wonderfully have come about that the animals not only did man no harm, but were subject and obedient. For just as the fact that no thing could then bring man any detriment or trouble is to be referred to a certain special custody and protection of God, so too must we think of the subjection and obedience of all the living things. And this so singular provi-13



[provi]dentiam circa animalia exercebat Deus per Angelos, quorum ministerio fiebat ut hominis voluntati et imperio, quantum opus erat, sine impedimento, sine difficultate, et sine repugnantia subessent atque obtemperarent animalia. Per Angelos enim credimus animantes adductas esse ad Adamum, ut singulis ipse nomina imponeret, et ad Noë, ut eas in arcam illatas ab exitio diluvij vindicaret atque conservaret. Et quod, ad illustrandam servorum suorum sanctitatem, cum ingenti miraculo nonnunquam fecit Deus, ut illis ad voluntatem et ad nutum obedirent animalia, id fuisset in statu innocentiae erga omnes homines factitatum atque usitatum.
[provi]dence over the animals God exercised through the Angels, by whose ministry it came about that, as far as was needful, the animals were subject and obedient to man's will and command, without impediment, without difficulty, and without resistance. For through the Angels we believe that the living things were brought to Adam, that he might impose names on each, and to Noah, that he might rescue and preserve them, brought into the ark, from the destruction of the flood. And that which God sometimes did with a vast miracle, to set off the holiness of his servants—that the animals obeyed them at their will and nod—this would, in the state of innocence, have been done and customary toward all men.14



CAETERUM, post lapsum Adae, et naturam humanam illius primaevae innocentiae et iustitiae originalis gratia spoliatam, maiorem in modum hoc imperium hominis in animalia, quantùm ad eius usum et executionem, diminutum atque coangustatum est: nam et paucis animalium imperare possumus, nec his sine magno labore. Hugo de S. Victore in suis Annotationibus super Genesim annotavit propter peccatum amisisse hominem dominium in duo genera animalium: in maxima scilicet animalia, uti sunt Leones, Tigres, Pantherae (quo videlicet intelligeret se illa excellenti potestate dominationis quam à Deo acceperat fuisse privatum); deinde etiam in minima et vilissima animalia, veluti sunt muscae, pulices et culices, quae minus quàm maiora illa et ferociora domari possunt et imperio nostro submitti: ut hinc agnosceremus quantam in vilitatem propter peccatum delapsus et abiectus esset homo. Quocirca Deus, ut puniret Aegyptios, non misit adversus eos Leones aut Tigres, sed muscas, cyniphes, et locustas.
But after the fall of Adam, and human nature despoiled of the grace of that primeval innocence and original justice, this command of man over the animals was, as regards its use and execution, greatly diminished and narrowed: for we can command but few of the animals, and these not without great labor. Hugh of St. Victor, in his Annotations on Genesis, noted that through sin man lost dominion over two kinds of animals: namely over the largest animals, such as Lions, Tigers, Panthers (that he might thereby understand that he had been deprived of that excellent power of dominion which he had received from God); and then also over the smallest and vilest animals, such as flies, fleas, and gnats, which can be tamed and subjected to our command less than those larger and fiercer ones: that from this we might recognize into how great vileness man had fallen and been cast down through sin. Wherefore God, in order to punish the Egyptians, sent against them not Lions or Tigers, but flies, gnats, and locusts.15



Elucet nihilominus tamen in hac ipsa Dei animadversione et abiectione hominis mira quaedam eius erga hominem bonitas ac benignitas. Namque, ut rectè animadvertit Chrysostomus homilia 12. in Genesim, ita Deus hominis imperio subtraxit animalia, ut quae ad declarandam magis hominis excellentiam potestatis quam ad utilitatem eius pertinebant (ut sunt magna et saeva animalia) obedientiae eius subduceret, relinqueret autem ea quae homini vel emolumento, vel adiumento, vel ornamento, vel etiam oblectamento esse poterant: cuiusmodi sunt oves et boves, canes et equi, simiae et psittaci, atque alia id genus quàm plurima. Caietanus, ex eo quod refert Moses Deum dixisse de homine, Praesit universae terrae, argumentatur nullam esse partem terrae non subiectam hominis dominationi; non ex eo tamen concludi posse vult omnem partem terrae esse habitabilem vel habitandam esse ab homine. Non enim universa terra, cuius aliquis dicitur esse dominus, ab eo habitatur, sed partem ipse habitat, partem relinquit serendis frugibus, vineis, arboribus, oleribus, partem pascuis, partem habitationi animalium, partem denique nemoribus et sylvis ad rem lignariam. Apud Ciceronem libro secundo de Natura deorum, bene longa, docta, et eleganti oratione probat Balbus cunctas animantes propter homi-
Nevertheless, in this very chastisement and abasement of man by God there shines a certain wonderful goodness and kindness of his toward man. For, as Chrysostom rightly notes, in the 12th homily on Genesis, God withdrew the animals from man's command in such wise that those which pertained more to declaring the excellence of man's power than to his utility (such as the great and savage animals) he withdrew from his obedience, but left those which could be of profit, or aid, or ornament, or even of delight to man: such as are sheep and oxen, dogs and horses, apes and parrots, and very many other things of that kind. Cajetan, from the fact that Moses relates that God said of man, Let him rule over all the earth, argues that there is no part of the earth not subject to man's dominion; yet he does not wish it to be concluded from this that every part of the earth is habitable, or to be inhabited, by man. For the whole land, of which someone is said to be lord, is not inhabited by him, but part he inhabits, part he leaves for sowing crops, vines, trees, vegetables, part for pastures, part for the dwelling of animals, and part, finally, for groves and woods for timber. In Cicero, in the second book On the Nature of the Gods, Balbus proves, in a discourse goodly long, learned, and elegant, that all the living things are generated for man's16



[propter homi]nem esse generatas, earúmque complures sine hominis rectione et curatione aut nullo modo esse, aut bene esse non posse.
[for man's] sake to be generated, and that very many of them, without man's governance and care, either cannot exist at all, or cannot exist well.17



AT enim, quaeret fortasse quispiam, An in statu innocentiae non tantùm homo brutis, sed homo etiam homini dominaturus fuerit? Videtur enim ex hoc loco duci posse argumentum ad probandum hominem in eo statu non imperaturum alij homini, propterea quòd Deus, declarans imperium quod habiturus esset homo, dixit eum imperaturum piscibus, avibus, et terrestribus animalibus; de imperio autem quod habiturus esset in homines nullum verbum fecit, haud dubiè dicturus, si quod futurum esset in eo statu hominis in hominem imperium. Deinde, ratio cur homo dominatur brutis ea est (ut suprà ostendimus) quod homo sit rationalis et ad imaginem Dei factus: at hoc in cunctis hominibus aequaliter inerat; nulla igitur ratio erat cur homo homini imperaret. Ad haec, subiici aliorum imperio, et ex alieno iudicio et voluntate pendere, cùm sit contra naturalem libertatis appetitum, non potest non esse homini involuntarium, violentum, acerbum, atque odiosum: procul igitur fuisset ab illo felicissimo statu. His accedit, quòd servitus inter homines nata videtur ex peccato: namque, ut scriptum est capite nono libri Geneseos, primus omnium Noë, propter peccatum filij sui Cham, posteros eius poena servitutis punivit; et Evae in poenam peccati dictum est, Sub viri potestate eris, et ipse dominabitur tui. Videtur etiam in hac sententia fuisse Augustinus, quippe qui libro 19. de Civitate Dei capite 15. hoc modo scribit:
But someone may perhaps ask whether in the state of innocence not only man would rule over the brutes, but man also over man? For an argument seems drawable from this place to prove that man in that state would not command another man, because God, declaring the command that man was to have, said that he would command the fishes, the birds, and the land animals; but of any command that he was to have over men he said not a word—he who would doubtless have said so, if there were to be in that state any command of man over man. Next, the reason why man rules the brutes is (as we showed above) that man is rational and made to the image of God; but this was equally present in all men; there was therefore no reason why man should command man. Besides, to be subjected to the command of others, and to depend on another's judgment and will, since it is against the natural appetite for liberty, cannot but be to man involuntary, violent, bitter, and hateful: it would therefore have been far from that most happy state. To this is added that servitude among men seems to have been born of sin: for, as it is written in the ninth chapter of the book of Genesis, Noah, first of all, on account of the sin of his son Ham, punished his descendants with the penalty of servitude; and to Eve, as a penalty for sin, it was said, Thou shalt be under the power of the man, and he shall have dominion over thee. Augustine too seems to have been of this opinion, who, in book 19 of the City of God, chapter 15, writes in this manner:18



Rationalem factum ad imaginem suam noluit nisi irrationalibus dominari, non hominem homini, sed hominem pecori. Inde primi iusti pastores pecudum magis quàm reges hominum constituti sunt: ut etiam sic insinuaret Deus quid postularet ordo creaturarum, et quid exigat meritum peccatorum. Conditio quippe servitutis iure intelligitur imposita peccatori. Proinde nusquam Scripturarum legimus servum, antequam hoc vocabulo Noë iustus peccatum filij vindicaret; nomen itaque istud culpa meruit, non natura. Sic ex Augustino.
He willed that the rational creature, made to his own image, should rule over none but the irrational—not man over man, but man over the beast. Hence the first just men were made shepherds of flocks rather than kings of men: that even thus God might intimate what the order of creatures demanded, and what the desert of sins exacts. For the condition of servitude is rightly understood to be imposed on the sinner. Accordingly, nowhere in the Scriptures do we read of a 'servant' before Noah the just punished his son's sin with this word; and so that name was earned by fault, not by nature. Thus from Augustine.19



VERUMTAMEN futurum in illo statu innocentiae fuisse quorundam hominum in alios homines imperium, nec paucis nec infirmis rationibus persuaderi potest. Principiò, cùm in statu illo numerosè multiplicandum esset genus humanum, cumque natura sua homo sit animal sociabile (id est, gaudens societate hominum, amánsque humanum convictum et consuetudinem), meliúsque sit homini ad omnem vitae usum cultúmque ac iucunditatem vivere in societate quàm in solitudine, proculdubio futura erat tunc hominum cum hominibus congregatio et consociatio; et ne qua perturbatio et confusio in tanta hominum multitudine inesset, aliquem in ea ordinem superiorum et inferiorum, regentium alio et ab aliis rectorum, denique imperantium et imperata facientium esse oportebat: praesertim verò cùm in illo etiam statu futuri essent alij prudentia et probitate praestantiores aliis aptiorésque ad regendum; ergo consentaneum
Nevertheless, that in that state of innocence some men would have had command over others can be persuaded by reasons neither few nor weak. First, since in that state the human race was to be multiplied numerously, and since by his nature man is a sociable animal (that is, rejoicing in the society of men, and loving human fellowship and intercourse), and since it is better for man, for every use and cultivation and pleasantness of life, to live in society than in solitude, there would doubtless then have been a gathering and association of men with men; and lest any disturbance and confusion should be in so great a multitude of men, there had to be in it some order of superiors and inferiors—of some ruling, and being ruled by others, in short of some commanding and others doing the commands: especially since in that state too some would have been more excellent than others in prudence and probity, and more fit for ruling; therefore it was fitting20



[ergo consentaneum] erat ut illi potius praeessent et dominarentur aliis. Deinde, in Angelis sanctissimis, sapientissimis et beatissimis constat esse alios superiores et alios inferiores, et illos quae agenda sunt imperare, hos iussa eorum exequi. Siquidem inter ordines Angelorum quatuor à principatus et dominatus excellentia nomen acceperunt, Archangelos dico, Principatus, Potestates et Dominationes. Daniel praeterea capite octavo, et Zacharias capite secundo, inducunt Angelos alios imperantes aliis. Et verò, negari non potest quin eo in statu patres potestatem et imperium habituri fuerint in filios; hoc enim natura ipsa postulat: mariti quoque in uxores suas, affirmante Paulo virum esse caput mulieris, et mulierem ex viro et propter virum esse factam. Status autem innocentiae non destruebat aut funditus evertebat statum et ordinem naturae.
[it was therefore fitting] that those should rather preside and rule over the others. Next, among the most holy, most wise, and most blessed Angels it is certain that some are superior and some inferior, and that those command what is to be done, while these carry out their orders. For among the orders of Angels, four took their name from the excellence of sovereignty and dominion—I mean the Archangels, Principalities, Powers, and Dominations. Daniel, moreover, in chapter eight, and Zechariah in chapter two, introduce Angels, some commanding others. And indeed it cannot be denied that in that state fathers would have had power and command over their sons; for nature itself demands this: husbands too over their wives, since Paul affirms that the man is the head of the woman, and that the woman was made from the man and for the man's sake. And the state of innocence did not destroy or utterly overturn the state and order of nature.21



VERUM, quò breviùs et faciliùs argumenta initio proposita et huic nostrae opinioni contraria diluamus, scire convenit duplex esse dominium hominis: alterum in servos, alterum verò in liberos qui sponte sua unum aliquem vel multos elegerunt, à quo vel à quibus secundum praescriptas leges regerentur atque gubernarentur. Duplex autem inter haec duo genera dominandi animadvertere licet discrimen. Siquidem imperium in servos coactum et violentum est, atque idcirco involuntarium et acerbum; in liberos autem voluntarium et iucundum est, utpote ab illis utilitatis suae causa ultro electum et assumptum. Imperium praeterea in servos totum planè refertur ad bonum et emolumentum dominantis, quapropter non potest non esse onerosum et odiosum subditis: est enim contra naturalem hominis appetitum ut quicquid agit et laborat non in suam sed in alterius utilitatem cedat; imperium verò in liberos refertur non ad bonum dominantis sed subditorum, vel potiùs ad bonum publicum et commune. In statu igitur innocentiae alij praefuissent aliis, non dominatione servili sed civili, quae scilicet nihil violenti, involuntarij, et acerbi mistum habuisset. Ad eum nempe modum tunc imperassent homines, quo modo iustos viros imperare aliis docet Augustinus libro decimonono de Civitate Dei capite decimoquarto:
But, that we may more briefly and easily dissolve the arguments proposed at the start, contrary to this our opinion, it is fitting to know that the dominion of man is twofold: one over slaves, the other over free men who of their own accord have chosen someone, or several, by whom they may be ruled and governed according to prescribed laws. And between these two kinds of ruling two differences may be noted. For command over slaves is coerced and violent, and therefore involuntary and bitter; but over free men it is voluntary and pleasant, as being chosen and assumed by them of their own accord for their own benefit. Moreover, command over slaves is referred wholly to the good and profit of the ruler, wherefore it cannot but be burdensome and hateful to the subjects: for it is against the natural appetite of man that whatever he does and labors at should go not to his own but to another's benefit; but command over free men is referred not to the good of the ruler but of the subjects, or rather to the public and common good. In the state of innocence, therefore, some would have presided over others, not by a servile but by a civil dominion—one, namely, that would have had nothing of the violent, the involuntary, and the bitter mixed in. They would have commanded then in that manner in which Augustine teaches that the just command others, in book nineteen of the City of God, chapter fourteen:22



For the just command not from a lust of ruling, but from a duty of taking counsel for others; not from the pride of presiding, but from the mercy of providing for others. This the natural order prescribes; thus God made man.23
Non enim iusti dominandi cupiditate imperant, sed officio consulendi; nec principandi superbia, sed providendi misericordia. Hoc naturalis ordo praescribit; ita Deus hominem condidit.



Cur igitur (nam et hoc roget aliquis) non dixit Deus, Dominamini hominibus, sed animalibus? Hoc videlicet imperium in animalia convenit cuilibet homini ea ratione qua homo ad imaginem Dei creatus est, cunctísque hominibus aequaliter competit. At verò imperium aliorum hominum in alios homines non cuique homini convenit, sed quibusdam tantùm certis hominibus; nec illis convenit quà homines sunt, sed propter eorum vel dignitatis, vel potentiae, vel prudentiae, vel probitatis excellentiam. SED cur subiectio mulieris sub potestatem viri irrogata est ei à Deo
Why, then (for this too someone may ask), did God not say, Have dominion over men, but over the animals? Because, namely, this command over the animals belongs to every man by that very reason whereby man was created to the image of God, and pertains equally to all men. But the command of some men over others does not belong to every man, but only to certain particular men; nor does it belong to them as they are men, but on account of their excellence either of dignity, or of power, or of prudence, or of probity. But why was the subjection of the woman under the power of the man imposed on her by God24



[à] Deo in poenam peccati, si etiam in statu innocentiae sub imperio viri mulier fuisset? Ad hoc ita breviter respondendum est: Subiectio mulieris sub viri potestatem in statu innocentiae fuisset mulieri voluntaria et iucunda, atque omnis expers molestiae: tum quod vir nihil imperasset mulieri nisi rectum et honestum, idque magna cum aequitate et benevolentia; mulier autem sua sponte amasset quicquid rectum et aequum esset, et quicquid à se fieri ratio postulasset id fecisset ipsa voluntariè, libenter, atque gaudenter. Fuisset enim in utroque natura integra, ratio recta, atque ad bonum valdè propensa voluntas, quò factum esset ut imperium viri mulieri molestum et odiosum nequaquam accideret. Post peccatum autem evenit ut haec subiectio sit mulieri involuntaria et acerba, et in peccati poenam ei acciderit; idque duabus de causis contingit: tum quòd saepenumero mariti inhumaniùs et durius quàm par est tractant uxores, eis praeter aequum et bonum imperantes; tum etiam quòd mulieres, corrupta natura depravatáque voluntate, vel propter naturalem quandam levitatem ingenij et iracundiam animi, aegrè ferunt regi se à viro eiúsque imperio esse subiectas. Haec autem pravitas et perversitas, tam imperantis viri quàm mulieris obedientis, ex peccato nata est; et molestia quam habet adiunctam poena est peccati inflicta mulieri; et de hoc genere subiectionis locutus est Dominus cùm dixit Evae, Sub viri potestate eris, et ipse dominabitur tui.
[by] God as a penalty for sin, if the woman would have been under the man's command even in the state of innocence? To this it must be briefly answered thus: The subjection of the woman under the man's power, in the state of innocence, would have been to the woman voluntary and pleasant, and free of all trouble: both because the man would have commanded the woman nothing but what was right and honorable, and that with great equity and benevolence; and the woman of her own accord would have loved whatever was right and fair, and whatever reason demanded to be done by her she would have done voluntarily, gladly, and joyfully. For in each there would have been an unimpaired nature, right reason, and a will strongly inclined to the good, so that it would have come about that the command of the man would by no means have been troublesome and hateful to the woman. But after sin it came to pass that this subjection is involuntary and bitter to the woman, and befell her as a penalty for sin; and this happens for two causes: both because very often husbands treat their wives more inhumanly and harshly than is fitting, commanding them beyond what is fair and good; and also because women, by corrupt nature and depraved will, or on account of a certain natural levity of disposition and irascibility of mind, bear ill being ruled by the man and being subject to his command. And this depravity and perversity, both of the commanding man and of the obedient woman, was born of sin; and the trouble it has attached to it is the penalty of sin inflicted on the woman; and of this kind of subjection the Lord spoke when he said to Eve, Thou shalt be under the man's power, and he shall have dominion over thee.25



VERUM concludamus hanc Mosis de imperio hominis in bruta doctrinam, adiuncta brevi quadam tropologica interpretatione, nec inepta nec iniucunda (opinor) futura lectori. Quemadmodum homini, quia rationalis est, propterea datum est imperium in bruta, ita pars superior hominis (in qua mens et ratio, quae propria hominis est, viget) praeesse et dominari debet parti inferiori, id est, sensibus et affectibus carnalibus, quos cum aliis animantibus communes habemus. Et sicut Moses quatuor genera animalium exposuit quibus homo praeesse debebat, dicens, Praesit piscibus et volatilibus, et bestiis, et reptilibus, denique etiam universae terrae: ita scire oportet quatuor esse in parte hominis inferiori affectus vitiosos et quasi ferinos, quos ratio in potestate sua habere debet, et velut quodam suae dominationis fraeno astrictos tenere et arbitratu suo regere. Ac per Pisces quidem, qui demersi aquis perpetuò vivunt, significatur mollities carnis et aestus libidinum; per Aves, immodica gloriae et honoris cupido; per Reptilia, nimium coacervandi divitias bonáque terrena studium; per Bestias et feras, ardens vindictae et ultionis appetitus et implacabilis ira atque odium adversus eos qui re aliqua nos laeserunt. Illud autem, Universaeque terrae, denotat omnem sensum et affectum carnalem terrenásque cupiditates domare ac rationi subiicere oportere, sicut rectè monet Paulus ad Coloss. 3., Mortificate, inquit, membra vestra quae sunt
But let us conclude this teaching of Moses on man's dominion over the brutes, adding a brief tropological interpretation, which (I think) will be to the reader neither inept nor unpleasant. Just as command over the brutes was given to man because he is rational, so the superior part of man (in which mind and reason, which is proper to man, flourish) ought to preside over and rule the inferior part—that is, the senses and the carnal affections, which we have in common with the other animals. And just as Moses set forth four kinds of animals over which man was to preside, saying, Let him rule over the fishes and the fowls, and the beasts, and the creeping things, and finally over all the earth: so it must be known that there are in man's lower part four vicious and, as it were, bestial affections, which reason ought to hold in its power and, bound as by a kind of bridle of its dominion, to keep and rule at its will. And by the Fishes, which live perpetually submerged in the waters, is signified the softness of the flesh and the heat of lusts; by the Birds, the immoderate desire of glory and honor; by the Creeping things, the excessive zeal of heaping up riches and earthly goods; by the Beasts and wild animals, the burning appetite of revenge and retaliation, and implacable anger and hatred against those who have injured us in anything. And that, And all the earth, denotes that every carnal sense and affection and earthly desire must be tamed and subjected to reason, as Paul rightly admonishes, to the Colossians 3, Mortify, he says, your members which are26



[quae] sunt super terram. Haec autem seu castigatio seu mortificatio affectuum, post peccatum Adae facta est homini laboriosa, acerba, et odiosa; ante peccatum autem facillima erat, quòd in statu innocentiae affectus hominis erant in potestate eius tripliciter. Primò quidem quantum ad excitationem eorum: non enim commovebantur nisi quando et ubi volebat et imperabat animus hominis. Deinde, quantum ad eorum durationem: tandiu enim durabant quandiu homo volebat. Denique, quantum ad intensionem et remissionem: namque remissio et intensio eorum ex praescripto et iudicio rationis atque ex imperio voluntatis pendebat. Et quia his tribus modis desiere affectus et passiones hominis esse in potestate eius post peccatum, idcirco arduum est magníque laboris eos imperio rationis regere et sub voluntatis potestatem subiicere: pro magno enim habetur si voluntas eis repugnet, et quantum potest reprimere eos ac restringere conetur.
[which] are upon the earth. But this castigation or mortification of the affections, after the sin of Adam, became to man laborious, bitter, and hateful; whereas before sin it was very easy, because in the state of innocence the affections of man were in his power in three respects. First, as to their arousal: for they were not stirred except when and where the mind of man willed and commanded. Next, as to their duration: for they lasted just so long as man willed. Finally, as to their intensification and remission: for their remission and intensification depended on the prescript and judgment of reason and on the command of the will. And because in these three ways the affections and passions of man ceased to be in his power after sin, it is therefore arduous and of great labor to rule them by the command of reason and to subject them to the power of the will: for it is reckoned a great thing if the will resists them and, as far as it can, tries to repress and restrain them.27



Placet mihi similitudo illa qua Aristoteles usus est in extremo 1. lib. Ethicorum, ostendens ita sese habere huiusmodi affectus vitiosos ad imperium rationis et voluntatis ut se habent membra paralytica ad voluntatem hominis ea movere cupientis: non enim ea quando vult, vel quomodo et quantum vult, movere potest. Et ne lector Aristotelis verba desideret, adscribam ea hoc loco:
I like that simile which Aristotle used at the end of the first book of the Ethics, showing that these vicious affections stand to the command of reason and will as paralytic limbs stand to the will of a man desiring to move them: for he cannot move them when he wills, or in what way and how much he wills. And lest the reader miss Aristotle's words, I will set them down here:28



Planè, inquit, quemadmodum resoluta corporis membra, si ad dexteram movere volueris, è contrario in sinistram deferuntur, sic quoque in anima contingit: in contrarias enim partes incontinentium appetitiones feruntur. Sed in corporibus quidem quod praeter voluntatem fertur videmus; in anima non ita videmus. Fortasse autem nihilominus in anima esse quoque aliquid praeter rationem existimandum est, quod ei adversetur ac resistat; quod tamen etiam ipsum rationis capax esse potest, velut esse cernimus in viro continenti, atque etiam magis in temperanti ac forti, in quibus eiusmodi affectus rationi consentientes et obedientes sunt. Sic Aristoteles.
Plainly, he says, just as the paralyzed limbs of the body, if you should wish to move them to the right, are on the contrary carried to the left, so too it happens in the soul: for the appetites of the incontinent are borne toward contrary parts. But in bodies, indeed, we see what is carried against the will; in the soul we do not so see it. Yet perhaps it must nonetheless be supposed that there is in the soul too something besides reason, which opposes and resists it; which, however, can itself also be capable of reason—as we see it is in the continent man, and even more in the temperate and brave man, in whom such affections are consenting and obedient to reason. Thus Aristotle.29
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CHAPTER 2, VERSES 7 and 8. And so the Lord God formed man of the slime of the earth, and breathed into his face the breath of life, and man became a living soul

LatineEnglish


CHAPTER 2, VERSES 7 and 8. And so the Lord God formed man of the slime of the earth, and breathed into his face the breath of life, and man became a living soul.1
CAP. 2. VERS. 7. et 8. Formavit igitur Dominus Deus hominem de limo terrae, et inspiravit in faciem eius spiraculum vitae, et factus est homo in animam viventem.



SUPRA iam dixerat Moses, inquit Rupertus capite 10. libri 2. de Trinitate, quia creavit Deus hominem, sed non dixerat quomodo et unde fecit eum. Dixerat quod masculum et foeminam creavit eos, sed non dixerat quod foeminam fecit de masculo. Si igitur nihil amplius de creatione eorum dixisset, forté opinati essemus simul eos esse creatos et repentè exortos sibi mutuos praebuisse conspectus: sicut, verbi gratia, de sole et luna hodiéque inter doctos diversa sententia est, alijs dicentibus quòd lunam creans Deus statim plenam osten-
Above, Moses had already said, says Rupert in chapter 10 of book 2 of On the Trinity, that God created man, but he had not said how and whence he made him. He had said that he created them male and female, but he had not said that he made the woman from the man. If, therefore, he had said nothing further about their creation, perhaps we should have supposed that they were created at the same time and, suddenly arising, presented to each other a mutual sight: just as, for example, about the sun and moon there is still among the learned a diverse opinion—some saying that God, when he created the moon, immediately showed it ful[l]2



[statim plenam] ostenderit, soli oppositam dimidia parte caeli, alijs contra asserentibus quod utrumque ut simul fecit, ita et coniunxerit, ut paulatim luna de coniunctione solis emergeret cum incremento mutuati luminis. Sed sublata est huiusmodi dubitatio historica Mosis narratione, quae sic inchoatur, Formavit igitur Dominus Deus hominem de limo terrae. Solum namque masculum hic intelligi oportet, quia paulò post de masculo foeminam esse formatam dicet.
[immediately showed it ful]l, set opposite the sun in the half of the sky, while others assert the contrary, that, as he made both at once, so he also joined them, so that little by little the moon emerged from its conjunction with the sun with an increase of borrowed light. But a doubt of this kind is removed by the historical narrative of Moses, which begins thus, And so the Lord God formed man of the slime of the earth. For here the male alone must be understood, because a little later he will say that the woman was formed from the male.3



Atque hoc modo Rupertus: quae hoc loco scribit Moses de formatione hominis, cum iis quae suprà de eiusdem conditione dixerat putat esse connectenda. Sed nos hoc ipsum plenius et distinctius dicamus. Supra Moses, enarrans opus sexti diei, summatim memoraverat creationem hominis, ea duntaxat ratione qua homo pertinebat ad opus sexti diei, quo scilicet die tam homo quàm animalia terrestria procreata sunt. Absoluta igitur sex illorum dierum historia, de integro Moses creationem hominis (tam viri quàm foeminae) subtiliter, distinctè et accuratè describendam suscipit: tum quòd in generatione hominis multa sanè praeclara, eximia et singularia observanda et admiranda sint; tum quòd propter hominem praecipuè scriptio huius libri à Mose suscepta esset.
And thus Rupert: what Moses here writes about the formation of man, he thinks must be connected with what he had said above about his constitution. But let us say this very thing more fully and distinctly. Above, Moses, in narrating the work of the sixth day, had summarily mentioned the creation of man—only in that respect in which man pertained to the work of the sixth day, on which day, namely, both man and the terrestrial animals were procreated. The history of those six days, therefore, being completed, Moses undertakes anew to describe the creation of man (both of the male and of the female) subtly, distinctly, and accurately: both because in the generation of man many notable, excellent, and singular things are to be observed and admired; and because the writing of this book was undertaken by Moses chiefly for man's sake.4



QUEMADMODUM autem caeterarum omnium rerum naturalium, ita hominis quoque quatuor sunt causae: Materia, Forma, Finis, et Efficiens: quas omnes Moses generationem hominis describens indicavit. Efficientem quidem dicens, Formavit igitur Dominus Deus hominem; Materiam, cum subdit, De limo terrae; Formam, cum addit, Inspiravit in faciem eius spiraculum vitae; denique Finem, dicens, Factus est homo in animam viventem. Quanquam formam simul et finem hominis significantiùs et expressiùs supra declaravit cùm dixit Factum esse hominem ad imaginem et similitudinem Dei. Siquidem ea est germana et propria forma hominis quae Dei similitudinem et imaginem gerit: haec autem est anima rationalis. Finis autem hominis is est, ut, Dei gratia adiutus omníque studio et diligentia sua contendens, quàm maximè fieri potest similis fiat Deo; quod non nisi per visionem Dei beatificam nobis contingit, quemadmodum dilectus Iesu discipulus docuit nos dicens, Scimus quoniam, cùm apparuerit, similes ei erimus, et videbimus eum sicuti est.
And just as of all other natural things, so of man too there are four causes: the Material, the Formal, the Final, and the Efficient: all of which Moses indicated in describing the generation of man. The Efficient, indeed, saying, And so the Lord God formed man; the Material, when he adds, Of the slime of the earth; the Formal, when he adds, He breathed into his face the breath of life; and finally the Final, saying, And man became a living soul. Although he had declared the form and the end of man more significantly and expressly above, when he said that man was made to the image and likeness of God. For that is the genuine and proper form of man which bears the likeness and image of God: and this is the rational soul. And the end of man is this: that, aided by the grace of God and striving with all his zeal and diligence, he may become as much as possible like to God; which happens to us only through the beatific vision of God, as the beloved disciple of Jesus taught us, saying, We know that, when he shall appear, we shall be like to him, and we shall see him as he is.5



OBSERVANDA est varietas lectionum huius loci. Namque ad verbum Hebraicè et Chaldaicè sic est: Finxit Deus hominem pulverem è terra. Septuaginta Interpretes ita verterunt: Formavit Deus hominem, pulverem accipiens è terra: scilicet apertiùs explicantes sententiam lectionis Hebraicae. Hoc enim significat hominem esse factum pulverem de terra, id est factum esse pulvereum, sumpto pulvere ex ipsa terra. Dicitur autem homo pulvis è terra, quia primus homo ex pulvere et ex terra formatus est: atque hoc spectavit Paulus prioris epistolae ad Corinth. capite decimoquinto, cùm
The variety of readings of this place is to be noted. For word for word, in Hebrew and Chaldaic, it is thus: God fashioned man, dust from the earth. The Seventy Interpreters rendered it thus: God formed man, taking dust from the earth—evidently explaining more openly the sense of the Hebrew reading. For this signifies that man was made dust from the earth, that is, was made dusty, dust being taken from the earth itself. And man is called dust from the earth because the first man was formed from dust and from earth: and to this Paul looked, in the first Epistle to the Corinthians, chapter fifteen, when6



cùm dixit, Primus homo de terra terrenus: quibus verbis vocis Hebraeae אדם Adam vim et notionem verbis Graecis exposuit. Adam enim nomen ductum est ex אדמה Adama, id est terra, quòd ex terra corpus primi hominis confectum sit à Deo. Quocirca Graecè, tam à Mercurio Trismegisto quàm à priscis poëtis, homo appellatus est γηγενής, id est Terrigena, quasi è terra generatus. Et in cap. 7. libri Sapientiae primus homo duobus epithetis insignitur: nominatur enim γηγενὴς καὶ πρωτόπλαστος. Latini etiam poëtae appellare solent homines Terrigenas, nisi fortè putet quispiam ad fabulam Deucalionis et Pyrrhae eos allusisse.
when he said, The first man, of the earth, earthy: by which words he set forth in Greek the force and notion of the Hebrew word אדם Adam. For the name Adam is derived from אדמה Adama, that is, earth, because the body of the first man was made from earth by God. Wherefore in Greek, both by Mercurius Trismegistus and by the ancient poets, man was called γηγενής (gēgenēs), that is, Earth-born, as it were generated from the earth. And in chapter 7 of the book of Wisdom the first man is marked with two epithets: for he is named γηγενὴς καὶ πρωτόπλαστος (earth-born and first-formed). The Latin poets too are wont to call men Earth-born (Terrigenae)—unless perhaps someone should think that they alluded to the fable of Deucalion and Pyrrha.7



PRO verbo, Formavit, Hebraicè est ויצר vajzer, propriè significans fingere, quod est figulorum. Sanctus Augustinus libro 13. de Civitate Dei capite 24., lectionem huius loci excutiens et expendens, ita locum hunc citat et declarat: Formavit Deus hominem pulverem de terra (quae quidem ad verbum, ut diximus, est lectio Hebraica). Subiungit Augustinus:
For the word He formed, in Hebrew it is ויצר vayyitser, properly signifying 'to fashion,' which belongs to potters. St. Augustine, in book 13 of the City of God, chapter 24, examining and weighing the reading of this place, cites and declares it thus: God formed man, dust from the earth (which indeed, word for word, as we said, is the Hebrew reading). Augustine subjoins:8



Hoc quidem plenius interpretandum putantes, dixerunt, Finxit Deus hominem de limo terrae: quoniam superiùs dictum fuerat, Fons ascendebat de terra et irrigabat omnem faciem terrae; ut ex hoc limus intelligendus videretur, humore scilicet terráque concretus. Ubi enim hoc dictum est, continuo sequitur, Formavit Deus hominem pulverem de terra, sicut Graeci codices habent, unde in Latinam linguam Scriptura ipsa conversa est.
Some, thinking this should be interpreted more fully, said, God fashioned man of the slime of the earth: because it had been said above, A fountain ascended from the earth and watered all the face of the earth; so that from this 'slime' might seem to be understood, namely something concreted of moisture and earth. For where this is said, there immediately follows, God formed man, dust from the earth, as the Greek codices have it, whence Scripture itself was translated into the Latin tongue.9



Verùm Graeci codices qui nunc extant non sic habent ut citat eos Augustinus, sed eo modo quo suprà memoravimus, Formavit Deus hominem pulverem accipiens de terra, vel, pulvere sumpto de terra. Desideratur igitur in citatione Augustini, si nostri codices veri sunt, illud participium Accipiens. Subdit verò Augustinus:
But the Greek codices that now exist do not have it as Augustine cites them, but in that manner which we mentioned above, God formed man, taking dust from the earth, or, dust having been taken from the earth. There is therefore lacking, in Augustine's citation (if our codices are correct), that participle 'Taking.' And Augustine adds:10



Sive autem formavit sive finxit quis dicere voluerit, quod Graecè dicitur ἔπλασεν, ad rem nihil interest: magis tamen propriè dicitur, finxit. Sed ambiguitas visa est devitanda iis qui, formavit, dicere maluerunt: eo quòd in Latina lingua illud magis obtinuit consuetudo, ut ij dicantur fingere qui aliquid mendacio simulante componunt. Haec Augustinus.
But whether one wishes to say 'formed' or 'fashioned'—what in Greek is said ἔπλασεν (eplasen)—makes no difference to the matter: yet it is more properly called 'fashioned.' But the ambiguity seemed to be avoided by those who preferred to say 'formed': because in the Latin tongue that usage has more prevailed, that those are said 'to fashion' (fingere) who put something together with a lying pretense. Thus Augustine.11



PRO illo de limo terrae, Hebraicè est עפר Aphar, significans pulverem et terram: nec quemlibet pulverem, sed valdè tenuem ac minutum, ut ex multis Scripturae locis licèt cognoscere; veluti in secundo Regum 23. capit., Comminuit, inquit, in pulverem; et Geneseos 13., Si quis potest hominum numerare pulverem terrae. Nec tantùm significat terrae pulverem, sed etiam auri et argenti vel cuiuscúque alterius rei: nam in Exodi 32. capite dicitur Moses pulverem vituli aurei proiecisse in torrentem. Inducit igitur hoc loco Moses Deum quasi quendam figulum, pulverem unde facturus erat hominem collegisse et praeparasse, et ex eo fecisse hominem: quemadmodum figulus, vas aliquod ficturus, comparat materiam ex luto vel argilla. Noster interpres, non pulverem sed limum vertens, declarare voluit materiam ex qua formatum est corpus hominis non fuisse purum
For that, of the slime of the earth, in Hebrew it is עפר Aphar, signifying dust and earth: and not any dust, but a very fine and minute one, as may be known from many places of Scripture; as in 2 Kings 23, He ground it, he says, to dust; and Genesis 13, If any man can number the dust of the earth. Nor does it signify only the dust of earth, but also of gold and silver or of any other thing: for in Exodus 32 Moses is said to have thrown the dust of the golden calf into the torrent. Moses, therefore, here introduces God as a kind of potter, who collected and prepared the dust from which he was to make man, and from it made man: just as a potter, about to make some vessel, procures his material from mud or clay. And our translator [the Vulgate], rendering not 'dust' but 'slime,' wished to declare that the material from which man's body was formed was not pure12



[non fuisse] purum pulverem, quippe qui nimium tenuis et dissipabilis sit, nec sua vi solidum aliquod in corpus compingi queat, sed fuisse pulverem mistum cum aqua, vel terram limosam ac coenosam, quali nempè uti solent figuli. ATQUE huius nostrae originis contemplatio subinde nos admonere deberet nostrae fragilis et caducae ac brevi periturae conditionis naturae: quocirca eius rei frequens nobis recordatio in Sacris litteris renovatur atque inculcatur. Hoc ipsum more suo diserté ac piè tractans Rupertus, in capite 20. libri 2. de Trinitate:
[was not] pure dust, since that is too fine and dissipable, and cannot by its own force be compacted into any solid body, but was dust mixed with water, or muddy and miry earth, such as potters use. And the contemplation of this our origin ought continually to admonish us of our fragile and perishable and soon-to-perish natural condition: wherefore frequent remembrance of this thing is renewed and inculcated for us in Holy Scripture. Treating this very matter eloquently and piously, after his manner, Rupert, in chapter 20 of book 2 of On the Trinity:13



Duo, inquit, à Mose dicta sunt, quae diligenter advertere operae pretium est: quia videlicet formavit Deus hominem, et non undecunque, sed de limo terrae formavit. Hoc namque, sicut dignum erat, perpendentes Homines sancti, hunc ipsum creatorem suum Plastem, seipsos autem lutum appellaverunt, eleganti confessione et lacrymosa declamatione: Et nunc, Domine (inquit Isaias capite sexagesimoquarto), Tu Pater noster es, et nos lutum, et fictor noster, et opera manuum tuarum omnes nos. Et apud Hieremiam capite 18. loquitur idem plastes noster Deus: Nunquid sicut figulus iste non potero vobis facere, domus Israël? Ecce sicut lutum in manu figuli, ita vos in manu mea. Ostenderat enim illi figulum facientem opus suum super rotam: et dissipatum est, inquit, vas quod ipse faciebat è luto manibus suis, conversúsque fecit illud vas alterum, sicut placuerat in oculis eius ut faceret. Hinc idem qui suprà dicit Isaias: Vae qui contradicit fictori suo, testa de samijs terrae. Haec et illis similia sciens ille iurisperitus caelestis Paulus ait ad Rom. 9.: O homo, tu quis es qui respondeas Deo? nunquid potest figmentum dicere ei qui se finxit, Quare me fecisti sic? aut nunquid non habet potestatem figulus facere de eodem luto aliud quidem vas in honorem, aliud verò in contumeliam? Itaque et nos, cùm legimus quia formavit Deus hominem de limo terrae, non discutiendum nobis est cur ita fecerit, sed potius illud timendum unicuique nostrum de se ipso, ne vas quod fecit ipse dissipetur in manibus eius, et hoc abiecto faciat aliud vas sicut placuerit in oculis eius. Sic Rupertus.
Two things, he says, were said by Moses, which it is worth the while to mark carefully: namely that God formed man, and formed him not from just anywhere, but from the slime of the earth. For weighing this, as was fitting, holy Men have called this their very Creator the Potter (Plastes), and themselves slime, in an elegant confession and tearful exclamation: And now, O Lord (says Isaiah in chapter sixty-four), Thou art our Father, and we are slime; and thou art our fashioner, and we all are the works of thy hands. And in Jeremiah, chapter 18, the same our potter God speaks: Cannot I do with you, O house of Israel, as this potter? Behold, as the slime is in the potter's hand, so are you in my hand. For he had shown him the potter making his work upon the wheel: and the vessel which he was making of slime with his hands was broken, and, turning, he made it into another vessel, as it had pleased him to make it. Hence the same Isaiah says above: Woe to him who contradicts his fashioner, a potsherd of the earthen pots. Knowing these things and the like, that heavenly jurist Paul says, to the Romans 9: O man, who art thou that repliest to God? Can the thing fashioned say to him who fashioned it, Why hast thou made me thus? Or has not the potter power to make of the same lump one vessel indeed unto honor, but another unto dishonor? And so we too, when we read that God formed man of the slime of the earth, must not discuss why he did so, but each of us ought rather to fear about himself, lest the vessel which he himself made be broken in his hands, and, this one cast away, he make another vessel as it shall please him.' Thus Rupert.14



POST haec autem ponit hanc quaestionem Rupertus:
After this, moreover, Rupert poses this question:15



Attamen (inquit) sobriè quaerere, id est mirari, licet, cur Deus, cùm posset ruinas Angelorum novis à se creatis Angelis reaedificare, et totidem quot ceciderunt creare et in caelum levare, ut unius generis esset plebs cuncta omnísque nobilitas caelestis patriae: cur, inquam, homines alterius naturae vel conditionis fecerit quos reponeret pro Angelis, et non cunctos aut multos simul, sed unum tantummodo de terra plasmaverit, de quo propagarentur caeteri?
Yet (he says) one may soberly ask—that is, marvel—why God, when he could have rebuilt the ruins of the Angels with new Angels created by himself, and created just as many as had fallen and raised them to heaven, so that all the populace and all the nobility of the heavenly country might be of one kind: why, I say, he made men of another nature or condition to set in the place of the Angels, and did not make all, or many, at once, but fashioned only one from the earth, from whom the rest should be propagated?16



Ad hanc Ruperti quaestionem ita responderi potest, hominem primò et principaliter non esse creatum ad reparandas Angelorum ruinas: nam etsi nullus cecidisset Angelus, nihilominus tamen creatus esset homo, quippe qui rerum omnium corporalium sit praestantissimus, qui si deesset mundo, nequaquam is completus et absolutus censeri posset. Non enim homo duntaxat est species quaedam rerum naturalium, uti sunt variae species stirpium et animalium, sed est principalis quidam gradus naturae. Sunt enim tres
To this question of Rupert it may be answered thus: that man was not first and principally created to repair the ruins of the Angels; for even if no Angel had fallen, man would nonetheless have been created, since he is the most excellent of all corporeal things, and if he were lacking to the world, the world could by no means be deemed complete and finished. For man is not merely some one species of natural things, as are the various species of plants and animals, but is a certain principal grade of nature. For there are three17



[Sunt enim tres] generales et principales gradus naturae: unus et primus ac summus, naturae penitus incorporeae; alter infimus, naturae tantum corporeae; tertius medium dignitatis locum tenens, ex utroque mistus et quasi temperatus: quod genus unus duntaxat homo et constituit et implet, partim corporeus, partim incorporeus. Cur autem è terra primum hominem Deus finxerit, eadem ratio fuit qua finxit è terra omnes terrestres animantes. Namque in corporis humani compositione et temperatione ex materia elementari, plus terrae inest quàm cuiusque aliorum elementorum; et cùm humanum corpus corrumpitur, in terram resolvitur; denique ex terra victum et vestitum capit, et in terra vitam degit.
[For there are three] general and principal grades of nature: one, the first and highest, of a wholly incorporeal nature; another, the lowest, of a merely corporeal nature; the third, holding the middle place of dignity, mixed and as it were tempered from both: which kind man alone both constitutes and fills, being partly corporeal, partly incorporeal. And why God formed the first man from earth—the same reason held by which he formed from earth all the terrestrial living things. For in the composition and tempering of the human body from elemental matter, there is more earth than of any of the other elements; and when the human body is corrupted, it is dissolved into earth; finally, from earth it takes its food and clothing, and on earth it passes its life.18



HANC porro ex terra originem hominis etiam prisci poëtae apud Gentiles quodammodo intellexerunt. Ovidius certè in 1. libro Metamorphoseos antiquissimorum Theologorum de generatione et origine hominis sententiam his versibus expressit:
This earthen origin of man even the ancient poets among the Gentiles understood in a certain manner. Ovid, certainly, in the first book of the Metamorphoses, expressed the opinion of the most ancient theologians on the generation and origin of man in these verses:19



Natus homo est: sive hunc divino semine fecit Ille opifex rerum, mundi melioris origo; Sive recens tellus seductáque nuper ab alto Aethere, cognati retinebat semina caeli. Quam satus Iapeto, mistam fluvialibus undis, Finxit in effigiem moderantum cuncta deorum. Sic, modo quae fuerat rudis et sine imagine, tellus Induit ignotas hominis conversa figuras.
Man was born: whether that artificer of things made him from divine seed, the origin of a better world; or whether the new-made earth, lately sundered from the high aether, still kept seeds of its kindred heaven. This earth the son of Iapetus, mixing it with the waters of the river, fashioned into the likeness of the gods who govern all things. So the earth, which but now had been rude and without image, being changed, put on the unknown shapes of man.20



FINXERUNT enim veteres illi poëtae Prometheum compegisse corpus hominis ex terra, igném autem caelestem à Diis furatum esse, quem pro anima in corpus humanum indidit: ad quod alludens Poëta dixit,
For those ancient poets feigned that Prometheus compacted the body of man from earth, and stole celestial fire from the gods, which he put into the human body in place of a soul: alluding to which the Poet said,21



Fiery is the vigor in those seeds, and their origin is celestial, ——22
Igneus est ollis vigor, et caelestis origo Seminibus, ——



Graeci autem Promethea vocant providentem, sagacem et sapientem. Lucretius quoque libro quinto, philosophiam Epicuri pertractans, homines ab initio è terra generatos esse confirmat. Non est dissimulandus error Avicennae, in tantá progressi veritatis inscitiam, ut arbitraretur hominem etiam naturaliter hodiéque ex terra generari posse. Verùm nos eius opinionem multis argumentis confutavimus in libro octavo eius operis quod de Principiis et affectionibus rerum naturalium ante tredecim annos evulgavimus.
And the Greeks call Prometheus 'the provident, sagacious, and wise.' Lucretius too, in the fifth book, treating the philosophy of Epicurus, affirms that men were generated from the earth in the beginning. Nor is the error of Avicenna to be concealed, who, in so great an ignorance of advanced truth, supposed that man could even now be naturally generated from the earth. But we refuted his opinion with many arguments in the eighth book of that work which, On the Principles and Affections of natural things, we published thirteen years ago.23



CUM autem dicitur corpus primi hominis è terra formatum, id quidem potest duobus modis intelligi. Vel Deum pro materia corporis formandi terram duntaxat sumpsisse, vel terram cum aqua mistam, in qua ipse tamen posteà formas et qualitates caeterorum duorum elementorum (aëris inquam et ignis) produxerit: corpus enim Adae, non minus quàm omnium nostrûm corpora, ex quatuor elementis constabat. Vel intelligi potest Deum pro materia corporis accepisse misturam quatuor elementorum, eam tamen nominari vocabu-
Now when the body of the first man is said to have been formed from earth, this can indeed be understood in two ways. Either that God took, as the material for forming the body, earth only, or earth mixed with water, in which, however, he afterward brought forth the forms and qualities of the other two elements (I mean air and fire): for the body of Adam, no less than the bodies of all of us, consisted of four elements. Or it can be understood that God took, as the material of the body, a mixture of the four elements, which is nevertheless named by the word24



[eam tamen nominari] vocabulo limi, id est, terrae et aquae, quòd haec duo in compositione et temperatione corporis humani secundùm molem caeteris praecellant, sintque ipsis sensibus magis conspicua; at reliqua duo occultiora sunt, et sicut mole sunt minora, ita sunt potentia et efficacitate maiora. Hac enim ratione mistio reducitur ad quandam aequabilitatem, cum quorum elementorum minor est vis, eorum maior est in compositione materiae portio; quorum autem efficacior est potestas agendi, eorum minor est in mistione moles. Caietanus annotavit rectè dici in Scriptura Hebraica hominem esse factum ex pulvere, quo videlicet significetur non esse coagmentatum corpus hominis ex crassa et impura terrá, sed ex tenui et pura, qualis nimirum vocabulo pulveris denotatur. Cùm enim corpus hominis esse oporteat probè mistum et exquisitè temperatum, et item excelsum et erectum, ad utrúmque magna terrae tenuitate opus fuit, ut ea cum caeteris elementis benè permisceri ac temperari posset, neve ipsa crassitudine et gravitate sua obstaret corporis rectitudini, quam efficit multus et efficax calor materiam sursum attrahendo: quae si nimis crassa et ponderosa esset, vel non in sublime trahi, vel in excelso loco aegrè et cum periculo corporis teneri posset.
[which is nevertheless named] by the word 'slime,' that is, of earth and water, because these two excel the rest in mass in the composition and tempering of the human body, and are more conspicuous to the senses themselves; whereas the other two are more hidden, and, as they are smaller in mass, so they are greater in power and efficacy. For by this means the mixture is reduced to a certain equality: since, of those elements whose force is less, the portion of matter is greater in the composition; but of those whose power of acting is more efficacious, the mass is less in the mixture. Cajetan noted that it is rightly said in the Hebrew Scripture that man was made from dust, whereby, namely, it is signified that the body of man was not compacted from coarse and impure earth, but from fine and pure—such as is denoted by the word 'dust.' For since the body of man must be well mixed and exquisitely tempered, and likewise lofty and erect, for both a great fineness of earth was needed, so that it could be well mingled and tempered with the other elements, and might not, by its own coarseness and heaviness, obstruct the erectness of the body—which much and efficacious heat produces by drawing the matter upward; for if it were too coarse and heavy, it could either not be drawn aloft, or be held in a lofty place only with difficulty and danger to the body.25



SUNT qui putant praeter quatuor elementa aliquid etiam ex quinta essentia (id est, ex natura caelesti) venire in compositionem humani corporis; et hoc sensent velut medium quoddam vinculum, per quod incorporeus et immortalis animus cum terreno ac mortali corpore copuletur atque colligetur: aliter enim, si res esset, nulla videretur esse proportio et convenientia inter corpus et animam rationalem. Et illam quidem materiam caelestem existimant isti secum ferre animum, cùm per mortem è corpore demigrare cogitur, et in ea poenas apud inferos luere sceleribus suis promeritas. Illam porrò materiam vocabulo nescio cuius lucis appellant et adornant. Verùm haec, ut falsa et sanae doctrinae contraria, damnant Theologi; Philosophi verò etiam derident ut pueriles nugas et aniles fabulas. Cum enim caelestis substantia sit planè incorruptibilis, nihil ex ea decerpi et desecari, neque cum aliis elementis permisceri, aut in rei patibilis et mortalis compositione adhiberi potest: siquidem mistio non fit (auctore Aristotele) nisi alteratis et corruptis aliquatenus his quae miscentur. Appellat quidem Aristoteles libro secundo de Generatione Animalium cap. 3. spiritum et calorem qui est in animantibus caelestem, non tamen natura ipsa, sed quadam proportione et similitudine: habet enim proprietates quasdam et effectus calori syderum ratione quadam respondentes.
There are those who think that, besides the four elements, something also from the fifth essence (that is, from the celestial nature) enters into the composition of the human body; and they thought this to be, as it were, a certain middle bond, by which the incorporeal and immortal soul is coupled and bound together with the earthly and mortal body: for otherwise, were it so, there would seem to be no proportion and agreement between the body and the rational soul. And that celestial material these men think the soul carries with it, when it is compelled by death to depart from the body, and in it to pay, among the powers below, the penalties deserved by its crimes. And that material they call and adorn by the name of some 'light' or other. But these things the Theologians condemn as false and contrary to sound doctrine; while the Philosophers even deride them as childish trifles and old-wives' tales. For since the celestial substance is plainly incorruptible, nothing can be plucked and cut from it, nor mingled with the other elements, nor employed in the composition of a passible and mortal thing: since a mixture does not come about (on Aristotle's authority) unless the things mixed are to some extent altered and corrupted. Aristotle indeed, in the second book On the Generation of Animals, ch. 3, calls the spirit and heat which is in living things 'celestial'—yet not by its nature itself, but by a certain proportion and likeness: for it has certain properties and effects corresponding, by a certain analogy, to the heat of the stars.26
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A DISPUTATION ON THE FORMATION and excellence of the human body

LatineEnglish


A DISPUTATION ON THE FORMATION and excellence of the human body.1
DISPVTATIO DE FORMATIONE et praestantia humani corporis.



CAETERUM, quo planiùs intelligatur quàm aptè et decenter, quantóque artificio et sapientia opificis Dei conformatio humani corporis designata et perfecta sit, libet hoc loco nonnullas hac de re quaestiones disceptare.
Now, that it may be more plainly understood how aptly and becomingly, and with how great artifice and wisdom of God the maker, the conformation of the human body was designed and perfected, it pleases me here to debate some questions on this matter.2
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QUESTION I. Whether God gave to man a body apt and suited to his nature, dignity, and excellence

LatineEnglish


QUESTION I. Whether God gave to man a body apt and suited to his nature, dignity, and excellence.1
QUAESTIO I. An Deus homini dederit corpus naturae eius, dignitati et praestantiae aptum atque conveniens.



NON videtur Deus tale dedisse homini corpus quale oportebat: conveniētius enim fore videbatur, si corpus humanum ex materia coelesti esset conflatum. Namque ut animus est immortalis, ita quoque decebat corpus eius animi capax immortale esse: inter materiam enim et formam, ut in secundo Physicorum docet Aristoteles, proportio esse debet. Adiice quod, ut animus humanus circulariter movetur intelligendo (quemadmodum scribit Aristoteles 1. libro de Anima text. 46.), ita coelum motu corporali in orbem versatur. Deinde, nobilissimae formae debebatur corpus nobilissimum; sed humanus animus est formarum omnium nobilissimus; ergo corpus eius omnium corporum oportebat esse nobilissimum. Coeleste autem corpus quatuor rebus dignitate praestat omnibus aliis corporibus: quia est incorruptibile; quia est causa universalis omnium; quia circulari motu perpetuò circumagitur; denique propter coelestem lucem.
It does not seem that God gave to man such a body as was fitting: for it would seem to have been more suitable if the human body had been made of celestial material. For as the soul is immortal, so too it was fitting that its body, capable of that soul, should be immortal: for between matter and form, as Aristotle teaches in the second book of the Physics, there ought to be a proportion. Add that, as the human soul moves circularly in understanding (as Aristotle writes in the first book On the Soul, text 46), so the heaven is turned in a circle by a corporeal motion. Next, to the noblest form the noblest body was owed; but the human soul is the noblest of all forms; therefore its body ought to have been the noblest of all bodies. And the celestial body excels all other bodies in dignity in four respects: because it is incorruptible; because it is the universal cause of all things; because it is perpetually turned about by a circular motion; and finally on account of the celestial light.2



Nec verò humanum corpus à coelesti duntaxat corpore dignitate vincitur, sed multis etiam rebus corporibus caeterarum animantium inferius videtur. Primò quidem perfectione sensuum exteriorum: acutior enim aquilae est visus; acrior vulpi et talpae auditus; cani sagacior odoratus; gallinae exquisitior gustatus, quippe quae, sine succi expressione, statim quae rostro vel levissimè tetigerit digna indignáve sentit, ut vel eligat vel respuat. Quinetiam limaces ostreásque vegetiore tactus pollere sensu arbitratur Iulius Scaliger, in Opere quod scripsit adversus Cardanum, exercitatione 247. Namque ut citiùs sentit defectus nervus quàm cute obductus, ita citiùs hae sentiant animantes quae tenuiore quàm homo cute operiuntur necesse est: argumenti enim vis et fundamentum est in analogia medij. Deinde, corporis robore tauris cedit homo; proceritate elephantis; longaevitate
Nor indeed is the human body surpassed in dignity by the celestial body alone, but it seems inferior in many things to the bodies of the other animals. First, in the perfection of the external senses: for the eagle's sight is sharper; the fox's and the mole's hearing keener; the dog's smell more sagacious; the hen's taste more exquisite—since, without any pressing-out of juice, it immediately perceives whatever it has touched even most lightly with its beak as worthy or unworthy, so as either to choose or reject it. Nay more, that snails and oysters are strong in a more vigorous sense of touch, Julius Scaliger thinks, in the work which he wrote against Cardano, exercise 247. For as a bare nerve feels more quickly than one covered with skin, so necessarily those animals which are covered with a thinner skin than man feel more quickly: for the force and foundation of the argument lies in the analogy of the medium. Next, in bodily strength man yields to bulls; in tallness to elephants; in longevity3



[longae]vitate corvis; velocitate tigribus. Quid, quòd aliorum animalium corpora naturalibus operta sunt tegumentis, vel pilis, vel coriis, vel testis, vel squamis? naturalibus item instructa et munita sunt armis et praesidiis? quaedam armata sunt cornibus, alia vel unguibus, vel dentibus, vel spinis, vel aculeis, quibus et se tueri et hostes suos ferire ac profligare queant: soli homini corpus nudum et inerme, et ad oppugnandum aequè atque propugnandum imbecillum et invalidum est datum.
[in longe]vity to ravens; in speed to tigers. What of this, that the bodies of other animals are covered with natural coverings—whether with hair, or hides, or shells, or scales? and likewise are furnished and fortified with natural arms and defenses? Some are armed with horns, others with claws, or teeth, or spines, or stings, by which they can both protect themselves and strike and rout their enemies: to man alone a naked and unarmed body is given, and one feeble and weak both for attack and for defense.4



AT enimverò, sine dubitatione ulla, credendum et dicendum est corpus humanum aptissimum et decentissimum naturae hominis à Deo esse fabricatum. Etenim, quanto verius de homine existimare par est id quod de quibuslibet rebus naturalibus dixit Aristoteles, Deum et naturam in omnibus rebus semper ex his quae fieri possunt quod melius est facere, et ut quodque aptum est optimè fieri sic esse factum à natura, nec posse quicquam melius fieri quàm ab ipsa natura non impedita factum sit. Oportebat autem corpus hominis tale fieri ut esset capax sensuum: siquidem cùm anima rationalis creanda esset nuda et expers omnis scientiae, eamque deberet ipsa per sensus aucupari et acquirere, necesse fuit corpus hominis omnibus sensibus instructum et ornatum esse. Omnium verò sensuum quasi fundamentum est tactus, qui in quadam mediocritate et aequali temperatione primarum qualitatum est constitutus. Quemadmodum igitur sensus tactus, ita et alij sensus qui ab eo divelli nequeunt, nisi in corpore patibili et mortali esse non possunt. Ex quo apparet, cum substantia coelestis omnino expers sit primarum qualitatum, sítque penitus impatibilis et immortalis, ideóque sensuum minimè capax, ex ea corpus hominis coagmentari non potuisse.
But in truth, without any doubt, it is to be believed and affirmed that the human body was fashioned by God most apt and most becoming to the nature of man. For how much more truly is it fitting to judge of man what Aristotle said of all natural things whatever—that God and nature, in all things, always do, of those things that can be done, that which is better; and that, as each thing is apt to be made best, so it is made by nature, nor can anything be made better than what has been made by nature herself unimpeded. Now man's body had to be made such as to be capable of the senses: since the rational soul was to be created naked and devoid of all knowledge, and had to acquire it for itself through the senses, it was necessary that man's body be equipped and adorned with all the senses. And the foundation, as it were, of all the senses is touch, which is constituted in a certain mean and equal tempering of the primary qualities. As, therefore, the sense of touch, so also the other senses, which cannot be torn away from it, cannot exist except in a passible and mortal body. From which it appears that, since the celestial substance is wholly devoid of the primary qualities, and is utterly impassible and immortal, and therefore least of all capable of the senses, the body of man could not be compounded from it.5



Sanctus Bonaventura, in secundo Sententiarum distinct. 17. art. 2., non fuisse conveniens humanum corpus constare materia coelesti multis rationibus probat, sive homo consideretur in ordine ad Deum, sive ad Angelos, sive ad creaturas corporales, sive ad universum, sive in ordine ad seipsum. Quamvis autem corpus hominis suapte natura mortale esset, huic tamen mortalitatis defectui occurrerat Deus dono immortalitatis, quo Adam munitus, si non peccasset, longissimo et beatissimo aevo in terris fruens, posteà mortis nescius in coelestem et aeternam vitam et felicitatem translatus esset.
St. Bonaventure, in the second book of the Sentences, distinction 17, article 2, proves by many reasons that it was not fitting for the human body to consist of celestial material—whether man be considered in relation to God, or to the Angels, or to corporeal creatures, or to the universe, or in relation to himself. And although man's body was by its own nature mortal, yet God had met this defect of mortality with the gift of immortality; armed with which Adam, had he not sinned, after enjoying a very long and most blessed age on earth, would afterward, knowing nothing of death, have been translated into celestial and eternal life and happiness.6



ESSE autem corpus hominis longè praestantius corporibus aliorum animalium, tribus ex rebus liquidò cerni et iudicari potest. Principio, hoc manifestè indicat recta humani corporis species et figura, cùm caeterarum animantium prona sint et in terram depressa corpora. Rectitudinis autem humani corporis triplex causa est: Efficiens quidem est abundantia caloris, quo pollet vis illa in semine virili residens, quae corpus humanum tanta solertia architectatur, tantáque arte membratim fingit ac figurat. Materia est valde mollis et delicata temperies eius materiae ex qua conflatur corpus humanum. Denique Finis seu usus eius rectitudinis quadruplex est: Primus, quò
And that the body of man is far more excellent than the bodies of the other animals can be clearly discerned and judged from three things. First, this is manifestly indicated by the upright form and figure of the human body, whereas the bodies of the other animals are prone and pressed down toward the earth. And of the uprightness of the human body there is a threefold cause: the Efficient is the abundance of heat, with which that force is strong that resides in the male seed, which constructs the human body with such skill, and with such art fashions and figures it limb by limb. The Material is the very soft and delicate temper of that matter from which the human body is compounded. And finally the Final cause, or use, of this uprightness is fourfold: the First, that7



[Primus,] quò functiones sensuum exteriorum (qui ferè vigent in capite) melius administrari queant: non enim, ut caeteris animalibus, sic homini propter cibum et potum modò et praesentis tantùm vitae conservationem sensus assignati sunt, sed praecipuè ad comparandam scientiam omnium rerum, praesertim verò coelestium, quarum scilicet contemplatione provehitur humanus animus ad ipsius Dei rerúmque divinarum cognitionem: quocirca congruum fuit ut sensus (maximè verò auditus et visus, qui praeter caeteros cognoscendis rebus adminiculo et adiumento sunt) essent in loco excelso et ad coelum erecto. Alter usus rectitudinis humani corporis pertinet ad maiorem perfectionem sensuum interiorum, qui materiam ad intelligendum proximè subministrant humanae menti: hi autem sensus, si caput hominis depressum esset in terram, nimis crassi, hebetes, et tardi fuissent. Tertius usus continet innumerabiles manuum commoditates, quibus careret humana vita si recto corpore non fuisset homo: si enim prono corpore esset, uti eum manibus ad ingrediendum modo aliorum animalium necesse foret; quapropter tot tamque praeclarae manuum utilitates quibus nunc fruimur ex manibus homini non potuissent accidere. Quartus usus spectat ad formandum sermonem: si enim homo ad similitudinem animalium curvo esset corpore, necesse fuisset eum ore cibum capere; quamobrem fuisset illi datum os nimis oblongum, diductum et apertum, lingua item nimis dura crassáque labia: non igitur humanum sermonem et orationem (qua, secundùm mentem, nihil melius homini à Deo concessum est) fingere potuisset.
[The first, that] the functions of the external senses (which for the most part flourish in the head) may be better administered: for the senses were assigned to man not, as to the other animals, merely for food and drink and the preservation of present life, but chiefly for acquiring knowledge of all things—and especially of the celestial things, by the contemplation of which the human soul is advanced to the knowledge of God himself and of divine things: wherefore it was fitting that the senses (and most of all hearing and sight, which beyond the rest are an aid and help for knowing things) should be in a lofty place, erect toward heaven. The second use of the uprightness of the human body pertains to the greater perfection of the internal senses, which most immediately supply matter for understanding to the human mind: and these senses, if man's head were pressed down toward the earth, would have been too gross, dull, and slow. The third use contains the innumerable conveniences of the hands, which human life would lack if man had not been of an upright body: for if he were of a prone body, he would need to use his hands for walking after the manner of the other animals; wherefore the many and excellent uses of the hands which we now enjoy could not have come to man from his hands. The fourth use looks to the forming of speech: for if man, after the likeness of the animals, were of a curved body, he would have needed to take food with his mouth; wherefore there would have been given him a mouth too long, gaping, and open, and likewise too hard a tongue and thick lips: he could not, therefore, have framed human speech and discourse—than which, according to the mind, nothing better was granted to man by God.8



SECUNDO loco, praestantia humani corporis aestimari potest ex praestantia sensuum tam interiorum quàm exteriorum. Interiores appello sensus, ipsum sensum communem et vim imaginandi, memoriam item ac reminiscentiam, denique quam in animalibus Philosophi vocant aestimativam, in homine autem cogitativam, supremam nimirum omnium facultatum sentiendum. Sensus autem interiores esse perfectiores in homine quàm in animalibus extra controversiam est. Nam et vis imaginandi potentior in eo est et efficacior, et memoria firmior atque capacior, et potestas reminiscendi nulli animalium concessa, ipsáque vis cogitandi seu quae dicitur cogitativa (ratio quaedam particularis est, et ab Aristotele nonnúquam intellectus appellatur). Quid plura? ipse appetitus animae sentientis, licèt per se sit irrationalis, fit tamen quodammodo rationalis, cum rationis humanae imperij et moderationis capax sit, ideóque plurimarum ac praestantissimarum virtutum sedes existat.
In the second place, the excellence of the human body can be estimated from the excellence of the senses, both internal and external. By internal senses I mean the common sense itself and the power of imagining, likewise memory and reminiscence, and finally what in the animals the Philosophers call the estimative power, but in man the cogitative—the highest, indeed, of all the sentient faculties. And that the internal senses are more perfect in man than in the animals is beyond controversy. For both the imaginative power is in him stronger and more efficacious, and the memory firmer and more capacious, and the power of reminiscence (granted to no animal), and the very power of thinking, or what is called the cogitative (which is a kind of particular reason, and is sometimes called by Aristotle the intellect). What more? the very appetite of the sentient soul, although in itself irrational, yet becomes in a manner rational, since it is capable of the command and moderation of human reason, and therefore is the seat of very many and most excellent virtues.9



Quemadmodum autem sensuum etiam exteriorum praestantia caeterae animantes vincantur ab homine, facilè demonstrari et probari potest, adhibita distinctione illa quam in libro 5. de Generatione animalium cap. 1. tradit Aristoteles: excellentiam cuiusque sensus duabus ex rebus aestimari posse, vel ex perceptione rei sensibilis, vel ex iudicio eiusdem rei. In perceptione rei sensi-
And how the other animals are surpassed by man in the excellence of the external senses too can easily be demonstrated and proved, by employing that distinction which Aristotle delivers in the fifth book On the Generation of Animals, chapter 1: that the excellence of each sense can be estimated from two things, either from the perception of the sensible object, or from the judgment of the same object. In the perception of the sensible object10



[In perceptione rei sensi]bilis, sensus unius animalis quatuor modis vincere potest sensum eiusdem rationis qui est in alio animali, ut visus visum, auditus auditum. Primò si rem sensibilem celeriùs, tum si longinquius percipiat; deinde si minutiora et tenuiora sensilia comprehendat; denique si vehementiùs et exuperátiùs sensile nulla sui offensione aut difficultate capiat et sustineat: atque his quatuor modis visus aquilae superat visum aliorum animalium. Nec inficiari possumus hominem hac ratione multis sensibus vinci ab animalibus. Verùm altera excellentia sensus in diiudicatione rerum sensilium earúmque differentiis omnibus exploratè distinctéque cognoscendis atque discernendis posita est: et hac ratione censemus hominem anteire sensibus caeteras animantes. Esto, citiùs et longinquiùs colores etiam minutos et exiles cernat aquila, et odores sentiat vultur, homo tamen omnem varietatem omnésque differentias colorum (sive in lapidibus illi sint, sive in metallis, sive in herbis et floribus, aliisve quibuslibet in rebus) distinctiùs certiúsque visu dignoscet.
[In the perception of the sensible] object, the sense of one animal can surpass the sense of the same kind which is in another animal in four ways (as sight may surpass sight, and hearing hearing): first, if it perceive the sensible object more quickly, and then if more distantly; next, if it apprehend smaller and finer sensibles; finally, if it take in and bear a more vehement and excessive sensible without any offense or difficulty to itself: and in these four ways the eagle's sight surpasses the sight of the other animals. Nor can we deny that man is, in this respect, surpassed in many senses by the animals. But the other excellence of sense consists in the discernment of sensible things, and in knowing and distinguishing carefully and distinctly all their differences: and in this respect we judge that man precedes the other animals in the senses. Granted that the eagle discerns more quickly and more distantly even minute and slight colors, and that the vulture perceives odors, yet man will more distinctly and surely discern by sight all the variety and all the differences of colors—whether they be in stones, or in metals, or in herbs and flowers, or in any other things whatever.11



TERTIO loco perspicuè cognoscitur excellentia humani corporis ex praestantia temperamenti, seu (ut vulgò appellant) complexionis: quod quidem in homine, caeterorum animalium corporibus, propius accedit ad aequalitatem et ad mediocritatem, longiúsque remotum est ab excessu primarum qualitatum, cùm aliorum animalium corpora vel nimis terrea sint vel nimis aquea. Quo fit ut habere naturalia indumenta et arma (uti habent animalia) imperfectam arguat corporis eorum constitutionem: nam istiusmodi proveniunt ex magna terrestris vel aqueae materiae copia. Nec verò decebat hominis (cuius est tam multiplex et multiformè ingenium, et cui, pro varietate regionum—nam totius orbis terrarum spectator et habitator atque cultor esse debebat—varios esse mores variámque victus rationem esse oportebat) unum aliquem certum et immutabilem victus, vestitus, et armorum modum naturaliter habere, sicut habent animalia. Sed eorum omnium vice quae naturaliter non habet homo, habent autem animalia, Deus homini duas res dedit, Rationem et Manum: ut per illam omnia quae homini ex usu essent futura excogitare et adinvenire, per hanc eadem conficere sibíque comparare facilè posset.
In the third place, the excellence of the human body is clearly known from the excellence of its temperament, or (as they commonly call it) its complexion: which indeed in man, beyond the bodies of the other animals, comes nearer to equality and to the mean, and is farther removed from an excess of the primary qualities, whereas the bodies of the other animals are either too earthy or too watery. Whence it comes about that to have natural coverings and weapons (as the animals have) argues an imperfect constitution of their body: for such things arise from a great abundance of earthy or watery material. Nor indeed was it fitting for man—whose nature is so manifold and multiform, and who (because, according to the variety of regions, he was to be the spectator and inhabitant and cultivator of the whole world) had to have various manners and a various mode of living—to have naturally some one fixed and unchangeable mode of food, clothing, and arms, as the animals have. But in place of all those things which man does not have by nature, but the animals do, God gave to man two things: Reason and the Hand—so that by the one he might devise and discover all things that would be of use to him, and by the other might easily make and procure those same things for himself.12



SED ne longius faciam, concludam hunc locum appositis duabus luculentissimis sententiis, altera Senecae et altera Lactantij, quibus hoc ipsum quod docuimus mirificè illustrabitur. Seneca igitur, eos reprehendens qui de natura et Deo quaeruntur quod ab his malignè tractatus sit homo, aut certè minus liberaliter et benignè quàm animalia, in 29. c. lib. 2. de Beneficiis hoc modo scribit:
But, not to make this longer, I will conclude this place by setting down two most brilliant passages, one of Seneca and the other of Lactantius, by which this very thing which we have taught will be wonderfully illustrated. Seneca, then, rebuking those who complain of nature and of God that man was dealt with by them malignantly, or at least less liberally and kindly than the animals, in chapter 29 of book 2 of On Benefits writes in this manner:13



Vide quàm iniqui sunt divinorum munerum aestimatores. Et quidem professi sapientiam, queruntur quòd non magnitudine corporis aequemus elephantes, velocitate cervos, levitate aves, impetu tauros; quòd solidior sit cutis belluis, decentior damis, densior ursis, mollior fibris; quòd sagacitate nos narium canes vincant, quòd
See how unjust appraisers of the divine gifts they are. And these, forsooth, professing wisdom, complain that we do not equal the elephants in bodily size, the stags in speed, the birds in lightness, the bulls in onset; that the skin is more solid in beasts, more comely in deer, thicker in bears, softer in beavers; that the dogs surpass us in keenness of nostrils; that14



[...so that, if you weigh all these things in your mind and] rightly estimate the indulgence of nature, you must confess that you have been her darling. Thus Seneca — no less truly and wisely, in truth, than elegantly and eloquently.15
[...quod si omnia ista cum animo perpenderis, &] benè aestimata naturae indulgentia, confitearis necesse est, in delicijs te illi fuisse. Haec Seneca, non minùs profectò verè ac sapienter, quàm eleganter ac disertè.



Lactantius quoque, in libro de opificio Dei, eandem sententiam de admirabili humani corporis constitutione & providentia luculentissimè persequitur: cuius verba, quòd & gravia sint & ad rem nostram apprimè faciant, hîc adscribere libet.
Lactantius too, in his book On the Workmanship of God, pursues most lucidly the same judgement concerning the admirable constitution and providence of the human body; and since his words are both weighty and exceedingly apt to our purpose, I am pleased to set them down here.16



Dedit, inquit, homini artifex ille noster ac parens Deus sensum atque rationem, ut ex eo appareret nos ab eo esse generatos, qui ipse intelligentia, qui sensu, qui ratione praeditus est. Caetera animalia, quoniam rationis & intelligentiae sunt expertia, omnes enim suis ex pellibus texit, ut munimento naturali adversus frigus ac vim tempestatum tueri sese possent. Si qua verò in praedam maioribus cedunt, ne facilè caperentur, aut celeritate pedum, aut volandi pernicitate, aut occultandi sui solertia eis natura prospexit. [continuatur in pagina sequenti.]
“To man,” he says, “that artificer and parent of ours, God, gave sense and reason, so that from this it might appear that we were begotten by him who is himself endowed with intelligence, with sense, with reason. As for the other animals, since they are devoid of reason and intelligence, he has clothed them all with their own skins, that by a natural defence they might protect themselves against the cold and the force of storms. And if any of them fall as prey to the greater beasts, lest they be caught easily nature has provided for them either swiftness of foot, or fleetness in flight, or cunning in hiding themselves.” [continues on the following page.]17



[continuatio Lactantij:] Solus homo, quoniam ratione donatus est, statuit eum nudum & inermem, quia & ingenio poterat armari & ratione vestiri. Ea verò ipsa quae mutis attributa sunt, homini dari non oportebat, quia non forinsecùs, ut caetera, sed interiùs armavit: cùm ei tribuisset id quod esset omnibus praestantius, manum scilicet & rationem. Plùs enim manus praestant quàm levitas usúsque pennarum: plùs lingua quàm totius corporis fortitudo. Quae igitur amentia est ea praeferre, quae si data sint accipere detrectes? Haec Lactantius.
[Lactantius continued:] “Man alone, since he is endowed with reason, He appointed naked and unarmed, because he could both be armed by his wit and clothed by his reason. Indeed those very things that were bestowed on the dumb beasts ought not to have been given to man, because He armed him not from without, as the rest, but from within: since He had granted him that which is more excellent than all, namely the hand and reason. For hands accomplish more than lightness and the use of wings; the tongue more than the strength of the whole body. What madness, then, is it to prefer those things which, were they offered, you would decline to accept?” Thus Lactantius.18
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	Conclusion of the Lactantius de opificio Dei block-quote begun on PDF 451. Catchword at foot of page: 'QVAE' (anticipating the QUAESTIO divider of the next page). ↩




QUESTION II. Whether the Angels concurred in any part in the procreation of man

LatineEnglish


QUESTION II. Whether the Angels concurred in any part in the procreation of man.1
QUAESTIO II. Num aliqua ex parte Angeli concurrerint ad procreationem hominis.



DE creatione quidem animae rationalis, nullo modo dubitandum est eam non potuisse ab Angelis proficisci. Cùm enim animus hominis sit immaterialis & immortalis, nec aliter quàm ex nihilo, nec ab alio, nisi à Deo creari potest. Creare enim rem ullam, ut docet Augustinus cap. 15. libri 9. de Genesi ad litteram, tam nullus Angelus potest, quàm nec se ipsum. De corpore autem primi hominis, num ad eius formationem operam suam Angeli contulerint, propterea videtur in quaestionem vocari posse, quòd omnis materia & creatura corporalis, auctore Augustino capit. 24. libri 8. de Genesi ad litteram, Angelorum voluntati & imperio subiecta sit: & quemadmodum ipsi corpora humana saepè formarunt sibíque assumpserunt, ut in his apparerent hominibus, ita corpus primi hominis fingere & figurare potuerunt.
As for the creation of the rational soul, there must be no doubt at all that it could not have proceeded from the Angels. For since the mind of man is immaterial and immortal, it can be created in no other way than from nothing, and by no other than God. For to create any thing whatever, as Augustine teaches in chapter 15 of book 9 of On Genesis according to the Letter, no Angel is able, any more than it can create its own self. But concerning the body of the first man — whether the Angels lent their labour to its formation — this seems able to be called into question on this account, that all matter and corporeal creature is (on Augustine's authority, chapter 24 of book 8 of On Genesis according to the Letter) subject to the will and command of the Angels; and just as they themselves often formed human bodies and assumed them to themselves, in order to appear in them to men, so they could fashion and figure the body of the first man.2



VERUMTAMEN, proculdubio dicendum est, corpus primi hominis nec ab Angelis formatum esse, nec formari potuisse: siquidem Angeli, cùm sint incorporei, nullam vim & potestatem habent per se generandi rem aliquam corpoream, nisi tantùm ministrando, adhibendo, & invicem coaptando causas naturales per quas corpora naturalia generari possunt: eo scilicet modo quo agricola segetes creare & vinum generare, medicus item propulsare morbos & sanitatem efficere dicitur. His enim exemplis ad idem confirmandum utitur Augustinus in cap. 15. lib. 9. de Genesi ad litteram: quo loco affirmatè dicit, neque corpus Evae ex costa Adami, nec ipsius Adami corpus ex pulvere terrae, Angelorum potestate, formatum esse: quanquam inibi non negat Augustinus aliquod ministerium in formatione corporis Adami vel Evae Angelos exhibere potuisse: quale autem fuerit illud ministerium, quis audeat, inquit, affirmare? Si igitur Angelus non potest corpus aliquod generare, nisi per naturales causas generatrices & effectrices: causa autem naturalis efficiens & formans corpus humanum, est vis illa mirabilis residens in semine virili, quam in scholis vocant virtutem formativam: haec autem ante generationem primi hominis nulla fuit, quae ab Angelis adhiberi posset: conficitur ergo, corpus primi hominis ab Angelis non potuisse formari.
NEVERTHELESS, it must beyond doubt be said that the body of the first man was neither formed by the Angels nor could be formed by them: since the Angels, being incorporeal, have no force or power of themselves to generate any corporeal thing, except only by ministering, by applying, and by fitting together one with another the natural causes through which natural bodies can be generated — in that manner, namely, in which a farmer is said to “create” crops and “generate” wine, and a physician likewise to “drive off” diseases and “effect” health. For Augustine uses these very examples to confirm the same point, in chapter 15 of book 9 of On Genesis according to the Letter; in which passage he says affirmatively that neither was the body of Eve from Adam's rib, nor the body of Adam himself from the dust of the earth, formed by the power of the Angels — although there Augustine does not deny that the Angels could have exhibited some ministry in the formation of the body of Adam or of Eve; but what that ministry may have been, “who,” he says, “would dare to affirm?” If, therefore, an Angel cannot generate any body except through the natural generating and effecting causes — and the natural efficient and forming cause of the human body is that wonderful force residing in the male seed, which in the schools they call the formative power — and this did not exist at all before the generation of the first man, so that it might be applied by the Angels: it is concluded, then, that the body of the first man could not have been formed by the Angels.3



NON tamen negaverim, potuisse Angelos ad eius corporis formationem aliquid ministrare: sed quod illud, aut quale fuit ministerium, Non audet quicquam statuere Augustinus: sed alij audentiores non dubitant dicere, collegisse pulverem Angelos, compegisse materiam, eamque in speciem & similitudinem humani corporis confor-[masse...]
Yet I would not deny that the Angels could have ministered something to the formation of that body; but what that was, or what kind of ministry it was, Augustine dares to establish nothing: whereas others, bolder, do not hesitate to say that the Angels gathered the dust, compacted the material, and conformed it into the form and likeness of the human body... [the word breaks here and is completed on the next page]4



[confor]masse atque figurasse: quam materiam humana specie figuratam Deum animasse ac vivificasse inspirando in eam animum rationalem. Sed ut ita factum sit, non est putandum tamen simulachrum illud corporis humani fictum & formatum ab Angelis, verè corpus humanum fuisse: non enim in eo erat talis mistio elementorum, taléque temperamentum quale corporis humani esse oportet: nec habebat carnes, ossa, nervos, viscera, nec calorem naturalem, nec spiritus animales & vitales, sine quibus rebus corpus humanum constare non potest. Quod si anima per mortem à corpore digressa, corpus quod remanet non est verè corpus hominis, sed tantùm aequivocè, cùm tamen substantiam carnis, ossis, aliarúmque partium retineat: quantò minùs dici potuit corpus hominis illud fictum & figuratum ab Angelis? quippe quod neque carnis, neque ossis, neque aliarum partium formas & naturas haberet.
...conformed and figured it; and that this material, figured into human shape, God animated and quickened by breathing into it a rational mind. But granting that it was done so, it is not to be supposed that that simulacrum of the human body, fashioned and formed by the Angels, was truly a human body: for there was not in it such a mixture of the elements, nor such a temperament, as a human body must have; nor did it have flesh, bones, sinews, inner organs, nor natural heat, nor the animal and vital spirits, without which things a human body cannot subsist. And if, when the soul departs from the body through death, the body that remains is not truly the body of a man but only equivocally so — even though it still retains the substance of flesh, of bone, and of the other parts — how much less could that thing fashioned and figured by the Angels be called the body of a man, seeing that it would have neither the forms nor the natures of flesh, of bone, or of the other parts?5



Translator’s notes
	Section divider (rule above). Second quaestio of this disputation on the formation of the first man. ↩
	Augustine, de Gen. ad lit. 9.15 (no creature can create) and 8.24 (corporeal matter subject to the Angels' command) cited as the basis of the doubt. ↩
	Augustine, de Gen. ad lit. 9.15. Marginal gloss: 'Angelos non fuisse effectores corporis humani' (that the Angels were not the makers of the human body). The 'virtus formativa' of the male seed is the scholastic natural efficient cause. ↩
	Sentence breaks at the catchword 'confor' at the foot of the page; it is completed on PDF 454 as 'confor[masse] atque figurasse.' ↩
	Completes the sentence broken at the catchword on PDF 453. Concludes QUAESTIO II: an angel-fashioned simulacrum lacks the elemental mixture, temperament, organs, natural heat, and vital spirits of a true body — a corpse is a body only 'aequivocally,' and the angelic figure even less so. ↩




QUESTION III. Whether Adam was created by God perfect according to age and according to the bulk of his body

LatineEnglish


QUESTION III. Whether Adam was created by God perfect according to age and according to the bulk of his body.1
QUAESTIO III. An creatus sit Adam à Deo perfectus secundùm aetatem & secundùm molem corporis.



DE aetate quidem quaestionem eandem ponit Augustinus, in capite 13. libri 6. de Genesi ad litteram, ita scribens: Sed quomodo fecit hominem Deus de limo terrae. Utrùm repentè in aetate perfecta, hoc est, virili atque iuvenili, an sicut nunc usque format in uteris matrum? ut illud tantùm proprium habuerit Adam, quòd non ex parentibus natus est, sed factus ex terra, eo tamen modo ut in hoc perficiendo & per aetates augendo hi temporum numeri complerentur quos natura humani generis attributos videmus. An potiùs hoc non est requirendum? Utrumlibet enim fecerit, hoc fecit quod Deum & omnipotentem & sapientem posse ac facere congruebat. Ita enim certas temporum leges generibus qualitatibúsque rerum in manifestum ex abdito producendis attribuit, ut eius voluntas sit super omnia. Potentia quippe sua numeros creaturae dedit, non ipsam potentiam eisdem numeris alligavit: nam Spiritus eius ita faciendo mundo superferebatur, ut & facto superferatur, non corporalibus locis, sed excellentia potestatis. Sic Augustinus.
Concerning age, indeed, Augustine raises this same question, in chapter 13 of book 6 of On Genesis according to the Letter, writing thus: “But in what way did God make man from the slime of the earth? Was it suddenly, in a perfect age — that is, in a manly and youthful one — or just as He still now forms man in the wombs of mothers? so that Adam would have had only this as his own peculiarity, that he was not born of parents but made from the earth, yet in such a manner that in his being brought to completion and in his being increased through the ages those numbers of time would be fulfilled which we see assigned to the nature of the human race. Or is this rather not to be inquired into? For whichever of the two He did, He did that which it befitted a God both omnipotent and wise to be able to do and to do. For He has so assigned fixed laws of time to the kinds and qualities of things in their being brought forth from the hidden into the manifest, that His will is over all. For by His power He gave to the creature its numbers, yet He did not bind that very power to those same numbers: for His Spirit was so borne over the world in making it, as also to be borne over it when made — not by corporeal places, but by the excellence of His power.” Thus Augustine.2



His verbis Magister sententiarum in secundo distinction. 17. significari putavit Augustinum sensisse primum hominem in aetate perfecta creatum esse à Deo. Sic enim scribit: Augustinus super Genesim dicit, quòd Adam in virili aetate continuò factus est, & hoc secundùm superiores non inferiores causas, id est, secundùm voluntatem & potentiam Dei quam naturae generibus non alligavit: qualiter & virga Mosis conversa est in draconem. Nec talia contra naturam fiunt, nisi nobis quibus aliter natura [cursus...]
By these words the Master of the Sentences, in the second book, distinction 17, judged it to be signified that Augustine held the first man to have been created by God in a perfect age. For thus he writes: “Augustine, on Genesis, says that Adam was made at once in a manly age, and this according to the higher, not the lower, causes — that is, according to the will and power of God, which He has not bound to the kinds of nature; in the same way too that the rod of Moses was turned into a serpent. Nor do such things happen contrary to nature, except for us, to whom the course [of nature is otherwise known...]” [breaks at the catchword]3



[...natura] cursus innotuit: Deo autem natura est quodcumque facit. Sic ergo factus est Adam: non secundùm inferiores causas, quia non erat in rerum causis seminalibus ut ita fieret, sed secundùm superiores non contra naturam operantes: quia in rerum causis naturalibus erat ut ita posset fieri. Et Magister quidem hactenus.
[...except for us, to whom in another way the] course of nature has become known; but to God, nature is whatsoever He does. Thus, then, was Adam made: not according to the lower causes — because it was not in the seminal causes of things that it should so come to pass — but according to the higher causes, not operating against nature: because it was in the natural causes of things that it could so come to pass. And the Master, thus far.”4



Sed profectò si quis Augustini verba quae hoc loco Magister indicat, & nos paulò suprà commemoravimus, bene perpenderit, facilè animadvertet Augustinum quaestionem quidem de aetate qua creatus est Adam posuisse, & in utramque partem tractasse, sed expressè tamen & affirmatè neutram quaestionis partem definivisse.
But assuredly, if one weighs well the words of Augustine which the Master points to in this place, and which we too recalled a little above, he will easily observe that Augustine indeed raised the question of the age at which Adam was created, and treated it on both sides, yet did not expressly and affirmatively define either part of the question.5



QUANQUAM non potest negari, quin ad eam partem quae Adamum perfecta aetate creatum facit, propensior Augustinus esse videatur: & meritò sanè. Prima enim illa Dei opera quae in mundi molitione proximè ab eo facta sunt perfecta esse decuit: Sicut igitur caeteras animantes corporis mole aetatéque perfectas condidit, itidem quoque ac multo etiam magis, quanto scilicet maior est hominis quàm aliarum animantium dignitas, hominem in perfecta aetate condidisse existimandum est. Cui rei magno esse debet argumento, quod statim ut creati sunt Adam & Eva, dixit eis Deus: Crescite & multiplicamini & replete terram: quo licet intelligere Adamum & Evam firma iam aetate & ad generandum idonea esse procreatos. Opinantur igitur nonnulli, eos fuisse creatos aetate iuvenili, qua videlicet aetate Dominus noster Iesus Christus è mortuis resurrexit, hoc est, inter trigesimum & quadragesimum annum.
ALTHOUGH it cannot be denied that Augustine seems more inclined to that side which holds Adam to have been created at a perfect age — and rightly indeed. For those first works of God which were made by Him in the very building of the world ought to have been perfect: just as, therefore, He founded the other living creatures perfect in bodily bulk and in age, so likewise too — and much more so, by as much, namely, as the dignity of man is greater than that of the other animals — it must be reckoned that He founded man at a perfect age. Of which a great argument ought to be the fact that, as soon as Adam and Eve were created, God said to them: “Increase and multiply and fill the earth” — whereby one may understand that Adam and Eve were brought forth already at a firm age and fit for generation. Some, then, are of the opinion that they were created at a youthful age — namely, at that age at which our Lord Jesus Christ rose from the dead, that is, between the thirtieth and fortieth year.6



Verùm ut ita fuerit, credibilius tamen est eo tempore aetaté hominis perfectam non ante quinquagesimum annum futuram fuisse: cùm enim tunc longissima esset hominis vita, hoc est, decuplo fermè longior quàm nunc est, singulae etiam aetates pariter longiores erant quàm nunc sunt, longior igitur erat pueritia & adolescentia: & priori aetate longius producta, proximè consequens aetas tardiùs accedebat. Comparatione igitur & proportione totius vitae nongentesimum annum supergressae, iuvenilis aetas primi hominis non ante quinquagesimum annum contingere ei potuisset. Ex quo nonnulli argumentantur, Adamum longissimam omnium mortalium vitam egisse, longiorem nempe ipso Mathusalem, quem Sacrae litterae perhibent ad nongentos sexaginta novem annos vitam produxisse. Adam enim cùm aetate perfecta creatus sit, id est, ea aetate quae respondebat quinquagesimo anno, posteà verò vixerit nongentos triginta annos: concluditur, si aetatis eius ratio habeatur, ultrà nongentos octoginta annos vixisse.
But granting that it was so, it is nevertheless more credible that at that time the perfect age of a man would not have come before the fiftieth year: for since then the life of man was longest — that is, nearly tenfold longer than it is now — the individual ages were likewise longer than they now are, and so childhood and adolescence were longer; and the prior age being drawn out further, the next following age arrived more slowly. By the comparison, then, and proportion of a whole life passing beyond the nine-hundredth year, the youthful age of the first man could not have reached him before the fiftieth year. From which some argue that Adam lived the longest life of all mortals, longer even than Methuselah himself, whom Holy Scripture reports to have prolonged his life to nine hundred and sixty-nine years. For since Adam was created at a perfect age — that is, at the age that corresponded to the fiftieth year — and afterward lived nine hundred and thirty years: it is concluded, if account be taken of his age, that he lived beyond nine hundred and eighty years.7



DE mole autem corporis qua creatus est Adam, similiter dicendum est, atque dictum est de aetate, eum factum esse perfecta corporis magnitudine, quae scilicet naturalis viventium accretionis terminus esse solet, & quae homini perfecta in aetate cōtingit. Primùm enim hominé & Scriptura non obscurè significat, & Patres concordi sententia cōfirmant, perfectù animo & corpore, beatúmque (quanta nempe homi-[nis...]
Now concerning the bulk of body in which Adam was created, it must similarly be said — as was said concerning his age — that he was made at a perfect bodily size, namely that which is wont to be the natural limit of the growth of living things, and which befalls a man at his perfect age. For both Scripture not obscurely signifies, and the Fathers confirm by a concordant judgement, that the first man was perfect in mind and body, and blessed (with as great a happiness, namely, as can belong to a man...) [the sentence continues on the next page]8



[...quanta nempe homi]nis in terris viventis beatitudo esse potest) à Deo esse procreatum.
[...with as great a happiness, namely, as] the blessedness of a man living on earth can be) — brought forth by God.9



IOANNES Lucidus, in lib. 1. de emendatione temporum, cap. 4. existimat, Adamum proceritate corporis fuisse gigantem, quinimo omnium gigantum qui unquam fuerunt maximum, idque probare vult ex lib. Iosue, in cuius cap. 14. extremis verbis ita scriptum est: Nomen Hebron ante vocabatur Cariatharbe: Adam maximus ibi inter Enacim situs est. Enacim autem fuisse gigantes, manifestum est ex his quae speculatores Iosue explorata terra Chanaan reversi dixerunt, sicut traditur cap. 13. lib. Numer. Populus, inquiunt, quem aspeximus, procerae staturae est, ibi vidimus monstra quaedam filiorum Enac de genere giganteo, quibus comparati quasi locusta videbamur. Si igitur Adam maximus erat comparatione Enacinorum gigantum, liquet eum fuisse maximum gigantem.
Giovanni Lucido, in book 1 of On the Emendation of Times, chapter 4, holds that Adam was, in the tallness of his body, a giant — indeed the greatest of all the giants who ever existed; and this he wishes to prove from the book of Joshua, in whose chapter 14, in the closing words, it is thus written: “The name of Hebron was formerly called Cariath-arbe: Adam, the greatest, was set there among the Enacim.” That the Enacim were giants is manifest from what the scouts of Joshua said on returning from exploring the land of Canaan, as is related in chapter 13 of the book of Numbers: “The people,” they say, “whom we beheld is of tall stature; there we saw certain monsters of the sons of Enac of the giant race, compared to whom we seemed as locusts.” If, then, Adam was the greatest in comparison with the Enacim giants, it is clear that he was the greatest giant.10



Quod autem Scriptura eo loco de Adam loquatur qui parens fuit generis humani, confirmatur auctoritate B. Hieronymi qui super 27. cap. Matthaei asseveranter scribit, Adamum non in monte Calvariae, ut multi putarunt, sed in Hebron, ut tradit Iosue (eo scilicet loco quem memoravimus) sepultum esse. Adstipulantur praeterea huic sententiae auctores illi quos refert Moses Barcephas in libro quem scripsit de Paradiso, à quibus proditum est, cum Adamus in Paradiso terrestri, qui immenso Oceano interfuso à nostro orbe disiunctus erat, locatus à Deo esset: eum posteà propter peccatum è Paradiso eiectum, suis pedibus (tanta erat proceritate corporis) transmisso Oceano in hunc nostrum orbem venisse.
That Scripture in that place speaks of the Adam who was the parent of the human race is confirmed by the authority of blessed Jerome, who, on chapter 27 of Matthew, writes assertively that Adam was buried not on Mount Calvary, as many supposed, but in Hebron, as Joshua relates (namely in that place we have mentioned). There support this opinion, moreover, those authors whom Moses Barcephas reports in the book he wrote On Paradise, by whom it is handed down that, when Adam had been placed by God in the earthly Paradise — which, separated by a vast intervening Ocean, was sundered from our world — he, afterward cast out of Paradise on account of his sin, came on his own feet (so great was the tallness of his body), the Ocean being crossed, into this world of ours.11



SED profectò parum firma, parúmque probabilis est haec opinio, quin etiam parum consentanea divinae Scripturae, ex cuius narratione, quae est in cap. 6. libri Geneseos, facile est intelligere, gigantes non ante mortem Adami, cùm videlicet genus humanum immanissimis flagitiis atque sceleribus maiorem in modum corrumpi coeperat, extitisse. Sic enim ibi est: Gigantes erant super terram in diebus illis. Postquam enim ingressi sunt filii Dei ad filias hominum, illásque genuerunt, isti sunt potentes à saeculo viri famosi. NEc locus ille Iosue istorum iuvat opinionem: ut enim taceam eum locum multo aliter vertisse LXX. Interpretes, his scilicet verbis: Nomen autem Hebronis olim urbs Arbe, praecipua urbs Enacim ista, quibus verbis significatur, urbem illam fuisse metropolim eius regionis quam inhabitabat gens Enacinorum: Certè in translatione nostra vocabulum illud Adam, non est proprium primi illius hominis, sed est commune, idem significans apud Hebraeos, quod apud Latinos [vocabulum hominis...]
BUT assuredly this opinion is little firm and little probable — nay rather, little consonant with divine Scripture, from whose narrative, which is in chapter 6 of the book of Genesis, it is easy to understand that the giants arose not before the death of Adam, but namely when the human race had begun to be corrupted in great measure by the most monstrous outrages and crimes. For thus it stands there: “There were giants upon the earth in those days. For after the sons of God went in unto the daughters of men, and these bore to them, these are the mighty men of old, men of renown.” Nor does that passage of Joshua aid their opinion: for — to say nothing of the fact that the Seventy Translators rendered that place far otherwise, namely in these words, “Now the name of Hebron of old was the city Arbe, this chief city of the Enacim,” by which words it is signified that that city was the metropolis of the region the Enacim nation inhabited — certainly in our translation that word “Adam” is not the proper name of that first man, but is a common noun, signifying among the Hebrews the same as among the Latins [the word for “man”...] [continues on the next page]12



[...quod apud Latinos] vocabulum hominis, ut sit haec sententia illius loci: Propterea urbem Hebron olim esse dictam Civitatem Arbe, quod Arba maximus homo fuerit inter Enacinos: Maximus autem fuisse dicitur, vel nominis celebritate & rerum gestarum gloria, vel principatus amplitudine, potentia, aut diuturnitate; vel denique quòd illius urbis conditor, aut gentis Enacinorum sator & parens fuerit. Atque hanc sententiam expressam reddit Scriptura Hebraica eius loci, quae ad verbum Latinè reddita sic habet, Nomen Hebronis olim fuerat Cariatharbe, is fuerat homo inter Enacinos maximus. Non igitur de primo homine loquitur ibi Scriptura: nec potest ex eo loco probari Adamum inibi fuisse humatum, praesertim cùm ex antiquissima traditione, sepultum esse Adamum in monte Calvariae confirment multi & magni Patres: velut, Cyprianus in sermone de resurrectione Christi, Epiphanius lib. 2. contra haereses, cap. ult. Augustinus sermone LXXI. qui est de Immolatione Isaac, Paula & Eustochium in Epistola ad Marcellam, quae fertur inter Epistolas Hieronymi, quanquam Isidorus & Carthusianus super illo loco Iosue Hieronymum secuti sunt.
[...the same among the Hebrews as among the Latins] the word for “man,” so that the sense of that place is this: Therefore the city of Hebron was of old called the City of Arbe, because Arba was the greatest man among the Enacim. And he is said to have been “greatest” either by the celebrity of his name and the glory of his deeds, or by the extent, power, or duration of his rule; or finally because he was the founder of that city, or the begetter and parent of the Enacim nation. And the Hebrew text of that place renders this sense expressly, which, rendered word-for-word into Latin, runs thus: “The name of Hebron had of old been Cariath-arbe; he had been the greatest man among the Enacim.” Therefore Scripture there does not speak of the first man; nor can it be proved from that passage that Adam was buried there — especially since, by a most ancient tradition, many and great Fathers confirm that Adam was buried on Mount Calvary: such as Cyprian in his sermon On the Resurrection of Christ, Epiphanius in book 2 Against Heresies, last chapter, Augustine in Sermon 71 which is On the Immolation of Isaac, Paula and Eustochium in the Epistle to Marcella which is carried among the Epistles of Jerome — although Isidore and the Carthusian followed Jerome on that passage of Joshua.13



Verùm, esto Scripturam eo loco de Adamo, id est, primo homine loqui, tamen is appellatus est maximus non proceritate corporis, sed dignitate, propter duas scilicet praerogativas quibus cunctos homines antecelluit, alteram originis, quod proximè à Deo supernaturali modo creatus; origo fuit & seminarium totius generis humani: alteram verò singularium munerum & beneficiorum quibus ornatus & cumulatus à Deo est, iustitiam dico originalem, scientiam rerum omniú, immortalitatem, & domicilium Paradisi terrestris. Illud autem Inter filios Enacim, non significat Adamum fuisse maximum corpore, comparatione gigantum qui erant ex genere Enacim, inepta enim fuisset ea comparatio, sed illud potiùs significat, Adamum fuisse conditum & humatum inter filios Enacim, id est, in civitate Hebron (ut Hieronymus, Isidorus, & Hebraei censuerunt) quae, ut dixerunt LXX. Interpretes, fuit metropolis gentis Enacim.
But, granting that Scripture in that place speaks of Adam — that is, the first man — nevertheless he was called “greatest” not by the tallness of his body, but by dignity, on account, namely, of two prerogatives by which he surpassed all men: the one of origin, in that he was created immediately by God in a supernatural manner, and was the origin and seedbed of the whole human race; the other of the singular gifts and benefits with which he was adorned and heaped up by God — I mean original justice, knowledge of all things, immortality, and the dwelling of the earthly Paradise. And that phrase “among the sons of Enac” does not signify that Adam was the greatest in body, by comparison with the giants who were of the race of Enac — for that comparison would have been inept — but rather signifies that Adam was founded and buried among the sons of Enac, that is, in the city of Hebron (as Jerome, Isidore, and the Hebrews held), which, as the Seventy Translators said, was the metropolis of the Enac nation.14



Non me fugit, in antiquis Hebraeorum commentariis quae illi nominant Berescithraba, legi ideo nomen Arba quod significat quatuor, illi urbi esse impositum, quia priscis saeculis quatuor illic viri habitaverunt, Aner, Escol, Manre, & Abrahá, iidem illic sint circumcisi: quatuor item matronae celeberrimae ibidem sepultae fuerint, Heva, Sara, Rebecca & Lia: & quatuor Patriarchae, Adam, Abraham, Isaac, & Iacob: & quod ex eo loco Abraham quatuor reges insecutus percusserit. Verùm ut plurima quae sunt in illis Commentariis fictitia esse constat, sic haec parùm firma & probabilia esse debent.
I am not unaware that in the ancient commentaries of the Hebrews, which they name Bereshith Rabbah, it is read that the name Arba — which means “four” — was imposed on that city for this reason: that in ancient ages four men dwelt there, Aner, Eshcol, Mamre, and Abraham, who were circumcised there; that likewise four most celebrated matrons were buried there, Eve, Sarah, Rebecca and Leah; and four Patriarchs, Adam, Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob; and because from that place Abraham pursued and struck the four kings. But just as it is agreed that most of the things in those commentaries are fictitious, so these too ought to be reckoned little firm and little probable.15



Translator’s notes
	Section divider (rule above). Third quaestio: whether the first man was created already full-grown. ↩
	Augustine, de Gen. ad lit. 6.13, block-quote on whether Adam was made full-grown or formed gradually as in the womb. Large decorated initial 'D' opens the body of the quaestio. ↩
	Peter Lombard, Sentences II, dist. 17. Quote breaks at the catchword 'cursus' at the foot of the page; it resumes on PDF 455. RESUME POINT for next batch: '...nisi nobis quibus aliter natura cursus [est notus]...' ↩
	Completes the Peter Lombard (Sentences II, dist. 17) block-quote broken at the catchword 'cursus' on PDF 454. 'Et Magister quidem hactenus' closes the quotation; Pererius resumes in his own voice. ↩
	Pererius' caution: Augustine left the question of Adam's age open. ↩
	Gen 1:28 'Crescite & multiplicamini' adduced for created maturity. Marginal gloss: 'Adamum perfecta aetate creatum esse' (that Adam was created at a perfect age). ↩
	The longer antediluvian lifespans imply a 'perfect age' of ~50; so Adam, created at that maturity + 930 recorded years, outlived Methuselah's 969. Marginal glosses: 'In exordio mundi ut vita hominis, ita singulae aetates eius longiores erant quàm nunc sunt'; 'Adam longaevissimus omnium mortalium' (Adam the longest-lived of all mortals). ↩
	Opens the parallel point on bodily stature. Marginal gloss: 'Adamum perfecta corporis statura esse creatum' (that Adam was created at a perfect bodily stature). Sentence breaks mid-clause; completed on PDF 456 ('...nis in terris viventis beatitudo esse potest) à Deo esse procreatum'). ↩
	Completes the sentence carried over from PDF 455. ↩
	Joshua 14:15 (Vulgate) and Numbers 13:33-34 cited. Marginal gloss: 'An Adam fuerit gigas omnium qui fuerunt maximus, ut putavit Ioannes Lucidus' (whether Adam was a giant, the greatest of all who ever were, as Giovanni Lucido supposed). ↩
	Jerome (on Matt. 27), and the authors cited by Moses Barcephas (de Paradiso) on Adam crossing the Ocean on foot. Marginal gloss: 'Hieronymus putavit Adamum in Hebron fuisse sepultum' (Jerome supposed Adam was buried in Hebron). ↩
	Pererius' refutation: Gen 6:4 places the giants after Adam's lifetime; and the LXX of Joshua 14:15 shows 'Adam' there is the common noun (= homo). Marginal glosses: 'Refellitur Lucidus' (Lucido is refuted); 'Quando gigantes esse coeperint' (when the giants began to be); 'Explicatur locus Iosue c. 14. de Adami sepultura' (the passage of Joshua ch. 14 on Adam's burial is explained). Sentence breaks at 'quod apud Latinos'. ↩
	The Fathers placing Adam's tomb on Calvary: Cyprian, Epiphanius (contra haereses 2), Augustine (Serm. 71), Paula & Eustochium (ep. ad Marcellam, among Jerome's letters); Isidore and Denis the Carthusian followed Jerome's Hebron view. ↩
	Adam's primacy reinterpreted as dignity, not stature: his two prerogatives (supernatural origin/seedbed of humankind; the gifts of original justice, knowledge, immortality, Paradise). ↩
	The Bereshith Rabbah etymology of Arba ('four') reported and dismissed as fiction. Marginal gloss: 'Traditio Hebraeorum' (a tradition of the Hebrews). ↩




QUESTION IV. Whether the body of the first man was formed earlier in time than the soul was created and infused into the body

LatineEnglish


QUESTION IV. Whether the body of the first man was formed earlier in time than the soul was created and infused into the body.1
QUAESTIO IIII. An corpus primi hominis prius tempore formatum sit, quàm sit creata anima & corpori infusa.



NEc paucorum, nec ignobilium auctorum & olim & nostro saeculo sententia fuit, priùs tempore factum esse corpus Adae quàm creata sit anima rationalis, & cum corpore coniuncta: hoc enim tradit Gennadius explanans haec Mosis verba quae nunc tractamus: & Chrysostomus in Genesim, homi-[lia...]
It was the opinion neither of few nor of ignoble authors, both of old and in our own age, that the body of Adam was made earlier in time than the rational soul was created and joined to the body: for this Gennadius teaches, expounding these very words of Moses which we now treat; and Chrysostom on Genesis, in homi-[ly...] [continues on the next page]2



[...in Genesim, homi]lia 12. & 13. id videtur etiam innuere Augustinus libro decimotertio, de Civitate Dei, capite vigesimoquarto, Tostatus item & Ioannes Ferus super hoc loco Geneseos, Alfonsus de Castro libro secúdo contra haereses, ubi disputat de Anima, Augustinus Eugubinus in Cosmopoeia & in Annotationibus suis in Pentateuchum, super his verbis Mosis, idémque sensisse videtur auctor libri quarti Esdrae in eius libri capite tertio, ad hunc modum scribens: Tu Domine dedisti Adae corpus mortuum, sed & ipsum figmentum manuum tuarū erat, & insufflasti in eum spiritum vitae, & factus est vivens corā te.
[...on Genesis, in homi]lies 12 and 13; the same Augustine too seems to suggest, in book thirteen of the City of God, chapter twenty-four; Tostatus likewise and Johann Wild (Ferus) on this passage of Genesis; Alfonso de Castro in book two Against Heresies, where he disputes On the Soul; Agostino Steuco of Gubbio in the Cosmopoeia and in his Annotations on the Pentateuch, on these words of Moses; and the author of the fourth book of Esdras seems to have held the same, in the third chapter of that book, writing in this manner: “Thou, Lord, gavest Adam a dead body, but it too was the workmanship of Thy hands, and Thou didst breathe into him the spirit of life, and he was made living before Thee.”3



Verùm lubet hic adscribere Chrysostomi verba quibus hoc apertissimè ab eo traditur. In homilia igitur 12. sic ait: Cogita obsecro formationis Adae ordinem, & expende tecum antequam inspiraretur à Domino spiraculū vitae, quis erat formatus ille? Simpliciter inanimis quaedam imago, operatione carēs, & ad nihil utilis. Id autem quod hominé in tantum provehit honorem nō aliud est nisi spiraculum illud vitae à Deo inspiratum. Idem in homilia 13. hoc ipsum illustrioribus verbis declarat hunc in modum scribens: Et forte diceret aliquis, Quare si anima dignior est corpore, indignius primo formatū est, & posteà quid eminentius? Non vides dilecte quòd & in creaturis hoc idem usu venit. Sicut enim coelū & terra & Sol & Luna, & caetera omnia formata sunt, & irrationalia animalia, & post haec omnia homo, horum principatū suscepturus; ita & in hac hominis formatione prius corpus producitur, & posteà anima quae est dignior. Et sicut animalia ministerio hominis utilia futura ante hominem formantur, ut paratū haberet ministrū is ad cuius usum creabantur, ita etiam corpus ante animam formatur, ut cùm secundū ineffabilem conditoris sapientiam anima produceretur, posset secundùm suas potentias operari per corporis motionem. Sic Chrysost.
But it is pleasing here to set down the words of Chrysostom, in which this is delivered by him most openly. In homily 12, then, he says thus: “Consider, I beseech you, the order of Adam's formation, and weigh with yourself: before the breath of life was breathed into him by the Lord, what was that one who had been formed? Simply a certain inanimate image, devoid of operation, and useful for nothing. But that which advances man to so great an honor is nothing else than that breath of life inspired by God.” The same, in homily 13, declares this very thing in more illustrious words, writing in this manner: “And perhaps someone would say: Why, if the soul is worthier than the body, was the worthier formed first, and afterward what is more eminent? Do you not see, beloved, that in created things this same thing happens in practice? For just as heaven and earth and Sun and Moon, and all the rest, were formed, and the irrational animals, and after all these, man, who was to take up rule over them; so too in this formation of man the body is produced first, and afterward the soul, which is worthier. And just as the animals, destined to be useful for man's service, are formed before man, that he might have his minister ready, for whose use they were being created, so also the body is formed before the soul, in order that, when according to the ineffable wisdom of the Creator the soul should be produced, it might be able, according to its powers, to operate through the motion of the body.” Thus Chrysostom.4



Videtur etiam hoc significare narratio ipsa Scripturae, cùm hoc loco dicit: Formavit Dominus Deus hominem de limo terrae, & inspiravit in faciem eius spiraculum vitae, & factus est homo in animam viventem. Quibus verbis indicare videtur Scriptura, priùs formatum esse corpus humanum de limo terrae, & in ipso iam formatum & figuratum, inditum esse spiraculum vitae quo illud corpus evasit in hominem viventem. Et in naturali quidem hominis generatione idem ordo servari videtur: nam priùs tempore particulatim formatur corpus humanum, deinde creatur anima & in ipsum infunditur.
The narration of Scripture itself also seems to signify this, when it says in this place: “The Lord God formed man from the slime of the earth, and breathed into his face the breath of life, and man was made into a living soul.” By which words Scripture seems to indicate that the human body was formed first from the slime of the earth, and that into it, now already formed and figured, the breath of life was put, by which that body emerged into a living man. And in the natural generation of man, indeed, the same order seems to be preserved: for first in time the human body is formed part by part, then the soul is created and infused into it.5



Ex adverso autem, corpus humanum non esse formatum ante animum, sed simul, id est, eodem puncto temporis & corpus & animum & hominem ipsum esse factum, censent viri doctissimi maxiváque auctoritatis, veluti est Gregorius Nyssenus in libro de homine, capite 29. & 30. & Damascenus in libro secundo, de Fide Orthodoxa capite duodecimo, & Sanctus Thomas prima parte, quaestione nonagesima prima, idémque videtur innuere Augustinus libro de Genesi contra Manichaeos capite octavo, quae iam pridem est in scholis Theologorum recepta sententia, quam licet ex verbis Mosis colligere; ait enim Deum formasse hominem ex limo terrae. Si igitur formando corpus humanum dicitur formasse hominem, & corpus non [formatum est ante hominem...]
On the contrary, however, that the human body was not formed before the soul, but at the same time — that is, that at the same point of time both the body and the soul and the man himself were made — is the judgement of most learned men of the greatest authority: such as Gregory of Nyssa in the book On Man, chapters 29 and 30; and Damascene in the second book, On the Orthodox Faith, chapter twelve; and Saint Thomas in the First Part, question ninety-one; and the same Augustine seems to suggest, in the book On Genesis against the Manichees, chapter eight. This is now long since the received opinion in the schools of the theologians, which may be gathered from the words of Moses; for he says that God formed man from the slime of the earth. If, therefore, in forming the human body He is said to have formed man, and the body was not [formed before the man...] [continues on the next page]6



[...dicitur formasse hominem, & corpus] non est homo sine anima, efficitur cum formavit corpus, simul etiam creasse animum: & ita verum est formatum esse hominem. Licèt enim & formatio corporis, & creatio animae, & procreatio totius hominis uno & eodem puncto temporis perfecta sint, distinctè tamen & separatè explicanda erant. Et priùs quidem formatio corporis, quoniam praecedit ordine generationis, idem enim punctum temporis, seu ut in scholis loquuntur, instans terminat ultimam dispositionem & formationem corporis, & inchoat ac metitur creationem & infusionem animae rationalis & generationem hominis.
[...He is said to have formed the man, and since the body] is not a man without the soul, it follows that when He formed the body He also at the same time created the soul: and thus it is true that the man was formed. For although the formation of the body, and the creation of the soul, and the procreation of the whole man are completed in one and the same point of time, they nevertheless had to be explained distinctly and separately. And the formation of the body, indeed, comes first, since it precedes in the order of generation; for the same point of time — or, as they say in the schools, the same instant — terminates the final disposition and formation of the body, and begins and measures the creation and infusion of the rational soul and the generation of the man.7



Nec pro nihilo ducenda est ea ratio qua Beatus Thomas utitur ad id confirmandum: Haec, inquit, natura est partium, sive ut vocant essentialium, sive integralium, ut invicem disiuncta, & extra totú quod constituunt posita, sint in statu imperfecto. Cum enim pars sit propter totum, hinc fit ut bonum & perfectio partis extra totum ei non possit contingere. Cùm igitur Deus in prima illa rerum procreatione omnia fecerit in statu perfecto, incongruum erat vel corpus sine anima, vel animam sine corpore separatim efficere: utrumque nimirum in statu imperfecto. Quod si animum non creavit Deus ante corpus, ut mox dicemus, nec corpus ante animam creasse eum fas est credere: magis enim corpus pendet ab anima quàm animus à corpore: animus enim à corpore seiugatus & seiunctus, aequè quàm in corpore substantiá & existentiam suam tuetur & conservat. Corpus autem digressa ab eo anima, non est corpus hominis nisi aequivocè, & paulatim dissolvitur atque corrumpitur. Nihil tamen prohibet opinari, corpus primi homi-[nis...]
Nor is that reasoning to be reckoned of no account which blessed Thomas uses to confirm this: “This,” he says, “is the nature of parts — whether of those they call essential, or of integral parts — that, disjoined from one another and placed outside the whole which they constitute, they are in an imperfect state. For since a part exists for the sake of the whole, it follows that the good and perfection of a part cannot befall it outside the whole.” Since, therefore, God in that first procreation of things made all things in a perfect state, it was incongruous to make either body without soul, or soul without body, separately: both, namely, would be in an imperfect state. And if God did not create the soul before the body, as we shall presently say, neither is it lawful to believe that He created the body before the soul: for the body depends on the soul more than the soul on the body — for the soul, severed and disjoined from the body, guards and preserves its substance and existence just as much as when in the body; whereas the body, once the soul has departed from it, is not a man's body except equivocally, and gradually dissolves and is corrupted. Nothing, however, forbids the opinion that the body of the first man... [continues]8



[...corpus primi homi]nis secundùm aliquas dispositiones fuisse prius formatum: sed tunc non erat corpus hominis nisi in potentia remota, statim verò ut habuit ultimam dispositionem per quam verè ac propriè est corpus hominis, accepit à Deo animam rationalem: idémque servatum est deinceps ac servatur quotidie in generatione cuiuslibet hominis.
[...that the body of the first man] was first formed according to certain dispositions: but then it was not a man's body except in remote potency; and as soon as it had the final disposition by which it is truly and properly a man's body, it received from God the rational soul: and the same has been preserved ever since, and is preserved daily, in the generation of every man.9



Translator’s notes
	Section divider (rule above). Fourth quaestio: the temporal order of the formation of body and soul. ↩
	Large decorated initial 'N' opens the body of the quaestio. Gennadius and Chrysostom cited for the 'body formed first' view. Sentence breaks at the catchword 'homilia'; completed on PDF 458 ('homilia 12. & 13.'). ↩
	Roll of authorities for the 'body first' view: Augustine (City of God 13.24), Tostatus, Ferus, Alfonso de Castro (contra haereses 2), Agostino Steuco Eugubinus, and 4 Esdras 3. ↩
	Chrysostom, Homilies on Genesis 12 and 13, block-quote: the unensouled body is an inanimate image; the body is formed first as the soul's prepared instrument, like the animals made before man. Marginal gloss (overlapping the next paragraph): 'Simul esse formatum corpus Adae, & creatum animum' (that the body of Adam was formed and the soul created at the same time). ↩
	Gen 2:7 read as supporting a temporal priority of the body; the analogy of natural embryology. ↩
	The opposing (simultaneist) view: Gregory of Nyssa (de hominis opificio 29-30), John Damascene (de Fide Orth. 2.12), Aquinas (ST I q.91), and Augustine (de Gen. contra Manich. 8) — now the schools' received opinion. Page ends at catchword 'non' (signature GG). RESUME POINT for next batch: '...dicitur formasse hominem, & corpus non [formatur ante hominem]...'. ↩
	Completes the sentence broken at the catchword 'non' on PDF 458. Resolves the simultaneist position: body and soul made at one instant, but the body prior in the order of generation. ↩
	Aquinas (ST I q.91 a.4): a part outside its whole is imperfect; God's first works being perfect, body and soul were not made separately. Marginal gloss: 'Ratio B. Thomae' (the reasoning of blessed Thomas). ↩
	The body 'first formed' only in remote potency; ensoulment follows upon the final disposition. The daily pattern of human generation. ↩




GENESIS CH. 2, VERSE 7. And He breathed into his face the breath of life, and man was made into a living soul

LatineEnglish


GENESIS CH. 2, VERSE 7. And He breathed into his face the breath of life, and man was made into a living soul.1
CAP. 2. GENES. VERS. 7. Et inspiravit in faciem eius spiraculum vitae, & factus est homo in animam viventem.



QUONIAM Moses, hac oratione figurata & metaphorica, significare voluit creationem animae rationalis & infusionem eius in corpus, quae res gravissima est & ad agnitionem animi pulcherrima, diligenter eius verba explanan-[da sunt]. Primò ait, Inspiravit: Verbum Hebraeú נפח Napach, significat inspirare, insufflare, seu flatú emittere, sive dum quis vivit, sive dum moritur: nam etiam Latinè dicimus, exhalare seu efflare animá. Cur autem creatio animae rationalis, vocabulo inspirationis seu insufflationis insinuetur, multas licet afferre causas. Primò quidem, ut placet Theodoreto, quò intelligatur tam facilem Deo esse creationem animae rationalis, quàm facile homini est flatum ex ore suo mittere. Deinde, ut appareat animam rationalem non expromi & educi ex po-[tentia...]
SINCE Moses, by this figured and metaphorical expression, wished to signify the creation of the rational soul and its infusion into the body — a matter most grave, and most beautiful for the knowledge of the soul — his words must be carefully explained. First he says, “He breathed in” (Inspiravit): the Hebrew verb נפח (Napach) signifies to breathe in, to insufflate, or to emit a breath, whether while one is living or while one is dying — for in Latin too we say “to exhale or breathe out the soul.” Now why the creation of the rational soul should be insinuated by the word of inspiration or insufflation, many causes may be adduced. First, indeed, as Theodoret holds, so that it may be understood that the creation of the rational soul is as easy for God as it is easy for a man to send a breath from his mouth. Then, so that it may appear that the rational soul is not brought out and educed from the poten-[cy of matter...] [continues]2



[...ex po]tentia materiae, sed extrinsecus advenire corpori ex nihilo scilicet à Deo creatam, atque idcirco immaterialem & immortalem esse. Posteà, ut notum esset animam simul creari & infundi in corpus, Deus enim creando eam infundit & infundendo creat, siquidem utrumque fit eodem puncto temporis: quanquam ordine naturae priùs est animam creari quàm infundi corpori. Ad extremum, ea ratione significatur, animam quodammodo prodiisse ex ore Dei, ut ex eo intelligeretur, animam rationalem eo maximè caeteris animalibus praecellere, quòd ipsa capax & particeps est vitae, gratiae, ac sapientiae Dei. Legimus enim in 24. cap. libri Ecclesiastici divinam sapientiam pro-[diisse ex ore Dei].
[...from the poten]cy of matter, but comes to the body from without, being created namely from nothing by God, and is therefore immaterial and immortal. Next, so that it might be known that the soul is at once created and infused into the body — for God, in creating it, infuses it, and in infusing creates it, since both happen at the same point of time, although in the order of nature it is prior for the soul to be created than to be infused into the body. Finally, by that reasoning it is signified that the soul somehow proceeded from the mouth of God, so that from this it might be understood that the rational soul most of all excels the other animals in this, that it is itself capable of, and a partaker in, the life, grace, and wisdom of God. For we read in chapter 24 of the book of Ecclesiasticus that the divine Wisdom proceeded from the mouth of God.3



VERUM, quia flatus provenit ex corpore flantis, propterea quidam putarunt animum hominis ex substantia Dei esse procreatum: quocirca M. Tullius Platonicorum sententiam usurpans, saepè dicere solet animos humanos ex divina natura esse libatos, haustos, tractos, & decerptos. Multi etiam Patres ob eam causam censent, cùm vellet Christus Spiritum sanctum dare Apostolis, insufflasse in eos, ut ea ratione declararet, Spiritum sanctum sibi consubstantialem esse & de sua substantia procedere. Et animum quidem hominis ex ipsa Dei natura esse productum, sensisse videtur Lactantius libro 2. Divin. Instit. Verùm ridicula & absurda haec opinio est, non tantùm falsa: non enim illa Dei inspiratio fuit corporalis, sicut nec fuit locutio corporalis, cùm Deus dixit, Fiat lux, aut Fiat firmamentum: quanquam Eugubinus & Oleaster, quos suprà refutavimus, crediderint, Deum hu-[mana forma indutum...]
BUT, because a breath comes forth from the body of the one breathing, on that account some supposed the soul of man to have been procreated from the substance of God: wherefore Cicero, adopting the view of the Platonists, is often wont to say that human souls are sipped, drawn, drawn off, and plucked from the divine nature. Many Fathers too, for that reason, hold that when Christ wished to give the Holy Spirit to the Apostles, He breathed upon them, in order by that means to declare that the Holy Spirit is consubstantial with Him and proceeds from His substance. And Lactantius, in book 2 of the Divine Institutes, seems to have held that the soul of man was produced from the very nature of God. But this opinion is ridiculous and absurd, not merely false: for that inspiration of God was not corporeal, just as His speech was not corporeal when God said, “Let there be light,” or “Let there be a firmament” — although Eugubinus and Oleaster, whom we refuted above, believed that God, clothed in human form, [bodily breathed and formed the body of man...] [continues]4



[...Deum hu]mana forma indutum corporaliter & insufflasse & formasse corpus hominis, & locutum esse, & alia fecisse ac dixisse, quae ab eo facta dictáque narrat Moses. Non esse autem animum hominis è substantia Dei, facillimú est cuivis & intelligere, & probare. Certè id à B. Thoma in 1. part. q. 90. & à Bonaventura in 2. sent. distin. 17. art. 1. quaest. 1. copiosè & accuratè tractatum est, ut supervacanea sit futura eius rei in praesens retractatio. QUOD autem proximè sequitur In faciem eius, Hebraica phrasis est, nam vox Hebraea אף Aph, ut placet Oleastro, descendit à radice אנף Anaph, & propriè significat iram, sed quia ira maximè in naso ostenditur, consequenter etiam nasum seu nares significat, ut in Psal. 113. Nares habent, & non odorabunt. Adhibetur quoque eadem vox ad significandam faciem, velut infrà capit. 19. Incurvavit se in faciem suam. Verùm non videtur significare faciem nisi propter nares quae in ea [sunt...]
[...that God,] clothed in human form, bodily both breathed upon and formed the body of man, and spoke, and did and said the other things which Moses narrates as done and said by Him. But that the soul of man is not from the substance of God is most easy for anyone both to understand and to prove. Certainly this was treated copiously and accurately by blessed Thomas in the First Part, question 90, and by Bonaventure on the second book of the Sentences, distinction 17, article 1, question 1, so that a re-treatment of the matter at present would be superfluous. As for what follows next, “into his face” (In faciem eius), it is a Hebrew idiom; for the Hebrew word אף (Aph), as Oleaster holds, descends from the root אנף (Anaph), and properly signifies anger; but because anger is shown most in the nose, it consequently also signifies the nose or the nostrils, as in Psalm 113[115]: “They have nostrils, and shall not smell.” The same word is also employed to signify the face, as below in chapter 19: “He bowed himself down to his face.” But it does not seem to signify the face except on account of the nostrils which are in it... [continues]5



[...quae in ea sunt]: praecipuè autem Moses nominavit faciem seu nares, quia in facie maximè apparet vita, quae per inspirationem & respirationem oris & narium fit. Deinde, quia in facie potissimum vigent sensus, tam interiores quàm exteriores. Denique, quia in facie interiores animi motus & affectus extant & innotescunt. Alij pro illo In faciem, vertunt ex Hebraeo In nares: quá lectioné secutus Caietanus, propterea putat Deú in nares insufflasse spiraculú vitae, quòd nasus sit organú respira-[tionis...]
[...which are in it]: but Moses named the face or the nostrils especially because in the face life most appears, which comes about through the inspiration and respiration of the mouth and nostrils. Then, because in the face the senses, both inner and outer, are most vigorous. Finally, because in the face the inner motions and affections of the mind stand out and become known. Others, for that “into the face,” render from the Hebrew “into the nostrils”: which reading Cajetan followed, and on that account thinks God breathed the breath of life into the nostrils, because the nose is the organ of respira-[tion...] [continues]6



[...respira]tionis; & quidem longè commodius atque purius quàm ipsum os. Et huius rei duo esse ait signa, quod nasus à natura factus sit patens & apertus, os autem clausum, quo fit ut dormientes etiam clauso ore abundè, vel certè quantum satis est, per nares spiritum ducant: alterum verò signum, quòd aër in ipso ore inquinatur, vaporibus è stomacho in os exhalatis, ut manifestum est in his quibus os & anhelitus foetet: qui autem per nares trahitur spiritus, absque ulla contagione sordium & immundiciae purus ad pulmonem perlabitur, & inde purus itidem redditur.
[...of respira]tion; and indeed far more conveniently and purely than the mouth itself. And he says there are two signs of this: that the nose was made by nature patent and open, but the mouth closed — whence it comes about that sleepers, even with the mouth shut, draw breath abundantly, or at least sufficiently, through the nostrils; the other sign, that the air in the mouth itself is fouled by the vapors exhaled from the stomach into the mouth, as is manifest in those whose mouth and breath stink: but the breath that is drawn through the nostrils glides pure to the lung without any contagion of filth and uncleanness, and thence is likewise rendered pure.7



PRo spiraculo Hebraicè est vox נשמה Nessamah, significans halitum, idque videtur inter נשמה Nessamah, & רוח ruah (quae vox significat ventum) interesse, quòd ventus est sine colore & invisibilis, halitus verò & spiritus ad modum fumi seu nubis est aspectabilis. Propterea verò animam rationalem appellavit spiraculú vitae, quòd tantisper vivit homo dum spirat; simulque ut deficitur respiratione, etiam vita destituitur & ab anima deseritur: quinimo, in tribus praecipuis linguis, Hebraea, Graeca & Latina, anima appellatur à respiratione seu refrigeratione quae fit per respirationem: nam Hebraicè dicitur נפש Nephes à spirando & sufflando: Latinè appellatur Anima, à Graeca voce ἄνεμος, id est, ventus: Graecè ψυχή à ψυχάζω, refrige-[ro...]
For “breath” (spiraculum), in Hebrew there is the word נשמה (Nessamah), signifying a breath; and there seems to be this difference between נשמה (Nessamah) and רוח (ruah) — which word signifies wind — that wind is without color and invisible, whereas a breath and a vapor is visible after the manner of smoke or cloud. And He called the rational soul the “breath of life” because man lives just so long as he breathes; and as soon as he is failed by respiration, he is likewise bereft of life and deserted by the soul: nay rather, in the three chief languages — Hebrew, Greek, and Latin — the soul is named from respiration, or from the cooling which happens through respiration: for in Hebrew it is called נפש (Nephes) from breathing and blowing; in Latin it is called Anima, from the Greek word ἄνεμος, that is, wind; in Greek ψυχή (psyche), from ψυχάζω (psychazo), to cool... [continues]8



[...refrige]ro, Nam quia, inquit Plato in Cratylo, cùm anima in corpore est, causa ipsi est ut vivat, respirandi vim ei praebens: simul autem ut respiratio desinit, corpus interit & homo moritur, propterea mihi videntur animam veteres ψυχήν appellasse. ILLUD autem Spiraculum vitae, Hebraica phrasi positum est pro eo quod est, Spiraculum vitale seu vivificans: nec est in Hebraeo singulariter, Spiraculum vitae, sed pluraliter Spiraculum vitarum. Cur autem pluraliter dictum sit Spiraculum vitarum, variae sunt explanatorum coniecturae. Quidam referunt ad duas nares per quas spiritum vitalem ducimus. Alij putant ea re significari longissimam vitam quam acturus erat homo in statu innocentiae, & quam primaevi homines egerunt ante diluviú. Nonnulli denotari existimant duplicem vitam, cuius solus omnium animalium homo capax est, praesenté scilicet quae temporalis est, & futuram quae est aeterna. Nec desunt qui
[...to cool]. “For, because” (says Plato in the Cratylus), “when the soul is in the body, it is the cause for it to live, furnishing it the power of breathing; but as soon as respiration ceases, the body perishes and the man dies — on that account the ancients seem to me to have called the soul ψυχήν.” Now that “breath of life” (Spiraculum vitae) is put, by a Hebrew idiom, for that which is “a vital or vivifying breath”: nor is it in the Hebrew in the singular, “breath of life,” but in the plural, “breath of lives” (Spiraculum vitarum). Why it is said in the plural, “breath of lives,” there are various conjectures of the expositors. Some refer it to the two nostrils through which we draw the vital breath. Others think that by it is signified the very long life which man was to have led in the state of innocence, and which the primeval men led before the Flood. Some judge that a double life is denoted, of which man alone of all animals is capable — the present, namely, which is temporal, and the future, which is eternal. Nor are there lacking those who9



opinentur Mosen his verbis voluisse indicare duplicem vivendi modum, quem habet anima rationalis, unum prout ipsa est in corpore, ipsum informans, animans, vivificans, & ad operandum movens: alterum pro ut ipsa à corpore seiuncta per se subsistit, & sine corporis adminiculo actiones suas perficit. Illud quoque placet quibusdam, insinuari hoc loco duplicem hominis vitam, unam corporalem & naturalem, alteram spiritualem & supernaturalem. Illam praestat anima [naturali...]
think that Moses by these words wished to indicate the double mode of living which the rational soul has: one as it is in the body, informing it, animating, vivifying it, and moving it to operate; the other as, severed from the body, it subsists by itself and accomplishes its actions without the body's aid. This too pleases some: that here is insinuated the double life of man — the one corporeal and natural, the other spiritual and supernatural. The former the soul provides by its [natural...] [continues]10



[...Illam praestat anima] naturali vi & potestate sua, hanc non nisi singulari gratia & auxilio Dei instructa & adiuta.
[...The former the soul provides] by its natural force and power; the latter only when instructed and aided by the singular grace and help of God.11



CAIETANUS subtiliùs haec scrutatus atque commentatus, significari putat triplicem vitam quam anima rationalis tribuit homini, nam licèt ea sit una tantùm secundùm substantiam, potétia tamen & ipso effectus triplex est. Siquidem praestat homini vitam vegetativam, sensitivam, & intellectivam: ad easque vitas tuendas & exercendas triplici utitur spiritu velut instrumento, Spiritum dico vitalem in corde, naturalem in iecore, animalem in capite generatum atque in universum corpus permanantem.
CAJETAN, examining and commenting on these things more subtly, thinks that a triple life is signified which the rational soul confers on man; for although it is one only according to substance, yet in potency and in effect it is triple. Indeed it confers on man the vegetative, the sensitive, and the intellective life; and to maintain and exercise these lives it uses, as an instrument, a triple spirit — I mean the vital spirit, generated in the heart, the natural in the liver, the animal in the head, and permeating into the whole body.12



Caietanus porrò argumentatur ex hoc loco Mosis, unam duntaxat in homine animam esse secundùm substantiam, nempe rationalem, quae tamen eminenter & virtualiter, ut in scholis loquimur, duas reliquas animas vegetativam & sensitivam continet. Quod auté in homine virtus vegetativa distincta non sit à sensitiva eo patet argumento, quòd virtus vegetativa efficit organa sensitiva, hoc autem opus excedit omnem vim animae vegetativae: quocirca necesse est vires vegetativas revera esse ipsius animae sensitivae, & eius virtute operari. Sensitivas praeterea vires in homine non esse ipsius animae sensitivae sed rationalis eo manifestú fit, quòd suprema facultas sensitiva in homine, quam in scholis appellamus, Cogitativam, iam est aliqua ex parte rationalis: per hanc enim homo reminiscitur & ratiocinatur circa res singulares, ex uno singulari discurrens ad aliud singulare. Idem quoque cernitur in altera parte animae sensitivae quam vocamus Appetitivá, appetitus enim sensitivus in homine est quodammodo rationalis, ut confirmat Aristoteles in extremo primo Ethicorum libro, potest enim ei accommodari ad praescriptum rationis, eíque subiectus & obediens fieri, quamobrem etiam capax esse virtutum moralium: namque temperantia & fortitudo, illa in concupiscibili, haec in irascibili parte suas habent sedes.
Cajetan argues further, from this passage of Moses, that there is in man only one soul according to substance, namely the rational, which however eminently and virtually (as we say in the schools) contains the two remaining souls, the vegetative and the sensitive. That in man the vegetative power is not distinct from the sensitive is clear by this argument: that the vegetative power produces the sensitive organs, but this work exceeds all the power of a vegetative soul; wherefore it is necessary that the vegetative powers be in reality of the sensitive soul itself, and operate by its power. And that the sensitive powers in man are not of the sensitive soul but of the rational becomes manifest from this: that the supreme sensitive faculty in man, which in the schools we call the Cogitative, is already in some part rational — for through it man remembers and reasons about singular things, discoursing from one singular to another. The same is seen also in the other part of the sensitive soul, which we call the Appetitive; for the sensitive appetite in man is somehow rational, as Aristotle confirms at the end of the first book of the Ethics, since it can be accommodated to the prescript of reason, and become subject and obedient to it — for which reason it is also capable of the moral virtues; for temperance and fortitude have their seats, the former in the concupiscible, the latter in the irascible part.13



ILLUD porrò: Et factus est homo in animam viventem: Hebraismum continet qui sic explicari debet: Factus est homo habens animá facientem ipsum vivere: vel animae vocabulo significatur hic, ut saepè aliàs in Scriptura, ipse homo, ut sensus sit: Per illá Dei inspiratione qua anima est infusa corpori, factus est Adam in hominem viventé, id est, homo vivens. Chaldaeus paraphrastes vertit: In Spiritum loquenté: quo loquédi modo tria significantur. Primò id ipsum quod diximus Adam scilicet factú esse hominem viventem: nam loqui & sermocinari, manifestú est signum vitae humanae. Deinde, significat Adamum accepisse tunc animá non quamlibet sed rationalem, cuius nempe proprium est humanum sermonem & orationem fingere. Ad hoc, indicat hominé creatum esse aetate perfecta, siquidem aptè ac prudenter loqui, non cuiuslibet aetatis est. Atque hoc velut typum quendam praetulit eius quod postea evenit in die Pentecostes, quo die Ecclesia Christi quasi per Spiritum sanctum regenerata, facta est in Spiritum vivificantem, & fideles coeperunt loqui variis linguis magnalia Dei.
Furthermore, that phrase, “And man was made into a living soul,” contains a Hebraism which ought to be explained thus: “The man was made having a soul making him to live”; or by the word “soul” there is signified here, as often elsewhere in Scripture, the man himself, so that the sense is: “By that inspiration of God by which the soul was infused into the body, Adam was made into a living man,” that is, a living man. The Chaldee paraphrast renders it: “Into a speaking spirit”: by which manner of speaking three things are signified. First, that very thing we said, namely that Adam was made a living man — for to speak and to converse is a manifest sign of human life. Then, it signifies that Adam received then a soul not just any one but a rational one, whose property, namely, is to frame human speech and discourse. To this, it indicates that man was created at a perfect age, since to speak aptly and prudently belongs not to just any age. And this presented, as it were, a certain type of what afterward came to pass on the day of Pentecost — on which day the Church of Christ, regenerated as it were through the Holy Spirit, was made into a vivifying Spirit, and the faithful began to speak in various tongues the great works of God.14



Translator’s notes
	Scripture lemma (set in the margin as CAP. 2. GENES. VERS. 7., the verse in italic) opening the next stretch of commentary. ↩
	Large decorated initial 'Q'. Hebrew נפח (Napach, 'to breathe/blow') glossed. Theodoret: the insufflation marks the ease of the soul's creation. Marginal gloss: 'Cur creatio animae rationalis: & infusio in corpus appelletur insufflatio' (why the creation of the rational soul and its infusion into the body is called an insufflation). Sentence breaks at the catchword 'tentia'. ↩
	Three reasons for the 'insufflation' metaphor concluded: the soul created ex nihilo from without (immaterial/immortal); created and infused at once; proceeding 'from God's mouth' as partaker of God's life. Sir 24:5 cited. ↩
	The 'soul from God's substance' error (Cicero's Platonism; some Fathers on John 20:22; Lactantius Div. Inst. 2) rejected as absurd: God's inspiration, like His fiat, is not corporeal. Marginal gloss: 'An humanus animus sit ex substantia Dei' (whether the human soul is from the substance of God). ↩
	Hebrew אף (Aph) from root אנף (Anaph, 'to be angry'): 'anger' → 'nose/nostrils' → 'face' (Ps 115:6; Gen 19:1). Aquinas ST I q.90 and Bonaventure Sent. II d.17 already settle that the soul is not of God's substance. ↩
	Why 'face/nostrils': life, the senses, and the affections appear there. Cajetan reads 'into the nostrils' (nose = organ of breathing). Marginal gloss: 'Caietanus in Genes.' (Cajetan on Genesis). Page ends at catchword 'tionis' (signature GG 2). ↩
	Cajetan's two 'signs' that the nose is the proper organ of breathing (concluding the point begun on PDF 460). ↩
	Large decorated initial 'P'. Hebrew נשמה (neshamah, breath) vs רוח (ruach, wind: invisible) vs נפש (nephesh, soul from breathing); Latin anima from Greek ἄνεμος (wind); Greek ψυχή from ψυχάζω (to cool). Marginal gloss: 'Cur anima hominis dicta sit spiraculū' with the Hebrew phrase נשמת חיים (nishmath chaiim, 'breath of lives' = spiraculum vitarum). ↩
	Plato, Cratylus, on psyche from breathing/cooling. The plural 'breath of lives' (Heb. nishmath chaiim) explained variously: the two nostrils; the long antediluvian life; the double (temporal/eternal) life. Marginal gloss: 'Cur Hebraicè dictum sit spiraculū vitarum' (why in Hebrew it is called the breath of lives). ↩
	Two further readings of 'lives': the soul's double mode (in-body / separated); man's double life (natural / supernatural). Sentence breaks at 'anima'; completed on PDF 462 ('naturali vi & potestate sua'). ↩
	Completes the sentence carried over from PDF 461: the natural life from the soul's own power, the supernatural only by grace. ↩
	Cajetan: the one rational soul yields a triple life (vegetative/sensitive/intellective), served by the three medical 'spirits' (vital/natural/animal). Marginal gloss: 'Caietanus in Genes.' ↩
	Cajetan's argument for the unicity of the substantial form: one rational soul containing the lower powers virtually (the vegetative makes the sensitive organs; the Cogitative and the sensitive appetite are already 'in part rational' — Arist. EN 1.13). Marginal gloss: 'unam duntaxat in homine esse animam, quomodo argumentetur Caietanus' (how Cajetan argues that there is in man only one soul). ↩
	Gen 2:7b 'in animam viventem' as Hebraism (= a living man); the Targum's 'speaking spirit' yields three points: living man, a rational soul (speech), a perfect age; the type of Pentecost (Acts 2). Marginal gloss: 'Act. 2.' Page ends at catchword 'DISPV' (signature GG 3) — a new DISPUTATIO opens on PDF 463. RESUME POINT for next batch: PDF 463, new DISPUTATIO. ↩




A DISPUTATION ON THE CREATION of the rational soul

LatineEnglish


A DISPUTATION ON THE CREATION of the rational soul.1
DISPVTATIO DE CREATIONE animae rationalis.



VERVM super his verbis quibus Moses creationem animae rationalis adumbravit, tres quaestiones tractandae sunt.
BUT upon these words by which Moses adumbrated the creation of the rational soul, three questions must be treated.2



Translator’s notes
	New disputation divider (rule above and below), opening on Gen 2:7. Catchword from PDF 462 was 'DISPV'. ↩
	Programmatic sentence (large initial 'V') announcing the three quaestiones of the disputation. ↩




QUESTION I. Whether the soul of Adam was created earlier than his body was formed

LatineEnglish


QUESTION I. Whether the soul of Adam was created earlier than his body was formed.1
QUAESTIO I. An anima Adami creata fuerit prius quàm corpus eius formaretur.



EX nobilioribus Philosophis, Plato quidem in Timaeo dixit, omnes animas rationales fuisse à Deo in mundi exordio creatas: posteà verò summú & omnium patrem Deum mandasse secúdis diis, ut quod reliquum erat hominis, id est, corpus & animam alentem atque sentientem, ipsi fabricarent. De sentétia Aristotelis lis est inter Peripateticos, multis enim visum est Aristotelem fecisse animam rationalem priorem, & antiquiorem corpore: is enim disputans in libro secundo, de Generatione animalium capite tertio, utrum omnis anima sit ante corpus; tandem decernit animam rationalem ante corpus esse, & extrinsecus advenire quod ipsa & eius propria actio sit incorporea. Alij opponunt istis sententiam eiusdem Aristotelis affirmátis, in libr. 12. Metaphysicorum text. 17. fieri non posse ut forma sit ante compositum: ut autem aliqua forma post compositum remaneat, nihil prohibere, cuiusmodi est anima, non omnis sed intellectus.
Among the nobler Philosophers, Plato indeed in the Timaeus said that all rational souls were created by God at the beginning of the world; but that afterward God, the supreme and Father of all, commanded the second gods that what remained of man — that is, the body and the nourishing and sentient soul — they themselves should fabricate. About the view of Aristotle there is a dispute among the Peripatetics; for to many it seemed that Aristotle made the rational soul prior to and older than the body: for he, disputing in the second book On the Generation of Animals, chapter three, whether every soul is before the body, at length decides that the rational soul is before the body and comes from without, because it and its own proper action is incorporeal. Others oppose to these the view of the same Aristotle when he affirms, in book 12 of the Metaphysics, text 17, that it cannot come to pass that the form be before the composite; but that some form should remain after the composite, nothing forbids — of which kind is the soul, not every soul, but the intellect.2



Ex doctoribus Christianis, Origenes in eo fuit errore, ut censeret omnes animas rationales ab initio esse creatas ante corpora, & propter errata & scelera quae in eo statu admiserunt, ad luendas eorum poenas in varia corpora pro varietate meritorum, tanquam in carcerem esse detrusas: quem errorem etiam Beato Hieronymo impingere voluit Ruffinus, sed immeritò & falsò. Namque ut alios Hieronymi locos taceam, certè Hieronymus in Epistola 139. ad Cyprianum scripta, qua Psalmum 89. explanat, apertis verbis dogma hoc Origenis, tacito eius nomine condemnat: Et in epist. 61. quam dedit ad Pammachium, hunc ipsum errorem assignat Ioanni Episcopo Hierosolymitano, eumque validissimè confutat. Nec videtur Augustinus abhorruisse ab hac opinione, quippe qui libro septimo, de Genesi ad litteram capite vigesimoquarto, significat animam primi Hominis creatam esse simul cum Angelis primo die mundani opificij: corpus [autem posteà esse formatum...]
Among the Christian doctors, Origen was in this error, that he held all rational souls to have been created from the beginning before bodies, and, on account of the faults and crimes they committed in that state, to have been thrust — for the paying of their penalties — into various bodies according to the variety of their merits, as into a prison: which error Rufinus too wished to fasten upon blessed Jerome, but undeservedly and falsely. For — to say nothing of other passages of Jerome — Jerome certainly, in Epistle 139 written to Cyprian, in which he explains Psalm 89[88], condemns in open words this dogma of Origen, with his name unspoken; and in Epistle 61, which he addressed to Pammachius, he assigns this very error to John, Bishop of Jerusalem, and most forcibly refutes it. Nor does Augustine seem to have abhorred this opinion, since in the seventh book On Genesis according to the Letter, chapter twenty-four, he signifies that the soul of the first Man was created together with the Angels on the first day of the mundane work: but that the body [was afterward formed...] [continues]3



[...primo die mundani opificij: corpus] autem posteà esse formatum, eíque infusam animam. Verùm hoc ille non dicit affirmatè, mox enim subdit: Credatur ergo, si tamen nulla Scripturarum auctoritas seu veritatis ratio contradicit. Hugo de Sancto Victore, & auctor Historiae Scholasticae, Magister item sententiarum, & alij quidem Theologi, hoc de anima quidem primi hominis in dubio relinquunt: de aliis tamen omnibus non dubitant affirmare, eas non ante corpus, sed simul cum corpore creari.
[...on the first day of the mundane work; but that the body] was afterward formed, and the soul infused into it. But he does not say this affirmatively, for he soon subjoins: “Let it be believed, then — provided, however, that no authority of the Scriptures or reason of truth contradicts.” Hugh of St. Victor, and the author of the Scholastic History, the Master of the Sentences likewise, and certain other Theologians, leave this, concerning the soul of the first man indeed, in doubt; but about all the others they do not hesitate to affirm that they are created not before the body, but together with the body.4



AT verò, animam primi hominis non ante corpus esse creatam, sed simul cum corpore, quemadmodum caeterorum etiam omnium animae cum suo quaeque corpore simul procreantur, equidem non tantùm similius vero, sed planè verum certumque censeo. Hoc etiam tradit Gregorius Nyssenus in libro de Homine capite vigesimonono, & trigesimo, & Damascenus libro secundo, de fide orthodoxa, capite duodecimo, & Hieronymus, ut suprà memoravimus, in Epist. 61. ad Pammachium de erroribus Origenis, & 139. ad Cyprianum, Leo item Epistola 71. Et in hanc sententiam propensior est Augustinus in 23. capite libri duodecimi, de Civitate Dei, ita scribens: Fecit ergo Deus hominem ad imaginem & similitudiné suam, talem quippe illi animam creavit, qua per rationem atque intelligentiam omnibus esset praestantior animalibus. Et cùm virum terreno formasset ex pulvere, eíque animam qualem dixi, sive quam iam fecerat, sufflando indidisset, sive potius sufflando fecisset, eumq́ flatum quem sufflando fecit, animam hominis esse voluisset. Idem sentit B. Thomas 1. part. quaest. 90.
But in truth, that the soul of the first man was not created before the body, but together with the body — just as the souls of all the rest, too, are each procreated together with its own body — I for my part judge not only more like the truth, but plainly true and certain. This too Gregory of Nyssa teaches, in the book On Man, chapters twenty-nine and thirty; and Damascene, in the second book On the Orthodox Faith, chapter twelve; and Jerome, as we recalled above, in Epistle 61 to Pammachius on the errors of Origen, and Epistle 139 to Cyprian; Leo likewise, Epistle 71. And to this view Augustine is more inclined, in the twenty-third chapter of the twelfth book of the City of God, writing thus: “God therefore made man to His own image and likeness; for He created for him such a soul as, through reason and intelligence, would be more excellent than all the animals. And when He had formed the man from the earthly dust, and had — by breathing — put into him a soul such as I have said (whether one He had already made, or rather one He made by breathing), and had willed that the breath which He made by breathing should be the soul of man.” The same holds blessed Thomas, First Part, question 90.5



ATQUE haec ferè Theologorum sententia est, quae tribus argumentis confirmari potest. Anima enim rationalis est pars essentialis ipsius hominis, ergo extra Hominem statum habet imperfectú, sicut omnes partes, cùm à toto cuius partes sunt, separatae sunt. Non est autem credibile, Deum in prima rerum constitutione rem aliquam fecisse in statu imperfecto, praesertim verò animum hominis omnium rerum, exceptis Angelis, longè praestantissimú. Quod si post primum Hominem, caeterorum Hominum animae simul procreatae sunt cum corporibus, cur non idem sentiamus de anima primi Hominis? siquidem similis ratio est omnium animarum, nec causa fuit ulla, cur vellet Deus animam primi hominis ante corpus creare. Deinde, aut naturale est animae rationali esse coniunctam cum corpore, aut hoc ei est contra naturam & violentum: Si est naturale, & Deus ab initio res condidit prout cuiusque rei natura postulabat, concluditur, ani-[mam primi hominis non esse creatam ante corpus...]
And this is roughly the view of the Theologians, which can be confirmed by three arguments. For (1) the rational soul is an essential part of man himself, and therefore outside Man it has an imperfect state, like all parts when they are separated from the whole of which they are parts. But it is not credible that God, in the first constitution of things, made anything in an imperfect state — and especially the soul of man, by far the most excellent of all things except the Angels. And if, after the first Man, the souls of the other Men were procreated together with their bodies, why should we not judge the same of the soul of the first Man? since the reasoning is alike for all souls, and there was no cause why God should wish to create the soul of the first man before the body. Then (2), either it is natural for the rational soul to be conjoined with the body, or this is for it contrary to nature and violent: if it is natural — and God from the beginning founded things as the nature of each thing demanded — it is concluded that the soul [of the first man was not created before the body...] [continues]6



[...concluditur, ani]mam primi hominis non esse creatá ante corpus eius, sed simul cum corpore copulatam. Sin autem est animae rationali contra naturam, & violentum esse in corpore, ergo generatio hominis non est naturalis, sed contra naturam, & excellentissima species omnium quas natura habet (hominem dico) contra naturam esset. Et è contrario dissolutio hominis & mors esset naturalis & secundùm naturam, ob idque cuilibet homini optabilis & iucunda, quod falsum esse, nostris aliorúmq́; experimentis exploratissimú & compertissimú est. Quinimo, si ita [esset...]
[...it is concluded that the soul] of the first man was not created before his body, but coupled together with the body at the same time. But if, on the other hand, it is for the rational soul contrary to nature and violent to be in the body, then the generation of man is not natural, but contrary to nature, and the most excellent of all the species that nature has (I mean man) would be contrary to nature. And, conversely, the dissolution and death of man would be natural and according to nature, and therefore desirable and pleasant to every man — which is false, as has been most thoroughly explored and ascertained by our own and others' experiences. Nay rather, if it were so [...] [continues]7



[...Quinimo, si ita] esset, resurrectio mortuorum, ut bene argumentatur Sanctus Hieronymus, violenta esset nec optanda homini sed adversanda & fugienda, cùm tamen ea pertineat ad consummatam hominis felicitatem, & in Sacris litteris promittatur velut amplissimum bonum maximéque optandum homini. Quocirca Paulus ad Romanos 8. Et nos, inquit, ipsi primitias Spiritus habentes, & ipsi intra nos gemimus adoptionem filiorum Dei, expectantes redemptionem corporis nostri. Idem in capite quinto, posterioris Epistolae ad Corinthios: Nam & qui sumus, ait, in hoc tabernaculo ingemiscimus gravati: eò quòd nolumus expoliari sed su-[pervestiri...]
[...Nay rather, if it were so,] the resurrection of the dead — as Saint Jerome well argues — would be violent and not to be desired by man, but to be opposed and shunned; whereas it pertains to man's consummated happiness, and in the Sacred Letters is promised as a most ample good, and most to be desired by man. Wherefore Paul, to the Romans, chapter 8: “And we ourselves,” he says, “having the firstfruits of the Spirit, even we ourselves groan within ourselves, awaiting the adoption of the sons of God, expecting the redemption of our body.” The same, in chapter five of the latter Epistle to the Corinthians: “For we also who are,” he says, “in this tabernacle, groan, being burdened, because we wish not to be unclothed, but to be [clothed upon...]” [continues]8



[...sed su]pervestiri, donec absorbeatur quod mortalé est à vita. Et in capit. 15. prioris Epistolae ad Corinthios Paulus argumentatur, si non esset futura resurrectio mortuorum, Christianos fore omnium mortalium miserrimos maximéque miserandos. Quin Aristoteles in primo libro de Anima, tex. 49. istam opinionem velut per ironiam, nec sine irrisionis significatione commemorans, sic ait: Laboriosum autem est animae commistam esse corpori non potentem absolui, & praeterea fugiendum. Siquidem melius est intellectui non cum corpore esse, quemadmodum & consuetum est dici & multis placet. Postremo, ex sententia Theologorú status hominis ad bene vel malè merendum non est nisi dum animus hominis est in corpore: quod quidem satis apertè indicat Paulus cap. 5. posterioris Epistolae ad Corinthios, affirmans omnes homines manifestari oportere ante tribunal Christi, ut referat unusquisque propria corporis, prout gessit, sive bonum, sive malum, id est, ut his quae dum [fuit in corpore...]
[...but to be] clothed upon, until that which is mortal be swallowed up by life.” And in chapter 15 of the former Epistle to the Corinthians Paul argues that, if there were to be no resurrection of the dead, Christians would be of all mortals the most wretched and most to be pitied. Indeed Aristotle, in the first book On the Soul, text 49, recalling this opinion as if by irony, and not without a note of mockery, says thus: “But it is laborious for the soul to be mingled with the body, unable to be freed, and moreover a thing to be shunned. Since it is better for the intellect not to be with the body, as is also customarily said, and pleases many.” Lastly, by the judgement of the Theologians, man's state for meriting well or ill is only while man's soul is in the body: which Paul indicates clearly enough in chapter 5 of the latter Epistle to the Corinthians, affirming that all men must be made manifest before the tribunal of Christ, that each may render the proper things of the body, according as he has done, whether good or evil — that is, that for those things which, while [he was in the body...] [continues]9



[...ut his quae dum] fuit in corpore, vel bene vel malè egit, digna referat vel praemia vel supplicia. Si igitur anima rationalis fuisset ante corpus, proculdubio aliquid eo tempore meruisset; aliquid enim egisset vel boni vel mali, quippe quae libero arbitrio praedita fuisset, nec dú aut beata aut damnata, quapropter eius actio fuisset vel meritoria vel demeritoria, & sic delaberemur in errorem Origenis censentis animas rationales propter peccata quae ante corpus fecerant, fuisse ad ipsum corpus velut ad custodiam & carcerem damnatas atque detrusas. VERUM roget me aliquis, sicut anima rationalis post mortem hominis remanet extra corpus existens, cur non itidem conveniens sit eam creari & existere ante generationem hominis? sed facile & in promptu responsum est. Quod enim animus post mortem hominis supersit, id accidit ex necessitate naturae tam corporis humani quàm animae rationalis, cùm enim homo sit mortalis, animus verò noster [immortalis...]
[...that for those things which, while] he was in the body, he did either well or ill, he may receive the worthy rewards or punishments. If, then, the rational soul had existed before the body, doubtless it would have merited something at that time; for it would have done something either good or evil, since it would have been endowed with free will, and not yet either blessed or damned — wherefore its action would have been either meritorious or demeritorious, and thus we would slip into the error of Origen, who held that the rational souls, on account of the sins they had committed before the body, were condemned and thrust to the body itself as to a ward and a prison. But someone may ask me: just as the rational soul, after a man's death, remains existing outside the body, why is it not likewise fitting that it be created and exist before a man's generation? But the answer is easy and ready at hand. For that the soul survives after a man's death befalls from the necessity of the nature both of the human body and of the rational soul; for since man is mortal, but our soul [immortal...] [continues]10



[...animus verò noster] immortalis, extincto homine animum superesse & omni aevo permanere necesse est: at verò cum anima rationalis sit forma naturalis & pars ipsius hominis, nulla est ratio cur ante generationem hominis creari & existere debeat. Caeterùm, ad ea quae de proposita quaestione disputavimus, non alienum fuerit adiicere quae Sanctus Bonaventura eadem de re disserit in 2. sent. dist. 17. attic. 1. quaest. 3. Licèt, inquit, congruum videri cuipiam posset, animá Adae creari debuisse ante eius corpus, ut ita declararetur animam rationalem non pendere ex corpore, nec educi [ex potentia materiae...]
[...but our soul] immortal, when the man is extinguished it is necessary that the soul survive and remain for all time: but in truth, since the rational soul is a natural form and a part of man himself, there is no reason why it ought to be created and to exist before the generation of man. For the rest, to those things which we have disputed on the proposed question, it will not be amiss to add what Saint Bonaventure discusses on the same matter, in the second book of the Sentences, distinction 17, article 1, question 3: “Although,” he says, “it could seem congruous to someone that the soul of Adam ought to have been created before his body, that thus it might be declared that the rational soul does not depend on the body, nor is educed [from the potency of matter...]” [continues]11



[...nec educi] ex potentia materiae, sed per se subsistere, & à solo Deo creatam ex nihilo extrinsecus corpori adiungi, eáq́ ratione demōstraretur animae nostrae cum Angelis convenientia tam naturalis, in eo quod est habere in se imaginem Dei, quàm supernaturalis in eo quod est ad eundem finem supernaturalem, & per similia media supernaturalia ordinari: attamen multo congruentius fuit eam simul cum corpore produci: Tum quia anima unitur corpori ut perfectio naturalis eius, & ut cum quo facit unum compositum essentiale quod est, homo, quo fit ut naturaliter appetat esse cum corpore, & extra ipsum esse, sit illi praeter naturam & quodammodo poenale: tum etiam unitur anima corpori, ut motor mobili, adeò ut extra ipsum nihil mereri aut demereri queat. Quocirca non conveniebat ipsam produci ante corpus, ne produceretur in statu imperfecto & praeter naturam, ne ante culpam sentiret poenam, nec absque corpore mereretur vel demereretur.
[...nor educed] from the potency of matter, but subsists by itself, and, created from nothing by God alone, is joined to the body from without; and that by this reasoning the agreement of our soul with the Angels would be demonstrated to be as natural — in the fact that it has in itself the image of God — as supernatural, in the fact that it is ordered to the same supernatural end and through similar supernatural means: nevertheless it was much more congruous that it be produced together with the body. Both because the soul is united to the body as its natural perfection, and as that with which it makes one essential composite which is man — whence it comes about that it naturally desires to be with the body, and to be outside it is for it contrary to nature and somehow penal; and also because the soul is united to the body as a mover to the movable, so that outside it [the body] it can merit or demerit nothing. Wherefore it was not fitting that it be produced before the body, lest it be produced in an imperfect state and contrary to nature, lest before fault it should feel punishment, nor without the body should it merit or demerit.12



Nam si producta esset ante corpus, cùm tunc habuisset usum liberi arbitrij, nec obstaret quicquam, proculdubio, vel meruisset vel demeruisset: quare corpus non esset particeps omnis meriti aut demeriti animae: & falsum esset quod dixit Apostolus, Omnes recepturos mercedem suam prout in corpore gesserint sive bonum sive malum. Neque verò ad declarandam animae rationalis immortalitatem, praeexistentia eius quicquam contulisset: Siquidem illa eius praeexistentia nemini per rationem naturalem, sed ex ipsa duntaxat Scriptura id tradente notum esse potuisset. Atqui sine illo multi sunt alij Scripturae loci, ex quibus id posset demonstrari. Hactenus ex Bonaventura.
For if it had been produced before the body, since it would then have had the use of free will, and nothing would have hindered, doubtless it would have either merited or demerited: wherefore the body would not be a partaker of all the soul's merit or demerit; and false would be what the Apostle said, that all will receive their reward according as they have done in the body, whether good or evil. Nor indeed would its pre-existence have contributed anything toward declaring the immortality of the rational soul: since that pre-existence of it could have been known to no one by natural reason, but only from Scripture itself handing it down. But without that there are many other passages of Scripture from which it could be demonstrated. Thus far from Bonaventure.13



Translator’s notes
	First quaestio of the disputation. ↩
	Large decorated initial 'E'. The pre-existence question in the philosophers: Plato (Timaeus); the Peripatetic dispute over Aristotle (de Gen. An. 2.3 vs Metaph. 12 text 17). Marginal gloss: 'Sententia Platonis & Aristotelis, de origine animae rationalis' (the view of Plato and Aristotle on the origin of the rational soul). ↩
	Origen's pre-existence-and-fall error; Rufinus' false imputation of it to Jerome (refuted from Jerome Ep. 139 ad Cyprianum on Ps 88, and Ep. 61 ad Pammachium against John of Jerusalem); Augustine (de Gen. ad lit. 7.24) seemingly favoring the soul's creation with the Angels on day one. Sentence breaks at the catchword 'corpus'. ↩
	Completes the Augustine citation (de Gen. ad lit. 7.24) carried over from PDF 463 — and notes he does not affirm it. Hugh of St. Victor, Peter Comestor (Historia Scholastica), Peter Lombard leave the first man's soul an open question. Marginal gloss begins: 'Animam primi hominis non ante corpus esse creatam' (that the soul of the first man was not created before the body). ↩
	Pererius' own settled view, with its authorities (Gregory of Nyssa, Damascene, Jerome, Leo Ep. 71) and the Augustine block-quote (Civ. Dei 12.23), plus Aquinas ST I q.90. Marginal gloss (continued): '...non ante corpus esse creatam.' ↩
	The first two of three arguments: (1) the soul as an essential part would be imperfect if made apart; (2) the body-soul union being natural, God made it as nature demands. Sentence breaks at 'animam'. ↩
	Completes the second argument: were union violent, generation would be 'against nature' and death 'natural/desirable' — refuted by experience. Sentence breaks at the catchword 'ita'. ↩
	The resurrection (desirable, not violent) shows body-soul union is natural: Rom 8:23 and 2 Cor 5:4. Marginal gloss: 'Quàm sit optabilis homini resurrectio ad vitam immortalem, ex sententia Pauli' (how desirable to man is the resurrection to immortal life, according to Paul's judgement). ↩
	1 Cor 15:19 and Aristotle's ironic de Anima 1 (text 49) on the soul 'mingled with' the body; 2 Cor 5:10 on the tribunal of Christ as the ground that merit happens only in the body. ↩
	Pre-existence would entail merit/demerit before the body — Origen's error. The disanalogy with post-mortem survival is set up. Marginal gloss: 'Cur sicut animus noster post corpus existit, non item existat ante corpus' (why, just as our soul exists after the body, it does not likewise exist before the body). ↩
	The disanalogy resolved: survival is from natural necessity, but the soul being the body's natural form gives no reason for pre-existence. Opens the Bonaventure block-quote (Sent. II d.17 a.1 q.3), which runs onto PDF 466. Sentence breaks at 'educi'. ↩
	Bonaventure, continued: the soul as the body's natural perfection and as mover, hence not fittingly produced before the body. ↩
	Bonaventure concluded ('Hactenus ex Bonaventura'): pre-existence would void the Apostle's rule (2 Cor 5:10) and adds nothing for proving immortality, which other Scriptures establish. ↩




QUESTION II. Whether from this passage of Moses the immortality of the rational soul can be demonstrated

LatineEnglish


QUESTION II. Whether from this passage of Moses the immortality of the rational soul can be demonstrated.1
QUAESTIO II. An ex hoc loco Mosis demonstrari possit immortalitas animae rationalis.



NON est dubitandum, ex his paucis verbis quibus Moses creationem animae rationalis indicavit, demonstrari & probari posse animum hominis esse immortalem: quod etiam multifariam & hoc libro, & aliis suis libris Moses significavit. Quocirca vehementer miror Sadducaeos qui negabant immortalitatem animi nostri, omnémque spiritum incorporeum & immortalem de medio tollebant, non modo toleratos esse, verùm etiam auctoritate, operibus, atque honoribus apud Iudaeos floruisse. Quanquam ne hoc quidem miran-[dum accidere debet...]
It must not be doubted that, from these few words by which Moses indicated the creation of the rational soul, it can be demonstrated and proved that the soul of man is immortal: which Moses also signified in many ways, both in this book and in his other books. Wherefore I greatly wonder that the Sadducees — who denied the immortality of our soul, and did away with every incorporeal and immortal spirit — were not only tolerated, but even flourished in authority, in works, and in honors among the Jews. Although not even this ought to seem a thing to be wondered at [to happen...] [continues]2



[...ne hoc quidem miran]dum accidere debet, cogitanti etiam in populo Christiano tot haereses, tam apertè contrarias divinae Scripturae, multis esse persuasas, tanta est hominum vel ignoratio veritatis, vel stupor animi, vel ad pessima quaeque ingenij proclivitas, vel arbitratu suo vivendi & quodlibet sentiendi libido ac licentia, vel Principum qui haec vetare & punire deberent socordia. Eusebius libro sexto Historiae Ecclesiasticae, cap. 30. tradit, in partibus Arabiae exortum esse quorun-[dam...]
[...nor ought even this] to seem a thing to be wondered at — to one who considers that even among the Christian people so many heresies, so openly contrary to divine Scripture, are believed by many; so great is men's either ignorance of the truth, or stupor of mind, or proclivity of disposition toward all the worst things, or lust and license of living by their own judgement and holding whatever they please, or the negligence of Princes who ought to forbid and punish these things. Eusebius, in the sixth book of the Ecclesiastical History, chapter 30, relates that in the parts of Arabia there arose of certain [men...] [continues]3



[...exortum esse quorun]dam errorem dicentium, occidente homine simul etiam interire animum, sed eum postea in resurrectione mortuorum iterum reviviscere ad vitam tamen immortalem. Sectatores huius erroris à gente in qua primum viguit, Arabicos nominari posse putat Augustinus, in libro de Haeresibus numero 83.
[...there arose] the error of certain men saying that, when the man dies, the soul also at the same time perishes, but that afterward, in the resurrection of the dead, it revives again to a life that is nevertheless immortal. The followers of this error can be named “Arabici,” from the nation in which it first flourished, as Augustine thinks, in the book On Heresies, number 83.4



IN simili errore fuisse necesse est, quicunque putarunt animas rationales non creari à Deo ex nihilo, sed à parentibus proseminari & propagari, non aliter quàm ipsum corpus: ut quemadmodum corpus ex corpore propagatur, sic animus ex animo multiplicetur, scilicet ad similitudinem luminis quod ex alio lumine accenditur. Cuius erroris auctores in lib. de Ecclesiasticis dogmatibus, cap. 13. & 14. Luciferiani, Cyrillus item & aliqui Latinorum appellantur. Augustinus item in libro de Haeresibus, numero 86. memorans opinionem Tertulliani facientis animam hominis corpoream, haec subdit: Dicit sanè ipse animas hominum pessimas post mortem in daemones verti, statum autem animae credit per traducem propagari. Non tamen censet Augustinus, Tertullianum propter primam aut ultimam opinionem damnatum esse ab Ecclesia tanquam haereticum, sed quia adhaeserit errori Cataphrygarum secundas nuptias non aliter quàm adulterium condemnantium.
In a similar error were, of necessity, all who supposed that rational souls are not created by God from nothing, but are seeded and propagated from parents, no otherwise than the body itself: so that, just as body is propagated from body, so the soul is multiplied from soul — namely, after the likeness of a light kindled from another light. The authors of this error are called, in the book On Ecclesiastical Dogmas, chapters 13 and 14, Luciferians; Cyril likewise, and some of the Latins. Augustine too, in the book On Heresies, number 86, recalling the opinion of Tertullian, who made the soul of man corporeal, subjoins this: “He indeed says that the worst souls of men are, after death, turned into demons, and he believes that the state of the soul is propagated by traduction.” Yet Augustine does not judge that Tertullian was condemned by the Church as a heretic on account of the first or the last opinion, but because he adhered to the error of the Cataphrygians, who condemned second marriages no otherwise than adultery.5



Certè Augustinus ipse, licèt animam ex traduce propagari non audeat affirmare, non putat eam tamen ex divina Scriptura ut falsam & haereticam confutari posse. Quin ipse in ea quaestione, quae est de Origine animae, dubius & incertus est, quéadmodum apertè ostendit in Epistola 7. & 28. quas scripsit ad sanctum Hieronymum, & in 157. quam misit ad Optatum, & libro 3. de Baptismo parvulorum, cap. 10. & 1. libro Retractationum, capite 1. & libro 10. de Genesi ad litteram primis quatuor capitibus, in quorum quarto capite scribit, opinari animas omnium hominum ex nihilo creatas esse, nimis esse durum & violentum, cùm Scriptura doceat, Deum creasse omnia simul & cessasse die septimo ab omni opere, ex quo effici, omnes animas hominum posteà creatas, fuisse aliquo modo in anima primi hominis. Si autem singulae crearentur ex nihilo, non magis aliae animae fuissent in anima primi hominis, quàm illa in aliis.
Certainly Augustine himself, although he dares not affirm that the soul is propagated by traduction, nevertheless does not think that it can be refuted from divine Scripture as false and heretical. Indeed he himself, in that question which concerns the Origin of the soul, is doubtful and uncertain, as he openly shows in Epistles 7 and 28, which he wrote to Saint Jerome, and in 157, which he sent to Optatus, and in book 3 On the Baptism of Infants, chapter 10, and in book 1 of the Retractations, chapter 1, and in book 10 On Genesis according to the Letter, in the first four chapters — in the fourth of which he writes that to suppose the souls of all men to have been created from nothing is too hard and violent, since Scripture teaches that God created all things at once and rested on the seventh day from all His work; from which it follows that all the souls of men, created afterward, were in some way in the soul of the first man. But if individual ones were created from nothing, other souls would no more have been in the soul of the first man than that one in the others.6



Illud tamen vehementiùs Augustinum urgebat, atque premebat, quòd non videbat ipse, si posteriorum hominum animae non propagantur ex anima Adae, sed ex nihilo singulae creabantur, qua ratione peccatum Adae per generationem carnalem in omnes eius posteros transfunderetur: cum peccatum originale propriè non sit in corpore, sed in anima. Quod si animae aliorum hominum nullo modo pendent ex anima Adami, nulla ratione videtur peccatum eius in alios homines derivari potuisse. Tractat hanc quaestionem S. Thomas, Prima parte, quaest. 118. art. 2. sed accuratissimè Bonaventura in 2. sententiarum, dist. 18. quaest. ultima, & Alphonsus de Castro, lib. 2. adversus Haereses, ubi agit de Anima, quintum errorem confutans. VERUM [...]
But this pressed and urged Augustine the more vehemently, that he did not himself see — if the souls of later men are not propagated from the soul of Adam, but each is created from nothing — by what reasoning the sin of Adam would be transfused through carnal generation into all his posterity: since original sin is, properly, not in the body but in the soul. And if the souls of other men in no way depend on the soul of Adam, by no reasoning does his sin seem to have been able to be derived into other men. This question Saint Thomas treats, in the First Part, question 118, article 2; but most accurately Bonaventure, in the second book of the Sentences, distinction 18, the last question, and Alfonso de Castro, in book 2 against the Heresies, where he treats Of the Soul, refuting the fifth error. But [...] [continues]7



VERVMTAMEN B. Hieronymi constans perpetuáque fuit sententia, animas rationales in singulorum hominum corporibus creari singulas, non aliter quàm creata sit anima primi hominis: atque hanc doctrinam tota deinceps secuta est Ecclesia. Nam quia anima rationalis est incorporea & indivisibilis, nó potest ex alia anima propagari: quia verò est immaterialis, non potest ex ulla materia procreari & multiplicari. Id quod B. Thomas multis rationibus adducit libro 2. contra Gentes capit. 86. idémque significavit David, Psalmo 32. illis verbis, Qui finxit sigillatim corda eorum, & Zacharias cap. 12. Cùm, inquit, Dicit Dominus extendens Coelum, & fundans terram, & fingens spiritum hominis in eo: quibus verbis ut in eorum explanatione scribit Hieronymus, indicatur, quemadmodum Coelum & terram, ita animum hominis & à solo Deo & ex nihilo creari. Apud Ecclesiasten quoque ca. 12. sic legimus, Pulvis revertatur in terram suam unde erat, & spiritus redeat ad eum qui dedit illú, cuius testimonij vim adversus facientes animas aliorum hominum propagari ex anima primi hominis, in lib. 10. de Genesi ad litteram capit. 9. conatur quidem Augustinus, sed frustrà conatur tamen, eludere atque infirmare.
NEVERTHELESS, the constant and perpetual view of blessed Jerome was that rational souls are created singly in the bodies of individual men, no otherwise than the soul of the first man was created; and this doctrine the whole Church thereafter followed. For because the rational soul is incorporeal and indivisible, it cannot be propagated from another soul; and because it is immaterial, it cannot be procreated and multiplied from any matter. This blessed Thomas adduces with many reasons, in the second book Against the Gentiles, chapter 86; and the same David signified, in Psalm 32[33], in those words, “Who fashioned individually the hearts of them”; and Zechariah, chapter 12 — when, he says, “The Lord says, who stretches out the Heaven and founds the earth and forms the spirit of man within him”: by which words, as Jerome writes in their explanation, it is indicated that, just as the Heaven and the earth, so the soul of man is created both by God alone and from nothing. In Ecclesiastes too, chapter 12, we thus read, “Let the dust return into its earth, whence it was, and the spirit return to Him who gave it”: the force of which testimony, against those who make the souls of other men propagated from the soul of the first man, Augustine indeed endeavors (in book 10 On Genesis according to the Letter, chapter 9) — but endeavors in vain — to evade and to weaken.8



VERVM age, indicemus quibus in locis & quibus verbis Moses docuerit animum hominis esse immortalem. Principio, id manifestè ostendit cùm dixit, solum animalium omnium hominé ad imaginem & similitudinem Dei esse factum. Si enim animus hominis non esset incorporeus & immaterialis, intelligendi sciendíque omnia potens atque idcirco immortalis, non verè solus homo diceretur ad imaginem Dei factus. Atque hanc rationem similitudinis humani animi cum Deo validissimum Plato in Alcibiade & in Phaedone, ad probandam immortalitatem animi nostri putavit argumentum. Et profectò esse omnium rationum quae ad id persuadendum afferri possunt firmissimum ac probabilissimum argumentum, multis verbis docet Porphyrius, lib. 1. ad Boëtium, ut in lib. 11. de Praepar. Evangelica refert Eusebius.
But come, let us indicate in what places and by what words Moses taught that the soul of man is immortal. In the first place, he shows it manifestly when he said that man alone of all the animals was made to the image and likeness of God. For if the soul of man were not incorporeal and immaterial, capable of understanding and knowing all things, and therefore immortal, man alone would not truly be said to have been made to the image of God. And this argument — of the likeness of the human soul to God — Plato, in the Alcibiades and in the Phaedo, thought a most powerful one for proving the immortality of our soul. And that it is, of all the reasons that can be brought to persuade it, the firmest and most probable argument, Porphyry teaches with many words, in book 1 to Boethius, as Eusebius reports in book 11 of the Preparation for the Gospel.9



Haec autem hominis & Dei similitudo quatuor in rebus potissimum enitet. Primò, in quadam infinita capacitate mentis, quae habilis & idonea est ad cognoscendas omnes res. Deinde, in appetitu voluntatis humanae sic infinito, ut nullo bono praeter infinitum, id est, Deum, omnino expleri & satiari queat. Posteà, in libertate voluntatis, & ut loquuntur in scholis, in quadam indeterminatione ad quaelibet particularia & finita bona. Denique, in quadam naturali cupiditate aeternitatis quam sibi expetit animus, suam ea re aeternitatem & immortalitatem satis prodens ac probans.
Now this likeness of man and God shines forth especially in four things. First, in a certain infinite capacity of the mind, which is apt and fit to know all things. Then, in the appetite of the human will, so infinite that it can be filled and satisfied by no good except the infinite — that is, God. Next, in the freedom of the will, and (as they say in the schools) in a certain indetermination toward any particular and finite goods whatsoever. Finally, in a certain natural desire of eternity which the soul seeks for itself, by that very thing sufficiently betraying and proving its own eternity and immortality.10



ALTER locus Mosis ex quo animae rationalis immortalitas enotescit, est superiori proximus, quo dixit Moses hominem esse cunctorú animalium principem & dominú à Deo constitutum: quo declaratur, hominem esse superioris ordinis & gradus naturae quá sint caetera animalia. Tertius locus est is quem in praesens tractamus: [Cùm enim Moses ait...]
Another passage of Moses, from which the immortality of the rational soul becomes known, is next to the previous: that in which Moses said man to have been constituted by God the prince and lord of all the animals; whereby it is declared that man is of a higher order and grade of nature than are the other animals. The third passage is the one we presently treat: [For when Moses says...] [continues]11



[...Tertius locus est is quem in praesens tractamus:] Cùm enim Moses ait, Deum inspirasse in corpus hominis animam rationalem, non obscurè indicavit eam extrinsecus advenire homini & à solo Deo creari, neque ex materia ulla neque ab alio efficiente generari. Cùm enim Moses memoraret generationem aliorum animalium, refert dixisse & iussisse Deum ut terra & aqua producerent animas terrestrium & aquatilium animantiú: ea oratione significás, animas caeterorum animalium ex materia elementari esse productas. De anima verò hominis multò aliter loquitur, dicens eam esse à Deo insufflatam seu inspiratam, ut intelligatur eam diversae conditionis, esse cuius non ex re aliqua corporea, sed ex solo Deo sit origo.
[...The third passage is the one we presently treat:] For when Moses says that God breathed the rational soul into the body of man, he indicated not obscurely that it comes to man from without and is created by God alone, and is generated neither from any matter nor by any other efficient cause. For when Moses recalled the generation of the other animals, he reports that God said and commanded that the earth and the water should produce the souls of terrestrial and aquatic living things — by that speech signifying that the souls of the other animals were produced from elemental matter. But of the soul of man he speaks far otherwise, saying that it was insufflated or inspired by God, so that it may be understood to be of a different condition, one whose origin is not from any corporeal thing, but from God alone.12



Quartus locus est in capite quarto libri Geneseos: quo loco scriptum est, Deum dixisse Cain, Sub te erit appetitus tuus, & tu dominaberis illius: quibus verbis perspicuè ostenditur libertas humanae voluntatis, cui etiam immortalitas animi necessariò connexa est. Quintus locus est in cap. 37. Geneseos, ubi sic loquitur Iacob, Descendam ad filium meum lugens in infernum: nec per infernum interpretari possumus sepulchrum ubi conditum esset corpus Iosephi, siquidem Iacob crediderat Ioseph dilaceratum & devoratum esse à feris: debet igitur intelligi de inferno propriè dicto, ad quem omnium hominum etiam iustorum animae ante adventum Christi descendebant. Sextus locus est cap. 3. Exodi: scriptum enim est eo loco dixisse Deum Mosi, Ego sum Deus Abraham, & Deus Isaac, & Deus Iacob. Quod Dominus noster in Evangelio commemorans, adiecit; Non est Deus mortuorum, sed viventium.
The fourth passage is in the fourth chapter of the book of Genesis: where it is written that God said to Cain, “Under you shall be your appetite, and you shall rule over it”: by which words the freedom of the human will is clearly shown, to which the immortality of the soul also is necessarily connected. The fifth passage is in chapter 37 of Genesis, where Jacob thus speaks, “I shall go down to my son, mourning, into hell (infernum)”: nor can we interpret “hell” as the tomb where Joseph's body had been laid, since Jacob had believed that Joseph was torn and devoured by wild beasts; it must therefore be understood of hell properly so called, to which the souls of all men, even of the just, descended before the coming of Christ. The sixth passage is chapter 3 of Exodus: for it is written in that place that God said to Moses, “I am the God of Abraham, and the God of Isaac, and the God of Jacob.” Which our Lord, recalling in the Gospel, added: “He is not the God of the dead, but of the living.”13



Septimus locus est in ca. 4. Deuteronomij quo loco dicitur Solem & Lunam & omnia Coeli astra esse à Deo facta & destinata ministerio cunctarum gentiú: at si homo esset omni ex parte materialis & mortalis, esset profectò ignobilior astris, nec astra propter eum facta esse dicerentur. Patet igitur, animum nostrum immortalem, significatum esse à Mose tum hoc loco, ubi de creatione hominis agit, tum aliis Pentateuchi locis. SED illud dubio verti potest, An animus rationalis sit immortalis natura sua, an tantùm per Dei gratiam? Hoc enim affirmatè dicitur in 6. Synodo sessione 11. in epist. Sophronij Patriarchae Hierosolymitani, quae in eiusdem concilij actione 14. ab universa Synodo est approbata, quinetiam S. Hieronymus libro 2. contra Pelagianos, & Damascenus lib. 2. de Fide orthodoxa, capite 3. & 12. tradunt Angelos non sua natura, sed per Dei gratiam habere immortalita-[tem...]
The seventh passage is in chapter 4 of Deuteronomy, where it is said that the Sun and the Moon and all the stars of Heaven were made by God and destined to the service of all the nations: but if man were in every part material and mortal, he would assuredly be more ignoble than the stars, nor would the stars be said to have been made for his sake. It is clear, therefore, that our soul is immortal, and was signified to be so by Moses, both in this place, where he treats of the creation of man, and in other places of the Pentateuch. BUT this can be turned into a doubt: Whether the rational soul is immortal by its own nature, or only through the grace of God? For this is said affirmatively in the Sixth Synod, session 11, in the epistle of Sophronius, Patriarch of Jerusalem, which in the 14th action of the same council was approved by the whole Synod; moreover Saint Jerome, in book 2 against the Pelagians, and Damascene, in book 2 On the Orthodox Faith, chapters 3 and 12, hand down that the Angels have immortality not by their own nature, but through the grace of God... [continues]14



[...habere immortalita]tem: id quod etiam Pauli confirmatur testimonio, qui in prioris ad Timotheum epistolae, extremo capite, scribit solum Deum habere immortalitatem. Nec id videtur non vidisse Plato, cùm scribit in Timaeo, secundos deos natura sua dissolubiles esse, voluntate tamen Dei fore immortales. Verumtamen, sine dubitatione ulla dicere oportet, animam rationalem natura sua esse immortalem, cum sit natura quaedam simplex, immaterialis, & per se subsistens. Quod autem Patres dixerunt de animo hominis & de Angelis, eos non sua na-[tura...]
[...to have immortali]ty: which is also confirmed by the testimony of Paul, who, in the last chapter of the former Epistle to Timothy, writes that God alone has immortality. Nor does Plato seem not to have seen this, when he writes in the Timaeus that the second gods are by their own nature dissoluble, yet by the will of God will be immortal. Nevertheless, without any doubt it must be said that the rational soul is by its own nature immortal, since it is a certain simple, immaterial nature, subsisting by itself. But as for what the Fathers said of the soul of man and of the Angels, that they [are immortal] not by their own na-[ture...] [continues]15



[...eos non sua na]tura, sed per gratiam Dei esse immortales, sic intelligi debet, eos non habere ex se vel à se immortalitatem, sed à Deo, qui quantùm ad actualem eorum existentiam, potuit eos & creare & non creare, & creatos in nihilum redigere, quia ergo possunt esse & non esse extrinsecus, id est, respectu habito ad omnipotentiam Dei, propterea Patres dixerunt eos non habere immortalitatem ex sua natura, sed ex Dei gratia. Atque hac etiam ratione interpretari convenit illud Pauli dictum, solum Deum habere immortalitatem: quanquam Chrysostomus in eius loci explanatione, putat solum Deum esse dictum immortalem à Paulo, comparatione Regum terrenorum, siquidem proximè antè dixerat, Solus potens, Rex regum, & Dominus dominantium.
[...that they are] immortal not by their own nature, but through the grace of God — this must be understood thus: that they have immortality not from themselves or by themselves, but from God, who, as to their actual existence, was able both to create them and not to create them, and to reduce the created to nothing; and so, because they can be and not be extrinsically — that is, with respect had to the omnipotence of God — therefore the Fathers said that they have immortality not from their own nature but from the grace of God. And by this reasoning too it is fitting to interpret that saying of Paul, that God alone has immortality: although Chrysostom, in the explanation of that passage, thinks that God alone is said by Paul to be immortal in comparison with earthly Kings, since just before he had said, “the only powerful, the King of kings, and Lord of lords.”16



Sanctus autem Augustinus libro tertio, contra Maximinum cap. 12. vocabulum immortalitatis interpretatur positum pro immutabilitate, ut significetur solum Deum esse immutabilem. Nec aliena est significatio haec immortalitatis: nam in omni mutabili natura, nonnulla mors est ipsa mutatio, quia facit aliquid in ea quod non erat. Simile quippiam scribit Leo, sermone 1. de Resurrectione Domini: Unicuique, inquit, homini qui ex alio in aliud aliqua conversione mutatur, finis est non esse quod fuit, & ortus est esse quod non fuit. Nec hoc non maximè congruit cum Aristotelis doctrina, cuius in libro octavo Physicorum, textu 24. haec sunt verba: Ferè autem & ipsum moveri, fieri quippiam & corrumpi videtur omnibus: in quod enim mutatur, fit hoc, aut in hoc: ex quo autem mutatur, corrumpitur hoc, aut hinc.
But Saint Augustine, in the third book against Maximinus, chapter 12, interprets the word “immortality” as put for immutability, so that it may be signified that God alone is immutable. Nor is this signification of “immortality” foreign: for in every mutable nature, change itself is a kind of death, because it makes something in it that was not. Leo writes something similar, in sermon 1 On the Resurrection of the Lord: “For every man,” he says, “who is changed by some conversion from one thing into another, the end is not to be what he was, and the rise is to be what he was not.” And this agrees most fully with the doctrine of Aristotle, of whom, in the eighth book of the Physics, text 24, these are the words: “But to almost all it seems that to be moved is for something to come to be and to be corrupted: for into that which it changes, it becomes this, or in this; but out of that from which it changes, this is corrupted, or hence.”17



NON solùm autem ex hac doctrina Mosis discimus animam hominis esse immortalem, sed etiam veram esse ac naturalem eius formam, & suam cuique hominum esse animam, scilicet pro multitudine hominum qui generantur multiplicatam. Hoc satis indicavit Moses, cùm appellavit eam, spiraculum vitae, & cùm dixit, per eam factum esse hominem viventem. Si enim anima rationalis homini est causa vitae & vivendi, necesse est ipsam esse formam hominis. Forma enim definitur qua res est id quod est, & à qua esse rei accidit. Si igitur vivere provenit homini ex anima rationali, ergo etiam esse: nam vivere viventibus est esse, ut benè disputat Aristoteles in libro 2. de Anima tex. 36. Moses quoque, cùm dixit Deum fecisse hominem ad imaginem & similitudinem suam, quod pertinet ad animam, & formasse hominem ex limo terrae, quod pertinet ad corpus, aper-[tè ostendit...]
Not only, however, do we learn from this doctrine of Moses that the soul of man is immortal, but also that its form is true and natural, and that each man has his own soul — namely, multiplied according to the multitude of men who are generated. This Moses sufficiently indicated when he called it “the breath of life,” and when he said that through it man was made living. For if the rational soul is to man the cause of life and of living, it is necessary that it itself be the form of man. For form is defined as that by which a thing is what it is, and from which the being of the thing results. If, then, living comes to man from the rational soul, therefore also being: for to live, for living things, is to be — as Aristotle well argues in the second book On the Soul, text 36. Moses too, when he said that God made man to His image and likeness (which pertains to the soul), and formed man from the slime of the earth (which pertains to the body), [openly shows...] [continues]18



[...aper]tè ostendit, hominem substantialiter constare ex anima & corpore. Si autem anima rationalis est substantialis forma hominis, ex eo concluditur eam multiplicari pro multitudine hominum: neque enim potest multiplicari compositum substantiale, nisi multiplicatis eius partibus substantialibus, praesertim verò forma, ex qua potissimum & unitas & distinctio composito accidit. ILLVD praeterea ex verbis Mosis licet argumentari, in homine unam duntaxat esse animam secundùm substantiam, & hanc esse [animam rationalem...]
[...openly] shows that man consists substantially of soul and body. But if the rational soul is the substantial form of man, from this it is concluded that it is multiplied according to the multitude of men: for a substantial composite cannot be multiplied except by the multiplication of its substantial parts, and especially of the form, from which above all both unity and distinction accrue to the composite. Furthermore, from the words of Moses it may be argued that in man there is only one soul according to substance, and that this is [the rational soul...] [continues]19



[...in homine unam duntaxat esse animam secundùm substantiam, & hanc esse] animam rationalem; quae tamen potestate aliarum animarum vices & munera abundè implet: dat enim homini esse sensitivum & vegetativum, multo excellentiori modo, quàm seorsim praestent anima sensitiva & vegetativa. Sed quibus verbis hoc indicavit Moses? videlicet cùm narrans creationem animae rationalis, appellavit eam simpliciter spiraculum vitae: quasi triplex vita quae est in homine, vegetativa, sensitiva, & intellectiva, à sola praestetur anima rationali. Nec tantùm dixit hominem esse factum viventem anima humana & intellectiva, sed dixit per eam praecisè ac simpliciter factum esse viven-[tem...]
[...that in man there is only one soul according to substance, and that this is] the rational soul — which, however, by its power abundantly fulfills the offices and functions of the other souls: for it gives man to be sensitive and vegetative, in a far more excellent manner than the sensitive and vegetative souls would furnish them separately. But by what words did Moses indicate this? namely, when, narrating the creation of the rational soul, he called it simply “the breath of life”: as though the threefold life which is in man — vegetative, sensitive, and intellective — is furnished by the rational soul alone. Nor did he only say that man was made living by a human and intellective soul, but said that through it precisely and simply he was made liv-[ing...] [continues]20



[...factum esse viven]tem, quasi ab ea acceperit omne genus vitae, & omnem vivendi gradum quem in se habet. Videtur etiam apertè id significasse Dominus, cùm dixit, ut refert Matthaeus, cap. 10. Nolite timere eos qui occidunt corpus, animam autem non possunt occidere: quibus verbis, non modò significatur animam hominis esse immortalem, sed unam etiam duntaxat in unoquoque homine esse: nam quia non dixit, Animam autem rationalem non possunt occidere, sed dixit simpliciter, animam non possunt occidere, satis indicavit nullam esse in homine animam quae occidi queat, at si praeter animam rationalem essent in homine anima vegetativa & sensitiva, quae sunt mortales & simul cum corpore intereunt, non illud simpliciter verè dictum esset, animam autem non possunt occidere. In hac etiam sententia videtur fuisse B. Hieronymus: is enim explanans ea verba, quae sunt in Oratione Azariae apud Dan. cap. 3. Sed in anima cōtrita & spiritu humilitatis suscipiamur: Et ex praesenti [...]
[...made liv]ing, as though from it he received every kind of life, and every grade of living which he has in himself. The Lord also seems to have signified this openly when He said, as Matthew reports, chapter 10: “Do not fear those who kill the body, but cannot kill the soul”: by which words it is signified not only that the soul of man is immortal, but also that there is only one in each man: for since He did not say, “but the rational soul they cannot kill,” but said simply, “the soul they cannot kill,” He sufficiently indicated that there is no soul in man that can be killed; but if, besides the rational soul, there were in man a vegetative and a sensitive soul, which are mortal and perish together with the body, that would not simply and truly have been said, “but the soul they cannot kill.” In this view Saint Jerome too seems to have been: for he, explaining those words which are in the Prayer of Azariah, in Daniel chapter 3, “But in a contrite soul and a spirit of humility may we be received”: and from the present [passage...] [continues]21



[...Et ex praesenti] loco, inquit, & ex eo quod sequitur, Benedicite spiritus, & animae iustorū Domino: Et in psalmis, Sacrificium Deo spiritus contribulatus: cor contritum & humiliatum Deus non despicies: sunt qui alium velint esse spiritum in homine, excepto Spiritu sancto, & aliam animam. Sed laborandum eis erit quomodo absque carne & gratia Spiritus sancti duae substantiae & duo interiores homines in uno homine esse dicantur. Sic Hieronymus.
[...And from the present] passage, he says, and from that which follows, “Bless the Lord, you spirits and souls of the just”: and in the Psalms, “A sacrifice to God is a troubled spirit: a contrite and humbled heart, O God, you will not despise” — there are those who would have there be in man another spirit, besides the Holy Spirit, and another soul. But they will have to labor [to explain] how, apart from the flesh and the grace of the Holy Spirit, two substances and two interior men can be said to be in one man. Thus Jerome.22



AD idem confirmandum, afferunt nonnulli quod in libro de Ecclesiasticis dogmatibus, capite 15. scriptum est, ubi damnantur qui ponunt in uno homine duas animas: & sententiam octavae Synodi generalis, quae est in canone 11. ubi dicitur, impium esse duas animas in uno homine ponere: cùm & vetus & novum Testamentum, omnesque Ecclesiae Patres unam animam rationalem habere homines asseverent. Adducunt etiam testimonium Augustini, ex libro de duabus animabus adversus Manichaeos. Alii tamen docti viri, ut verum censent unam esse [tantùm animam in homine...]
To confirm the same, some bring forward what is written in the book On Ecclesiastical Dogmas, chapter 15, where those are condemned who place two souls in one man; and the opinion of the eighth general Synod, which is in canon 11, where it is said that it is impious to place two souls in one man — since both the Old and the New Testament, and all the Fathers of the Church, assert that men have one rational soul. They also adduce the testimony of Augustine, from the book On the Two Souls against the Manichees. Yet other learned men, while they judge it true that there is only one [soul in man...] [continues]23



[...ut verum censent unam esse tantùm animam in homine, ita putant id non esse unquam definitum secundùm Fidem] Catholicae. Neque enim hoc usquam expressum est vel in Scriptura, vel in Conciliis, neque à Patribus ut dogma Fidei traditum est: neque Theologi Nominales, qui tres animas in quolibet homine esse censent, ullo tempore sunt damnati ab Ecclesia ut haeretici. Nám quod in supradictis locis dicitur, non esse duas animas in homine, facilè intelligitur sermonem haberi de duabus animabus, quarum una sit vivificans, altera verò non vivificans, sed tantùm rationem ministrás, & quasi assistens: vel quarum una sit à Deo & de substantia Dei, altera verò sit ab alio quodam principio, sicut dicebant Manichaei. Non autem damnantur qui multas animas ponunt in homine eo modo quo suprà exposuimus, & quemadmodum opinantur Nominales.
[...while they judge it true that there is only one soul in man, yet they think that this was never defined according to the] Catholic Faith. For this is nowhere expressed, either in Scripture or in the Councils, nor was it handed down by the Fathers as a dogma of Faith; nor were the Nominalist Theologians, who hold that there are three souls in each man, ever condemned by the Church as heretics. For as to what is said in the above-mentioned passages, that there are not two souls in man, it is easily understood that the discourse is about two souls — of which one is vivifying, the other not vivifying, but only ministering reason, and as it were assisting; or of which one is from God and of the substance of God, the other from some other principle, as the Manichees said. But those are not condemned who place many souls in man in the way we have set forth above, and as the Nominalists hold.24
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GENESIS CH. 2, VERSE 15. The Lord God therefore took the man, and put him in the Paradise of pleasure, that he might work and keep it

LatineEnglish


GENESIS CH. 2, VERSE 15. The Lord God therefore took the man, and put him in the Paradise of pleasure, that he might work and keep it.1
CAP. 2. VERS. 15. Tulit ergo Dominus Deus hominem, & posuit eum in Paradiso voluptatis, ut operaretur & custodiret illum.



SVPRA Moses describere aggressus Paradisum, cùm dixisset eum in regione Heden ad plagam eius Orientalem esse consitum, inseruit mentionem hominis, scribens in eo positum esse hominem à Deo: id nempe dicens per anticipationem, ut ostenderet solius hominis causa Paradisum esse à Deo conditum. Posteà verò absoluta Paradisi descriptione subiunxit quemadmodum & cur Deus posuerit hominem in Paradiso, id videlicet suo narrans loco. Verùm quantum ad verba Mosis, scire convenit illud Tulit Deus hominem, tribus modis posse nos interpretari. Primò, ut Deus interiori monitu docuerit quò esset eundum Adamo, scilicet in locum Paradisi, velut in domicilium sibi à Deo paratum ad habitandum: quemadmodum legimus apud Matthaeum, capite 4. Dominum nostrum à spiritu ductum esse in desertum. Deinde, possumus intelligere, sicut Henoch, Habacuc, & Philippum proditum est spiritu Dei esse abreptos, & in longinqua loca delatos: ita Adam, ex eo loco ubi creatus erat, in locum Paradisi spiritu Dei esse translatum. Denique, illud quoque opinari licet, per Angelum humani corporis specie indutum, esse Adam quasi manu deductum in Paradisum, sicut Angelus Raphaël ducebat Tobiam: & hoc Augustino, mihíque verissimilius fit. Deum enim, vel potius Angelum qui Dei verbis loquebatur, legimus infrà locutum esse cum Adamo, & Adamum audivisse vocem Dei deambulantis in Paradiso.
ABOVE, Moses, having set about describing Paradise — when he had said that it was planted in the region of Eden, toward its eastern quarter — inserted a mention of man, writing that man had been placed in it by God: saying this, namely, by anticipation, in order to show that Paradise was founded by God for the sake of man alone. But afterward, the description of Paradise being completed, he subjoined how and why God placed man in Paradise — narrating it, that is, in its own place. But as to the words of Moses, it is fitting to know that that phrase “God took the man” can be interpreted by us in three ways. First, that God by an interior admonition taught Adam whither he must go — namely, to the place of Paradise, as into a dwelling prepared for him by God to inhabit: just as we read in Matthew, chapter 4, that our Lord was led by the Spirit into the desert. Then, we can understand that — as it is recorded of Enoch, Habakkuk, and Philip that they were snatched away by the Spirit of God and carried off to distant places — so Adam was translated, from the place where he had been created, into the place of Paradise by the Spirit of God. Finally, it is also permissible to think that, through an Angel clothed in the appearance of a human body, Adam was, as it were, led by the hand into Paradise — just as the Angel Raphael led Tobias; and this seems most probable to Augustine and to me. For God — or rather the Angel who spoke in the words of God — we read below conversed with Adam, and Adam heard the voice of God walking in Paradise.2



CAVSAM verò cur statim ut creatus est Adam in Paradisum à Deo sit illatus, suprà in libro tertio, qui est de Paradiso, aperuimus, cùm doceremus cur Deus Paradisum tanta pulchritudine & amoenitate condidisset, in quo tamen Adam brevissimo tempore, & post eum nullus mortalium, mansurus erat. Annotavit Augustinus lib. 8. de Genesi ad litteram, c. 11. hoc loco, primùm fuisse Deú appellatum vocabulo Domini, cú dicitur, Dominus Deus, nec id temerè. Namque hoc [...]
But the reason why, as soon as Adam was created, he was brought by God into Paradise, we opened above in the third book, which is On Paradise, when we taught why God had founded Paradise with such great beauty and pleasantness — in which, however, Adam was going to remain a very brief time, and after him no mortal. Augustine noted, in book 8 On Genesis according to the Letter, chapter 11, that in this passage God was first called by the word “Lord,” when it is said “the Lord God”; and that not without reason. For this [...] [continues]3



[...Namque] hoc loco primum Deus legem homini posuit: qua re declaravit se dominum esse hominis, hominémque ad serviendum & obediendum Deo esse factum: eóque servitio & obedientia aeternam vitam ac foelicitatem consecuturum. Sed parum firma est haec annotatio, Siquidem ante hunc locum in Hebraica & Latina Scriptura quater, bis autem in translatione LXX. Interpretum vocabulum Domini tribuitur Deo. Pro illo autem verbo, Posuit, Hebraicú verbum ויניחהו Vuiannichehu, est multo sane significantius: significat enim dimisit seu reliquit: quo significatur, Deum non duxisse Adamum in Paradisum ut ei Paradisi pulchritudinem & magnificentiam tantum ostenderet, & mox inde eum abduceret, sed inibi dimisit & reliquit eum tanquam in loco eius habitationi destinato.
[...For] in this passage God first laid a law upon man: by which He declared Himself to be the lord of man, and that man was made to serve and obey God, and by that service and obedience would attain eternal life and happiness. But this annotation is little firm, since before this passage, in the Hebrew and Latin Scripture four times, and twice in the translation of the Seventy Translators, the word “Lord” is attributed to God. Now for that word “He put” (Posuit), the Hebrew word ויניחהו (Vuiannichehu) is assuredly much more significant: for it means “he let go” or “he left”; whereby it is signified that God did not lead Adam into Paradise in order merely to show him the beauty and magnificence of Paradise and then presently lead him away from there, but there let him go and left him, as in a place destined for his habitation.4



ILLVD porro intelligendum est ex eo quod dicitur, Deum tulisse hominem & posuisse in Paradiso, liquidò cognosci hominem non esse creatum intra Paradisum, sed extra: si enim intra Paradisum esset creatus, non rectè diceretur, Deum tulisse hominem & posuisse in Paradiso. Idémque apertiùs significatur infrà, capite tertio, ubi sic est: Eiecit Deus Adam ex Paradiso, ut operaretur terram de qua sumptus est: Adam igitur creatus est ex terra, quae erat extra Paradisum. Sed cur Deus noluit creare hominem in Paradiso? Primò quidem, quia habitatio Paradisi non conveniebat homini secundùm eius naturam, sed propter donum immortalitatis quod ei Deus in statu innocentiae permanenti concessurus erat: illud autem donum immorta-[litatis...]
Moreover, it is to be understood from this — that God is said to have taken the man and put him in Paradise — that it is clearly known that man was not created inside Paradise, but outside: for if he had been created inside Paradise, it would not rightly be said that God took the man and put him in Paradise. And the same is more clearly signified below, in the third chapter, where it stands thus: “God cast Adam out of Paradise, that he might till the earth from which he was taken”: Adam, therefore, was created from earth that was outside Paradise. But why did God not wish to create man in Paradise? First, indeed, because the habitation of Paradise did not befit man according to his nature, but on account of the gift of immortality which God was going to grant him in the abiding state of innocence: but that gift of immortali-[ty...] [continues]5



[...illud autem donum immorta]litatis non erat naturale homini, sed gratuito Dei munere ei tributum: quo igitur manifestiùs intelligeret Adam, eum locum non esse sibi naturaliter debitum, sed sola Dei gratia concessum, congruum erat Adam creari extra Paradisum. Deinde, si Adam creatus esset in Paradiso, nec ante vidisset alia loca, fortè putasset eum locum sibi convenire ac deberi naturaliter: at creatus extra Paradisum, ex comparatione aliorum locorum clariùs agnoscens praestantiam Paradisi, sine dubitatione intellexit eximiam Dei erga se benevolentiam ac beneficentiam, qui tam felici eum loco ac domicilio dignatus esset. Ad haec quo Adam cautior esset, & ad obsequendum Dei voluntati promptior, atque in custodiendis iussis & praeceptis eius diligentior atque curiosior: certissimè sciens tantisper sibi esse in Paradiso commorandum, dum ipse Dei praeceptis obtemperaret. Postremò, ut nullam habere posset iure dolendi & de Deo conquerendi causam, cùm ex Paradiso propter peccatum eiiceretur, quasi loco sibi naturaliter [debito...]
[...but that gift of immortali]ty was not natural to man, but bestowed on him by a gratuitous gift of God: so that Adam might the more manifestly understand that that place was not naturally owed to him, but granted by the grace of God alone, it was fitting that Adam be created outside Paradise. Then, if Adam had been created in Paradise, and had not before seen other places, he might perhaps have thought that that place suited him and was owed to him naturally; but, created outside Paradise, recognizing more clearly the excellence of Paradise from the comparison of other places, he understood without doubt the exceptional benevolence and beneficence of God toward him, who had dignified him with so happy a place and dwelling. Besides this, that Adam might be more cautious, and readier to obey the will of God, and more diligent and careful in keeping His commands and precepts — knowing most certainly that he was to dwell in Paradise only so long as he himself obeyed the precepts of God. Lastly, that he might be able to have no just cause of grieving and complaining about God, when he should be cast out of Paradise on account of sin, as though dislodged from a place naturally [owed...] [continues]6



[...quasi loco sibi naturaliter] debito & convenienti deturbatus esset: cùm tamen Deus propter peccatum naturalibus bonis hominem multare ac privare minimè soleat. VERUM roget aliquis, Cur igitur Deus Angelos in Coelo condidit? cur item caeteras animantes in suo quamque loco ubi habitaturae ac vitam acturae erant, procreavit? cur denique Evam quae Adamo ignobilior erat formavit intra Paradisum? Sed ad haec facile est hunc [in modum respondere...]
[...as though from a place naturally] owed and suited to him he had been dislodged — whereas God is by no means wont, on account of sin, to fine and deprive man of his natural goods. But someone may ask: Why, then, did God found the Angels in Heaven? Why, likewise, did He procreate the other living things, each in its own place where they were going to dwell and live out their life? Why, finally, did He form Eve — who was more ignoble than Adam — inside Paradise? But to these it is easy [to respond in this way...] [continues]7



[...Sed ad haec facile est hunc] in modum respondere. Ad primum respondeo, coelum empyreum in quo sunt Angeli creati, locum fuisse naturaliter maximè convenientem dignitati naturae Angelicae, quippe quae longè superior & praestantior sit omnibus corporibus eisque praesideat. Excellentia verò Paradisi excedebat naturae hominis conditionem, nec ei aliter quàm propter donum innocentiae & immortalitatis congruebat. Simile quid respondendum est ad secundam obiectionem. Etenim loca in quibus generata sunt animalia, non superabant conditionem cuiusque animalis, quinimo cuiusque eorum naturae admodum conveniebant: non sic autem habebat se Paradisus comparatione hominis.
[...But to these it is easy to respond in this] way. To the first I respond: the empyrean heaven, in which the Angels were created, was naturally most suited to the dignity of the Angelic nature, since it is far higher and more excellent than all bodies and presides over them. But the excellence of Paradise exceeded the condition of man's nature, and befitted him not otherwise than on account of the gift of innocence and immortality. Something similar must be responded to the second objection. For the places in which the animals were generated did not surpass the condition of each animal — nay rather, they suited the nature of each of them very well; but Paradise was not so, in comparison with man.8



Ad tertium responderi posset negando, Evam esse creatam in Paradiso sed extra, & simul cum Adamo esse à Deo introductam in Paradisum. Ita enim sensit Iosephus in 1. libro Antiquitatum capite 1. & Rupertus libro secundo de Trinitate & eius operibus vicesimosecundo capite. HOc etiam sensit Tertullianus, libro secundo contra Marcionem, eo loco quo disputat, verba illa Ezechielis capite 28. Tu signaculum similitudinis plenus sapientia, & perfectus decore. In delicijs paradisi Dei fuisti: vel ut ipse Tertullianus legit, In delicijs paradisi Dei tui natus es, verba, inquam, illa licèt sub nomine regis Tyri dicta sint, verè tamen de eo non posse intelligi, sed de Lucifero, id est, diabolo qui è Coelo cecidit propter superbiam: sic enim argumentatur Tertullianus; Propheta dicit regem Tyri natú esse in Paradiso; atqui nullus mortalium, ne ipse quidem Adam in Paradiso Dei natus est, ergo non debet illud intelligi de rege Tyri, sed sub eius nomine putandum est significari Luciferum, cui omnis eius loci prophetia mirificè congruit.
To the third it could be responded by denying that Eve was created in Paradise, [saying] rather that she was created outside, and together with Adam was introduced into Paradise by God. For so Josephus held, in the first book of the Antiquities, chapter 1, and Rupert, in the second book On the Trinity and His Works, chapter twenty-two. This too Tertullian held, in the second book against Marcion, in the passage where he disputes those words of Ezekiel, chapter 28: “You, the seal of likeness, full of wisdom and perfect in beauty. You were in the delights of God's Paradise” — or, as Tertullian himself reads, “You were born in the delights of your God's Paradise” — those words, I say, although they were spoken under the name of the king of Tyre, cannot truly be understood of him, but of Lucifer, that is, the devil who fell from Heaven on account of pride. For thus Tertullian argues: the Prophet says that the king of Tyre was born in Paradise; but no mortal — not even Adam himself — was born in the Paradise of God; therefore that ought not to be understood of the king of Tyre, but under his name Lucifer must be thought to be signified, to whom the whole prophecy of that passage wonderfully agrees.9



At enim propius vero est, & divinae scripturae Patrúmque doctrinae convenientius, arbitrari Evam formatam esse in paradiso: id enim non obscurè indicat contextus narrationis Mosaicae, & Basilius docet Homilia de Paradiso, & pro certo tradunt Scholastici Theologi in secundo Sententiarum, distinct. 18. & B. Thom. prima parte quaestio. 102. articulo quarto. Cur autem Eva formata sit in Paradiso, haec ratio potest reddi. Formari enim debebat velut ex principio, ex ipso Adamo: primum autem principium totius alicuius generis oportet esse perfectum: decebat igitur ex Adamo, prout erat in statu perfecto secundùm animum & corpus & secundùm habitationem procreari Evam, & ut sic palam esset originalia illa bona animi, corporis, & habitationis Ada-[mo tributa...]
But indeed it is nearer the truth, and more agreeable to divine Scripture and to the doctrine of the Fathers, to judge that Eve was formed in Paradise: for the context of the Mosaic narration indicates this not obscurely, and Basil teaches it in his Homily on Paradise, and the Scholastic Theologians hand it down as certain, in the second book of the Sentences, distinction 18, and blessed Thomas, in the First Part, question 102, article four. But why Eve was formed in Paradise, this reason can be given. For she had to be formed, as from a principle, from Adam himself; but the first principle of any whole kind must be perfect: it was fitting, therefore, that Eve be procreated from Adam, inasmuch as he was in the perfect state, according to soul and body and according to habitation — and so that it might thus be made plain that those original goods of soul, of body, and of habitation, bestowed on Ada-[m...] [continues]10



[...originalia illa bona animi, corporis, & habitationis Ada]mo tributa, caeteros omnes qui ex eo deinceps procrearentur, propter solius eius vel obedientiam vel inobedientiam, aut percepturos esse, aut perdituros.
[...those original goods of soul, of body, and of habitation, bestowed on Ada]m, all the rest who would thereafter be procreated from him would, on account of his obedience or disobedience alone, either receive or lose.11



Translator’s notes
	Scripture lemma (set in the margin as CAP. 2. VERS. 15., the verse in italic) opening a new stretch of commentary. ↩
	Large decorated initial 'S'. The earlier mention of man (Gen 2:8) was by anticipation. Three readings of 'God took the man': interior admonition (cf. Matt 4:1); rapture by the Spirit (Enoch, Habakkuk in Bel/Dan 14, Philip in Acts 8); or an Angel leading by the hand (Raphael with Tobias) — Pererius' and Augustine's preference. Marginal glosses: 'Quomodo Adam sit à Deo collocatus in Paradiso'; 'Genes. 5. Danielis 14. Actorum 8.' ↩
	Cross-reference to Pererius' own book 3 (On Paradise). Augustine (de Gen. ad lit. 8.11): the divine name 'Dominus' (Lord) first appears here. Marginal gloss: 'Quando primú Deus appellatus est nomine Domini.' Sentence breaks at the catchword 'hoc.' ↩
	Against Augustine's 'first naming of Lord': the title 'Lord' had already appeared. Hebrew ויניחהו (Vuiannichehu, the wayyiqtol of נוח 'to set/leave,' Gen 2:15) is glossed 'he let go/left' — Adam was settled there, not merely shown the place. (Pererius' transliteration retained.) ↩
	Adam was created outside Paradise (Gen 3:23 'to till the earth whence he was taken'). The first of four reasons: Paradise befitted him only by the (non-natural) gift of immortality. Marginal gloss: 'Adamum non esse creatum in Paradiso, & cur' (that Adam was not created in Paradise, and why). ↩
	The four reasons completed: (2) to know Paradise was grace, not nature; (3) to appreciate its excellence by comparison; (4) to be cautious and obedient; and lastly, to have no grievance when expelled. ↩
	Three objections to Adam's creation outside Paradise (the Angels in heaven, the animals in their habitats, Eve inside Paradise). Page ends at the catchword 'est hunc.' ↩
	Replies to objections 1-2: the empyrean fits the Angels' superior nature, and the animals' habitats fit their natures, whereas Paradise exceeds man's natural condition. Marginal gloss: 'Cur Angeli creati sunt in Caelo' (why the Angels were created in Heaven). ↩
	Reply to objection 3 (Eve): one option — Eve too created outside (Josephus, Ant. 1.1; Rupert de Trin. 2.22; Tertullian c. Marcionem 2, reading Ezek 28:12-13 of Lucifer, since 'no mortal, not even Adam, was born in Paradise'). Marginal gloss: 'An Eva creata sit in paradiso.' ↩
	Pererius' preferred view: Eve formed in Paradise (Basil, Hom. on Paradise; Sent. II d.18; Aquinas ST I q.102 a.4), because she springs from Adam in his perfect state (soul, body, habitation). Marginal gloss: 'Cur creata sit Eva in paradiso.' ↩
	The point of Eve's formation from the perfect Adam: that all posterity would receive or forfeit the original goods through his sole obedience or disobedience. ↩




That he might work and keep it

LatineEnglish


That he might work and keep it.1
Ut operaretur & custodiret illum.



HAEc verba visa sunt Augustino duplicem posse sensum reddere: alter sensus est, quem ipse magis probat, ut duo illa verba, Operaretur & custodiret, referantur ad Deum; [illud...]
These words seemed to Augustine able to yield a double sense: one sense is the one which he himself more approves, that those two words, “work and keep,” be referred to God; [that...] [continues]2



[...alter sensus est, quem ipse magis probat, ut duo] illud autem Pronomen, Illum, quod geminatur Hebraicè (sic enim est Hebraicè, Ut operaretur illum, & custodiret illum) referatur ad hominem, & hic sit eorum verborum sensus, Deum ob eam maximè causam collocasse Adamum in paradiso, ut ipsum Adamum magis ac magis in dies operaretur, id est, excoleret, & perficeret iustiorem melioremque in dies reddens, & ad praestantiora virtutum opera efficienda invitaret pariter atque adiuvaret. Et ut custodiret illum, corpus nempe servans ab omni corruptione & offensione liberum, animum verò ab omni malo purum integrúmque custodiens, quoad scilicet voluntas eius cum Dei voluntate consentiret, & divinis praeceptis obtemperaret. Non enim ad consequendam aeternam vitam & felicitatem satis est hominem iustum & sanctum effici; nisi is permaneat in iustitia, & usque ad extremum in bene agendo perseveret.
[...the other sense is the one which he himself more approves, that those two words] — and that pronoun, “it/him” (Illum), which is doubled in Hebrew (for in Hebrew it stands thus, “that he might work it, and keep it”) — be referred to the man; and that this be the sense of those words: that God placed Adam in paradise chiefly for this reason, that He might more and more, day by day, “work” Adam himself, that is, cultivate and perfect him, rendering him daily more just and better, and invite and likewise aid him to accomplish more excellent works of virtue. “And that He might keep him,” namely keeping the body free from all corruption and offense, but guarding the soul pure and whole from all evil — so long, that is, as his will consented with the will of God and obeyed the divine precepts. For to attain eternal life and happiness it is not enough that man be made just and holy, unless he remains in justice and perseveres in well-doing right up to the end.3



Ponam hic Augustini verba, ut quod de sententia eius diximus, propriis ex verbis eius apertiùs & certiùs lector agnoscat. Sic igitur, in capite decimo libri octavi de Genesi ad litteram, scribit Augustinus: Est alius in his verbis sensus quem puto non immeritò praeponendum, ut ipsum hominem operaretur Deus & custodiret. Sicut enim operatur homo terram, non ut eam faciat esse terram, sed ut cultam atque fructuosam: sic Deus hominem multò magis, quem creavit ut homo sit, eum ipse operatur ut iustus sit, si homo ab illo per superbiam non abscedat. Quia ergo Deus est incommutabile bonum, homo autem & secundùm animam & secundùm corpus mutabilis res est; nisi ad incommutabile bonum quod est Deus conversus substiterit, formari ut iustus beatúsque sit non potest. Ac per hoc Deus idem qui creat hominem ut homo sit, ipse operatur hominem atque custodit, ut etiam bonus beatúsque sit. Quapropter, qua locutione dicitur homo operari terram, quae iam terra erat, ut ornata atque foecunda sit: ea locutione dicitur Deus operari hominem qui iam homo erat, ut pius sapiénsque sit; eúmque custodire, quòd homo sua potestate in se quàm illius supra se delectatus dominationémque eius contemnens tutus esse non possit. Sic Augustinus.
I shall set down here the words of Augustine, so that what we have said of his view the reader may recognize more clearly and certainly from Augustine's own words. Thus, then, in the tenth chapter of the eighth book On Genesis according to the Letter, Augustine writes: “There is another sense in these words which I think not undeservedly to be preferred, namely that God should work and keep the man himself. For just as a man works the earth, not to make it be earth, but to make it cultivated and fruitful, so God much more works the man — whom He created that he be man — He Himself works him that he be just, provided the man does not depart from Him through pride. Since, therefore, God is the immutable good, but man, both according to soul and according to body, is a mutable thing, unless, turned to the immutable good which is God, he abide, he cannot be formed so as to be just and blessed. And by this the same God who creates the man that he be man, Himself works the man and keeps him, that he be also good and blessed. Wherefore, by the expression by which a man is said to work the earth — which was already earth — that it be adorned and fruitful, by that same expression God is said to work the man, who was already man, that he be pious and wise; and to keep him, because the man, by his own power, delighting in himself rather than in Him above him, and despising His dominion, cannot be safe.” Thus Augustine.4



AT enim, hanc Augustini interpretationem excludit ac reiicit Scriptura Hebraica. Nam etsi illud Pronomen Illum, Graecè & Latinè ambiguam habeat relationem & ad hominem & ad paradisum, Hebraicè tamen nulla esse potest ambiguitas, quia pronomen illud ponitur in foeminino genere, & necessariò coniungitur cum vocabulo paradisi. Est igitur alter horum verborum intellectus, minus quidem quàm prior Augustino probatus, sed nobis tamen magis probandus: ut haec sit illorum verborum sententia, Posuit Deus Adam in paradiso, ut ipse Adam sua opera cura & industria eum, id est, paradisum operaretur, id est, excoleret, varia scilicet opera faciendo quae ad eius loci culturam & ornatum pertinebant, simul etiam ut eum custodiret & conservaret.
But indeed, the Hebrew Scripture excludes and rejects this interpretation of Augustine. For although that pronoun “it/him” (Illum), in Greek and in Latin, has an ambiguous reference, both to the man and to the paradise, in Hebrew nevertheless there can be no ambiguity, because that pronoun is put in the feminine gender and is necessarily joined with the word “paradise.” There is, therefore, another understanding of these words — less approved, indeed, by Augustine than the former, but to be more approved by us — so that this be the meaning of those words: God placed Adam in paradise, that Adam himself, by his work, care, and industry, might “work” it — that is, the paradise — that is, cultivate it, namely by doing various works which pertained to the cultivation and adornment of that place; and at the same time that he might keep and conserve it.5



SED duplex hoc loco existit quaestio, altera, Munus à Deo iniunctum Adamo operandi in paradiso, laboriosum & operosum erat, siquidem id post peccatum in eius poenam iniunctum atque infli-[ctum...]
BUT a twofold question arises in this place. The first: the task enjoined by God upon Adam, of working in paradise, was laborious and toilsome — since it was enjoined and inflicted after sin, as his punishment... [continues]6



[...in eius poenam iniunctum atque infli]ctum homini est à Deo, non igitur tranquillissimo, iucundissimo, & felicissimo innocentiae statui conveniens erat. Deinde supervacanea erat futura operatio hominis in paradiso, quippe qui spóte sua abundè ferret ac suppeditaret quaecunque ad victum hominis necessaria, utilia, aut etiam iucunda esse poterant. Altera quaestio, Quid paradiso ante peccatum opus fuerit custodia hominis? à quo enim custodiendus paradisus? non enim ab animalibus, quibus aditus ad paradisum minimè patuisset, & omnia animalia ad nutum homini paruissent: non ab aliis hominibus, cùm locus ille commune omnium hominum futurum esset domicilium, nec in statu innocentiae ulli homini quicquam ab alio quovis homine timendum fuisset: non à daemonibus, quia illos Deus ingressu paradisi prohibuisset, non enim ad eos arcendos custodia hominis valuisset: daemon enim natura sua prudentior fortiórque est omnibus hominibus, & quia incorporeus est, nec ullo sensu humano comprehensibilis, quemcunque in locum voluerit, inscio homine, seipsum ingerere atque insinuare potest.
[...enjoined and inflicted as his punishment] upon man by God; it was not, therefore, suited to the most tranquil, most pleasant, and most happy state of innocence. Then, man's working in paradise was going to be superfluous, seeing that paradise, of its own accord, would abundantly bear and supply whatever could be necessary, useful, or even pleasant for man's sustenance. The second question: what need had paradise, before sin, of man's keeping? By whom was paradise to be guarded? Not from the animals, to whom access to paradise would by no means have lain open, and which would all have obeyed man at his nod; not from other men, since that place was going to be the common dwelling of all men, and in the state of innocence no man would have had anything to fear from any other man; not from the demons, because God would have forbidden them entrance to paradise — for the keeping by man would not have availed to ward them off: for a demon, by its nature, is more prudent and stronger than all men, and, since it is incorporeal and comprehensible by no human sense, can thrust and insinuate itself, the man unaware, into whatever place it wishes.7



VERVM facilè est priorem quaestionem expedire. Cultura enim paradisi, non fuisset homini in statu innocentiae operatio laboriosa & molesta, sed facilis & iucunda; per quam nimirum varia sibi loca in paradiso ad habitandum comparasset, viásque & semitas per quas commodè & cum voluptate ingredi & spatiari posset, sine labore stravisset atque concinnasset. Ac licèt terra nihil non bonum atque utile sponte sua edidisset; accedente tamen hominis cultura, eadem illa & uberiora & meliora extulisset. Cumque etiam id temporis, vitam animalem acturus esset homo, nec potuisset perpetuò intentus & defixus esse Dei contemplationi, subinde iuvisset eum multas & varias actiones per membra corporis obire: inter quas ea quae in colenda terra versatur, plenissima fuisset voluptatis atque iucunditatis. His adde, quòd cultura terrae mirabiliter animum nostrum excitat ad observationem & admirationem divinae providentiae, quae multis ex rebus quas agricultura tractat elucescit. Contulisset etiam plurimùm ad periclitandas experiendásque tam diversas terrarum vires, omniúmque ex terra nascentium.
BUT it is easy to dispatch the prior question. For the cultivation of paradise would not have been, for man in the state of innocence, a laborious and troublesome work, but easy and pleasant — through which, namely, he would have furnished himself various places in paradise to dwell in, and would, without labor, have paved and arranged ways and paths by which he could conveniently and with pleasure walk and stroll. And although the earth would, of its own accord, have produced nothing but what is good and useful, yet, with man's cultivation added, that same earth would have brought forth those very things both richer and better. And since at that time, too, man was going to live an animal life, and could not be perpetually intent and fixed upon the contemplation of God, it would have helped him, from time to time, to engage in many and various actions through the members of the body — among which, that which is occupied in cultivating the earth would have been most full of pleasure and delight. Add to this, that the cultivation of the earth wonderfully arouses our mind to the observation and admiration of divine providence, which shines forth from the many things that agriculture handles. It would also have contributed very much toward testing and experiencing the so-diverse powers of the lands, and of all the things born from the earth.8



At verò post hominis peccatum laboriosa extitit agricultura: tum quod ad eam colendam necessitate cogimur; ob indigentiam scilicet cibi, quem nisi multo labore parare non possumus: tum quòd non omnis terra quae colitur fructifera est, & si qua est fructifera, ea tamen non nisi diu multúmque à nobis elaborata, quae vitae degendae sunt necessaria suggerit: & quod laborem & taedium maiorem in modum auget, plurima fert inutilia & noxia, quibus resecandis extirpandísque magnum perpetuúmque laborem subire necesse est. POTVISSE autem eo tempore culturam terrae citra laborem & molestiam ab homine exerseri, satis argumenti est, etiam nunc tanta cum voluptate à quibusdam suscipi & tractari, ut magna eis poena sit [inde abstrahi...]
But after man's sin, agriculture became laborious: both because we are compelled by necessity to cultivate it — namely, for want of food, which we cannot procure except by much labor; and because not every land that is cultivated is fruitful, and if any is fruitful, it nevertheless supplies the things necessary for living only after being long and much worked by us; and — what increases the labor and tedium in great measure — it bears very many useless and harmful things, which, to cut back and root out, it is necessary to undergo a great and perpetual labor. But that at that time the cultivation of the earth could have been carried on by man without labor and trouble, there is argument enough in the fact that even now it is taken up and handled by some with such great pleasure, that it is a great punishment for them [to be drawn away from it...] [continues]9



[...ut magna eis poena sit] inde abstrahi & ad alia evocari. Audiat lector August. in 8. cap. libri octavi de Genesi ad litteram, elegantissimis verbis ea de re disputantem: namque explanans ea ipsa verba Mosis quae nunc tractamus, Adam esse positum à Deo in Paradiso ut operaretur eum, cùm obiecisset, Deum hominem ante peccatum damnasse ad labores & molestias agriculturae, haec subiungit: Ita sanè arbitraremur, nisi videremus cū tanta voluptate animi agricolare quosdam, ut eis magna poena sit inde ad aliud avocari. Quicquid ergo deliciarum habet agricultura, tunc utique longè amplius erat, quando nihil accidebat adversi vel terra vel coelo. Non enim erat laboris afflictio, sed exhilaratio voluntatis, cùm ea quae Deus creaverat, humani operis adiutorio laetius feraciúsque provenirent: unde Creator ipse uberiùs laudaretur, qui animae in corpore animali constitutae rationé dedisset operandi ac facultatem quantum animo volenti satis esset, non quantum invitum indigentia corporis cogeret. Quod enim maius mirabiliúsque spectaculú est, aut ubi magis cum rerum natura humana ratio quodammodo loqui potest, quàm cum positis seminibus, plantatis surculis, translatis arbusculis, insitis malleolis, tanquam interrogatur quaeque vis radicis & germinis quid possit, quid-ve nó possit: unde possit, quid in ea valeat numerorum invisibilis interiórque potentia, quid extrinsecus adhibita diligentia: inque ipsa consideratione perspicere, quia neque qui plantat est aliquid, neque qui rigat, sed qui incrementum dat Deus: quia & illud operis quod accedit extrinsecus, per illum accedit, quem nihilominus creavit, & quem regit atque ordinat invisibiliter Deus.
[...so that it is a great punishment for them] to be drawn away from it and called off to other things. Let the reader hear Augustine, in chapter 8 of the eighth book On Genesis according to the Letter, disputing on this matter in most elegant words: for, explaining those very words of Moses which we now treat — that Adam was placed by God in Paradise that he might work it — when he had raised the objection that God had condemned man, before sin, to the labors and troubles of agriculture, he subjoins this: “So indeed we would suppose, did we not see some men farm with such great pleasure of mind that it is for them a great punishment to be called off from it to something else. Whatever of delight, therefore, agriculture has, it was then assuredly far greater, when nothing adverse befell, whether from earth or from sky. For it was not an affliction of labor, but an exhilaration of the will, when the things which God had created came forth more joyfully and more fruitfully by the aid of human work; whence the Creator Himself would be the more abundantly praised, who had given to the soul, set in an animal body, the reason and faculty of working — as much as would suffice the willing mind, not as much as want of the body would force the unwilling. For what greater and more wonderful spectacle is there, or where can human reason in a manner more converse with the nature of things, than when, with seeds set, shoots planted, saplings transplanted, cuttings grafted, each power of root and germ is, as it were, interrogated, what it can and cannot do, whence it can, what avails in it the invisible and inner power of numbers, what diligence applied from without avails; and, in that very consideration, to perceive that neither he who plants is anything, nor he who waters, but God who gives the increase: because even that work which is added from without is added through Him, whom He nonetheless created, and whom God invisibly rules and orders.10



Hinc iam in ipsum mundum velut in quandam magnam arborem rerum, oculus cogitationis attollitur, atque in ipso quoque gemina operatio providéntia reperitur, partim naturalis, partim voluntaria. Naturalis quidem per occultam Dei administrationem quae etiam lignis & herbis dat incrementú; voluntaria verò per Angelorum opera & hominum. Secundùm illam primam, Coelestia superiùs ordinari inferiúsque terrestria, luminaria syderaque fulgere, diei noctísque vices agitari, aquis terram fundatam interlui atque circumlui, aerem altius superfundi, arbusta & animalia concipi & nasci, crescere & senescere, occidere, & quicquid aliud in rebus interiore naturalíque motu geritur. In hac autem altera signa dari, doceri & discere, agros coli, societates administrari, artes exerceri: & quaeque alia sive in superna societate exercentur, sive in hac terrena atque mortali, ita ut bonis consulatur etiam per nescientes malos. Sic Augustinus, qui multis deinceps verbis idem argumentum luculentissimè tractat.
From this, now, the eye of thought is raised to the world itself, as to a certain great tree of things; and in it, too, a twin operation of providence is found, partly natural, partly voluntary. Natural, indeed, through the hidden administration of God, which gives increase even to trees and herbs; but voluntary, through the works of Angels and of men. According to that first, the celestial things are ordered above and the terrestrial below, the luminaries and stars shine, the alternations of day and night are driven, the earth, founded upon the waters, is washed within and around, the air is poured higher above, trees and animals are conceived and born, grow and age, die, and whatever else in things is carried on by an inner and natural motion. But in this other, signs are given, teaching and learning happen, fields are tilled, societies are administered, arts are practiced — and whatever else is exercised, whether in the supernal society or in this earthly and mortal one, such that even good is provided for through the unknowing wicked.” Thus Augustine, who thereafter treats the same theme most lucidly in many words.11



XENOPHON porro dixit, ut Cicero scribit in libro de Senectute, nihil sibi tam regale videri quàm studium agri colendi. Quin Cyrus Persarum rex ingenio praestans, & tanti gloria imperij clarissimus, agrum ipse sibi conserebat, arborésque sua manu satas dimetiebatur & in ordinem disponebat. Proceres illos Romanae nobilitatis & antiquitatis viros, ex agris ad imperia & dictaturas accersiri mos fuit: quibus illi cùm essent perfuncti, ad priores agriculturae exercitationes revertebantur. Homerus Laërtem Ulyssis patrem heroicâ corporis maiestate praeditum, quem ex filij absentia sene-[ctúréque...]
Xenophon, moreover, said — as Cicero writes in the book On Old Age — that nothing seemed to him so kingly as the pursuit of cultivating a field. Indeed Cyrus, king of the Persians, outstanding in genius and most renowned for the glory of so great an empire, himself sowed his field, and measured out and arranged in order the trees planted by his own hand. It was the custom to summon those leaders of Roman nobility and antiquity from their fields to commands and dictatorships; and when they had discharged these, they returned to their former exercises of agriculture. Homer [depicts] Laertes, the father of Ulysses, endowed with a heroic majesty of body, whom, [worn down] by his son's absence and by advancing old age... [continues]12



[...quem ex filij absentia sene]ctúréque ingravescente moerorem capiebat, eum solatio colendi agri lenire ac mitigare facit: in qua occupatione post tot annorum exilium reversus Ulysses versantem invenit. Hinc apparet primam humanarum artium fuisse agriculturam: haec enim primá homini & in statu innocentiae iniuncta est, & post peccatum sola ei indicta, quam exercuit Adam & post diluvium Noë, nec id mirum: naturali enim ordine prima omnium occurrit agricultura, necessaria scilicet parando victui degendaéque vitae suggerens. Quo licet intelligere errorem poëtarum Gentilium & historicorum, qui, ut AVGVSTINVS tradit libro septimo, de Civitate Dei capite decimonono, memoriae prodiderunt, agriculturam post regnum Saturni esse inventam: siquidem in aetate aurea quae sub Saturno rege floruit, nullam fuisse dicunt culturam agri.
[...whom, by his son's absence] and by advancing old age, grief was overtaking, [Homer] makes to soothe and mitigate it with the solace of cultivating a field — in which occupation Ulysses, returning after so many years of exile, found him engaged. Hence it appears that the first of the human arts was agriculture: for this was enjoined upon man first, and in the state of innocence, and after sin it alone was imposed upon him — which Adam practiced, and Noah after the flood; and that is no wonder, for by the natural order agriculture occurs first of all, supplying, namely, the things necessary for procuring sustenance and for passing one's life. Whereby one may understand the error of the Gentile poets and historians, who, as Augustine relates in the seventh book On the City of God, chapter nineteen, have recorded to memory that agriculture was invented after the reign of Saturn: since in the golden age, which flourished under King Saturn, they say there was no cultivation of the field.13



Tunc enim ut canit Virgilius libro primo Georgicorum; — Ipsaque tellus Omnia liberiùs, nullo poscente ferebat. & Ovidius primo libro Metamorphoseos, — natos sine semine flores, Mox etiam fruges tellus inarata ferebat. & alio loco Virgilius, Ante Iovem nulli subigebant arva coloni. TRADVNT enim Saturnum pulsum Creta à Iove filio venisse in Italiam, & inibi Ianum atque Italos agriculturam docuisse. Videat lector quae sub finem libri septimi de inventoribus Agriculturae tradit Plinius.
For then, as Virgil sings in the first book of the Georgics: “—and the earth itself bore all things more freely, with none demanding.” And Ovid, in the first book of the Metamorphoses: “—flowers born without seed; soon, too, the unplowed earth bore crops.” And, in another place, Virgil: “Before Jove, no tillers subdued the fields.” For they relate that Saturn, driven from Crete by his son Jove, came to Italy, and there taught Janus and the Italians agriculture. Let the reader see what Pliny relates, toward the end of the seventh book, concerning the inventors of Agriculture.14



NEc magis operosum fuerit explicare posteriorem quaestionem. Existimamus enim illam hominis custodiam paradiso fuisse necessariam, ad arcendas ab eo loco bestias. Nam fuisse in paradiso animalia, censent Iosephus libro primo Antiquitatum Iudaicarum, capite primo. Basilius Homilia undecima in Genesim; Augustinus libro decimoquarto de Civitate Dei, capite undecimo: Damascenus libro secundo, de Fide orthodoxa capite decimo. Si igitur paradisus fuisset ab homine desertus atque incustoditus; animalia quae inibi erant, pulcherrima quaeque eius loci pedibus conculcassent, dissipassent, foedassent, ac vastassent; patuissétque aditus ad paradisum etiam caeteris animalibus quae extra ipsum erant.
Nor would it be more laborious to explain the latter question. For we judge that that keeping of paradise by man was necessary, in order to ward the beasts off from that place. For that there were animals in paradise, Josephus holds, in the first book of the Jewish Antiquities, chapter one; Basil, in the eleventh Homily on Genesis; Augustine, in the fourteenth book On the City of God, chapter eleven; Damascene, in the second book On the Orthodox Faith, chapter ten. If, therefore, paradise had been deserted and unguarded by man, the animals that were within it would have trampled, scattered, fouled, and laid waste all the most beautiful things of that place; and access to paradise would have lain open also to the other animals that were outside it.15



Deinde, custodia illa paradisi non tam necessaria erat ipsi paradiso quàm homini: debebat enim eum sibi diligenter custodire, divinis obediendo praeceptis, ne scilicet propter inobedientiam tanta eius loci amoenitate & felicitate privaretur. Debebat praeterea custodire paradisum adversus daemones; non quidem ut eos accessu ad paradisum prohiberet sed ne aurem praeberet fallacibus daemonum consiliis, quibus deceptus à Dei obedientia recederet, ob eamque causam paradisi habitatione deturbaretur atque exterminaretur. Atque hinc praeclarum quoddam & salutare nobis documentum suppetit; Non satis esse homini bene agere, nisi [...]
Then, that keeping of paradise was not so necessary for paradise itself as for man: for he had to keep it carefully for himself, by obeying the divine precepts — lest, namely, on account of disobedience, he be deprived of so great a pleasantness and happiness of that place. He had, besides, to keep paradise against the demons — not, indeed, so as to forbid them access to paradise, but lest he lend an ear to the deceitful counsels of the demons, by which, deceived, he would withdraw from obedience to God, and for that cause be dislodged and driven out from the habitation of paradise. And hence a certain excellent and salutary lesson is supplied to us: that it is not enough for a man to act well, unless [...] [continues]16



[...Non satis esse homini bene agere,] nisi bona quae agit & in se habet, magna cura & diligentia custodiat, ne perdat ea, vel ad contraria mala delabendo, vel de bonis quae agit & in se habet, inaniter gloriando & superbè seipsum efferendo. Audiat lector pulcherrimam hác de re Gregorij sententiam quae est in capite duodecimo, & decimotertio, libri deciminoni Moralium:
[...that it is not enough for a man to act well,] unless he guard, with great care and diligence, the good things which he does and has in himself — lest he lose them, either by slipping down into contrary evils, or by vainly glorying over the goods which he does and has in himself, and proudly exalting himself. Let the reader hear the most beautiful judgement of Gregory on this matter, which is in the twelfth and thirteenth chapters of the nineteenth book of the Morals:17



Magnopere oportet, inquit Gregorius, Et bona semper agere, & ab ipsis nos bonis operibus cautè in cogitatione custodire: ne si mentem elevent, bona non sint quae non auctori militent sed elationi. De qua re non inordinatè agimus, si ex libris licèt non canonicis sed tamen ad aedificationem Ecclesiae editis, testimonium proferamus: Eleazar namque in praelio elephantem feriens stravit, sed sub ipso quem extinxit occubuit. Quos ergo iste significat quem sua victoria oppressit, nisi eos qui vitia superant, sed sub ipsa qua subijciunt superbiendo succumbunt? quasi enim sub hoste quem prosternit moritur, qui de culpa quam superat elevatur. Pensandú ergo magnopere est, quia bona prodesse nequeunt, si mala quae subrepunt non caventur: perit omne quod agitur si non sollicitè in humilitate custoditur. Unde benè quoque de ipso primo parente dicitur: Posuit eum Dominus in paradiso voluptatis, ut operaretur & custodiret illum. Operatur quippe qui agit bonum quod praecipitur, sed quod operatus fuerit non custodit, cui hoc subrepit quod prohibetur. Haec ille.
“It is greatly needful,” says Gregory, “both always to do good things, and to keep ourselves cautiously, in our thinking, away from those very good works — lest, if they lift up the mind, those things be not good which serve not their Author but [self-]exaltation. And concerning this matter we do not act unfittingly if, from books published — though not canonical, yet for the edification of the Church — we bring forward a testimony: for Eleazar, in battle, striking an elephant, laid it low, but fell beneath the very one he had slain. Whom, then, does this man signify, whom his own victory crushed, except those who overcome vices, but, beneath the very thing they subdue, succumb by growing proud? For he, as it were, dies beneath the enemy he prostrates, who is lifted up over the fault he overcomes. It must therefore be greatly weighed, that good things cannot profit if the evils that creep in are not guarded against: all that is done perishes, if it is not anxiously kept in humility. Whence well also is it said of the first parent himself: ‘The Lord put him in the paradise of pleasure, that he might work it and keep it.’ For he works who does the good that is commanded; but he does not keep what he has worked, into whom there creeps that which is forbidden.” Thus he [Gregory].18



Translator’s notes
	Sub-lemma (the second clause of Gen 2:15) opening the next stretch of commentary. ↩
	Large decorated initial 'H'. Augustine's double reading of 'ut operaretur & custodiret illum' (Gen 2:15): the verbs referred to God (His preferred sense). Page ends at the catchword 'illud' (signature II). RESUME POINT for next batch: PDF 475, continuing Augustine's two senses of 'ut operaretur & custodiret illum.' ↩
	Continues Augustine's preferred reading from PDF 474 (the catchword 'illud' is rejoined): God 'works and keeps' the man himself. Note: perseverance, not mere initial justice, is required for salvation. ↩
	Augustine, de Gen. ad lit. 8.10 (block-quote, 'Sic Augustinus'): God 'works' man as a farmer works already-existing earth — to make him just and to keep him, since man cannot stand without turning to the immutable Good. ↩
	Pererius' preferred reading, grounded in Hebrew grammar: the suffix is feminine and refers to paradise, so Adam (not God) is the one who works and keeps it. ↩
	The first of two objections to Adam's working in paradise: labor was a post-lapsarian penalty (Gen 3:17-19), so unfitting for the state of innocence. Marginal gloss: 'An operatio hominis in Paradiso fuisset laboriosa vel supervacanea' (whether man's work in Paradise would have been laborious or superfluous). Sentence breaks at the catchword 'ctum.' ↩
	Completes the first objection (labor a penalty; work superfluous since paradise yields all) and states the second (whom would guarding be against? — not animals, men, or demons). Marginal gloss: 'Solutio prioris quaestionis' (the solution of the prior question, beginning below). ↩
	Solution to the first question: pre-lapsarian husbandry would have been easy, pleasant, beneficial to body and contemplation, and a window onto providence. ↩
	By contrast, post-lapsarian farming is toil (necessity, barren ground, weeds). That it could have been pleasant is shown by those who still delight in it. Marginal gloss: 'Voluptas, & utilitas agriculturae' (the pleasure and usefulness of agriculture). Sentence breaks at the catchword 'inde.' ↩
	Augustine, de Gen. ad lit. 8.8 (block-quote, continues onto the next paragraph): pre-lapsarian farming was 'exhilaration of the will,' a dialogue of reason with nature, leading the mind to the Giver of increase (1 Cor 3:7). Marginal gloss: 'Praeclara sententia Augustini' (Augustine's excellent judgement). ↩
	Conclusion of the Augustine block-quote ('Sic Augustinus'): the twofold operation of providence — natural (hidden administration) and voluntary (Angels and men). Marginal gloss: 'Duplex operatio divinae providentiae' (the twofold operation of divine providence). ↩
	Classical praise of husbandry: Xenophon (via Cicero, de Senectute 17); Cyrus the Great; the Roman nobility summoned from their fields (the Cincinnatus topos); Homer's Laertes. Sentence breaks at the catchword 'senectúréque.' ↩
	Agriculture the first and most natural of arts (Adam, then Noah). The poets' contrary myth (no farming in the Saturnian golden age) reported via Augustine, Civ. Dei 7.19. Marginal glosses: 'Antiquitas agriculturae'; 'Mendacium Poetarum Gentilium & historicorum de origine agriculturae.' ↩
	The poetic golden-age commonplace (Virgil Georgics 1.127-128 and Eclogue/Georgics on 'before Jove'; Ovid Metam. 1.108), and the Saturn-to-Italy euhemerist legend; cross-reference to Pliny, Nat. Hist. 7, on the inventors of farming. ↩
	Solution to the second question: the guarding kept the beasts (which were present in Eden — Josephus, Basil, Augustine, Damascene) from despoiling Paradise. Marginal gloss: 'Solutio posterioris quaestionis, quorsum opus fuerit paradiso custodia hominis' (the solution of the latter question, to what end Paradise needed man's keeping). ↩
	The deeper sense of 'keep it': Adam was to keep himself in obedience, and to guard against the demons' counsels (not their access). Opens the moral lesson (perseverance) completed on PDF 479. Page ends at the catchword 'nisi' (signature II 3). RESUME POINT for next batch: PDF 479, 'Non satis esse homini bene agere, nisi [perseveret]...'. ↩
	Completes the moral lesson from PDF 478 (the catchword 'nisi' rejoined): good works must be kept in humility lest pride spoil them. Marginal glosses: 'Non esse homini satis bene agere, nisi bona quae habet diligenter custodiat'; 'Egregia sententia Gregorij.' ↩
	Gregory, Moralia in Iob 19.12-13 (block-quote, 'Haec ille'): the Eleazar exemplum (1 Macc 6:46) — to conquer a vice yet fall to pride is to die beneath the foe one fells; so Gen 2:15's 'keep it' = keep one's good works in humility. ↩




GENESIS CH. 2, VERSES 16 & 17. And He commanded him, saying: Of every tree of paradise you may eat; but of the tree of the knowledge of good and evil you shall not eat …

LatineEnglish


GENESIS CH. 2, VERSES 16 & 17. And He commanded him, saying: Of every tree of paradise you may eat; but of the tree of the knowledge of good and evil you shall not eat. For in whatever day you eat of it, you shall die the death.1
CAP. 2. VERS. 16. & 17. Praecepítque ei dicens: Ex omni ligno paradisi comede: de ligno autem scientiae boni & mali ne comedas. In quocunque enim die comederis ex eo, morte morieris.



ARBITRATVR S. Thomas in 1. part. quaest. 97. art. 3. & in Opusculo 3. c. 188. sicut datú est Adae praeceptum non comedendi ex arbore scientiae boni & mali, ita datum ei praeceptum esse comedendi ex omni alia paradisi arbore: tum quia perspicuè supradictis verbis significatur, Deum praecepisse Adamo ut comederet ex omni arbore paradisi: náque verbum illud, Praecepit, totam sequentem narrationem vi sua comprehendit: quapropter aequè pertinet ad comedendú ex omni arbore, quàm ad non comedendum ex arbore scientiae boni & mali: tum etiá quòd si homo non comedisset, proculdubio in mortem aliáque mala vel praecurrentia, vel comitantia, vel consequentia mortem corporis incurrisset: quae tamen mala nisi propter peccatú prius admissum nequaquá homini contigissent: Opus igitur homini fuit praecepto comedédi, ne obnoxius tot tantísque malis existeret.
Saint Thomas judges, in the First Part, question 97, article 3, and in Opusculum 3, chapter 188, that just as a precept was given to Adam of not eating from the tree of the knowledge of good and evil, so a precept was given him of eating from every other tree of paradise: both because it is clearly signified, by the above words, that God commanded Adam to eat from every tree of paradise — for that word “He commanded” comprehends, by its own force, the whole following narration; wherefore it pertains as much to eating from every tree as to not eating from the tree of the knowledge of good and evil; and also because, if man had not eaten, he would doubtless have incurred death, and other evils — whether preceding, or accompanying, or following the death of the body — which evils, however, would by no means have befallen man except on account of sin previously committed: there was, therefore, need for man of a precept of eating, lest he be liable to so many and so great evils.2



His quidam addunt, in illo statu innocentiae nunquam hominem vel esurientem ad manducandú, vel sitientem ad bibendum accessurum. Siquidem fames & sitis molestiam afferunt & poená: quicquid auté molestiae aut poenae est, longè ab illo felici statu remotum fuisset. Cùm igitur in eo statu nec fames nec [sitis incitaret hominem...]
To these some add, that in that state of innocence man would never have come to eat while hungry, or to drink while thirsty. For hunger and thirst bring trouble and punishment; but whatever is of trouble or of punishment would have been far removed from that happy state. Since, therefore, in that state neither hunger nor [thirst would incite a man...] [continues]3



[...Cùm igitur in eo statu nec fames nec] sitis incitaret hominem ad comedendum aut bibendum, oportebat divino eum praecepto ad id agendum incitari. VERVM haec nec vera sunt, meritóque reprobantur à Tostato in Quaestionibus 206. 207. 208. & 209. super 13. caput Geneseos, sanè ad id refellendú multa possunt argumenta proferri. Principiò, non opus erat homini praecepto divino ad comedendum, cùm id homo nullo etiam iubente sponte naturae suae facturus esset: quippe cùm naturali eius rei desiderio teneretur, ratióque doceret, eum nisi comedisset haud dubiè moriturú, ob idque peccaturum gravissimè. Sciebat item se principem & Dominum cunctarum animantium, multóque magis ipsarum stirpium à Deo esse constitutum; videlicet ut ex usu suo suáque voluntate illis vesci posset.
[...Since, therefore, in that state neither hunger nor] thirst would incite a man to eat or to drink, it was fitting that he be incited to do it by a divine precept. BUT these things are not true, and are deservedly reproved by Tostatus, in Questions 206, 207, 208, and 209 on the thirteenth chapter of Genesis; and indeed, to refute it, many arguments can be brought forward. In the first place, man had no need of a divine precept for eating, since he would do it of his own accord, by his own nature, even with none commanding — seeing that he was held by a natural desire of that thing, and reason would teach him that, unless he ate, he would undoubtedly die, and on that account sin most gravely. He knew likewise that he had been constituted by God the prince and lord of all living things, and much more of the plants themselves — namely, that by his own use and will he might feed upon them.4



Deinde, tam necessarius erat homini ad tuendam vitam potus, quàm cibus: horum enim alterutro deficiente, necessario periisset: quare si dandum erat praeceptum comedendi, dandum itidem bibendi praeceptum fuisset. Posteà, si idcirco impositum est homini praeceptum sumendi cibi, ut is declinaret incommoda quae cibi penuria & defectus affert; ob eandem profectò causam praecipiendum fuisset homini ut evitaret alia permulta incommoda, quae ei vel ex terra & aqua, vel ex aëre & igne, vel aliis ex rebus accidere potuissent. Quòd si ad haec cavenda non opus fuit novo & singulari praecepto, sed satis erat ipsa hominis ratio prudentiáque, & specialis Dei erga hominem in statu illo constitutum providentia, idem planè de praecepto comedendi sentire ac dicere oportet.
Then, drink was as necessary to man for preserving life as food: for, with either of these failing, he would necessarily have perished; wherefore, if a precept of eating had to be given, a precept of drinking would likewise have had to be given. Next, if a precept of taking food was imposed on man for this reason, that he might avoid the harms which scarcity and lack of food bring, then for the same cause, assuredly, man would have had to be commanded to avoid very many other harms, which could befall him either from earth and water, or from air and fire, or from other things. But if, for guarding against these, there was no need of a new and special precept, but man's own reason and prudence sufficed, together with God's special providence toward man constituted in that state, then the very same must plainly be thought and said concerning the precept of eating.5



Ad haec, minimè congruum erat praecipere ut comederet Adam ex omni arbore paradisi: tum quòd ad effugienda incommoda & mala quae defectionem cibi consequuntur, non erat opus edere ex omni arbore paradisi, sed satis fuisset ex aliqua vel aliquibus arboribus comedere: tum quòd id laboriosum & iniucundum accidisset homini: quippe qui maluisset ex certis aliquibus paradisi arboribus comedere, quàm ad comedendum ex omnibus, Dei praecepto astringi. Adiice, quod ex verbis quae dixit Eva respondens serpenti, videmur nobis, id quod nunc dicimus posse nos argumentari. Cùm enim serpens dixisset Evae, Cur praecepit vobis Deus ut non comederetis ex omni ligno paradisi. Sic ei respondit Eva, De fructu lignorum quae sunt in paradiso vescimur: de fructu verò ligni quod est in medio paradisi, praecepit nobis Deus ne comederemus: quibus ex verbis licet intelligere, permissum esse voluntati eorum, ut ex qualibet aliarum arborum paradisi comederent, [tantúmque ne comederent ex arbore scientiae boni & mali...]
Besides this, it was by no means fitting to command that Adam eat from every tree of paradise: both because, for escaping the harms and evils which follow upon the failure of food, there was no need to eat from every tree of paradise, but it would have sufficed to eat from some one or several trees; and because that would have proved laborious and unpleasant to man — seeing that he would have preferred to eat from certain particular trees of paradise, rather than to be bound, by God's precept, to eating from all. Add, that from the words which Eve spoke in answer to the serpent, we seem to ourselves able to argue what we now say. For when the serpent had said to Eve, “Why has God commanded you not to eat from every tree of paradise?” Eve answered him thus: “Of the fruit of the trees that are in paradise we eat; but of the fruit of the tree which is in the middle of paradise, God has commanded us not to eat”: from which words one may understand that it was permitted to their will to eat from any of the other trees of paradise, [and only that they should not eat from the tree of the knowledge of good and evil...] [continues]6



[...tantúmque ne comederent ex arbore scientiae boni & mali,] praecepto Dei esse illis interdictum. Denique faciliùs fuisset serpenti persuadere Evae, ut in tanta paradisi arborum copia ab una aliqua earum abstineret, eáque re si divino praecepto comedendi ex omni arbore tenebantur, in peccatum caderet, quàm persuadere ei ut comederet ex unica illa arbore scientiae boni & mali: quamobrem illud potius quàm hoc persuadere ei aggressus esset.
[...and only that they should not eat from the tree of the knowledge of good and evil] was forbidden to them by the precept of God. Finally, it would have been easier for the serpent to persuade Eve, in so great an abundance of paradise's trees, to abstain from some one of them — and by that very thing, if they were bound by a divine precept of eating from every tree, she would fall into sin — than to persuade her to eat from that single tree of the knowledge of good and evil; wherefore he would have undertaken to persuade her of the former rather than of this latter.7



NEc magni negotij est contrarias rationes diluere. Licèt enim verbum illud Praecipit, praeponatur toti orationi subsequenti, in qua est de comedendo ex omnibus paradisi arboribus, & de non comedendo ex arbore scientiae boni & mali: propriè tamen ad hoc posterius duntaxat referri debet; ut haec sit eius orationis sententia: Praecepit Deus Adamo ne comederet ex arbore scientiae boni & mali; ex omni autem alia paradisi arbore ut comederet, supple tu, concessit, vel potestatem dedit. Similis quidam loquendi modus reperitur hoc ipso in libro Geneseos, capit. 15. quo loco scriptum est, praedixisse Deum Abrahae, fore ut semen eius peregrinum esset in terra aliena & subijceretur servituti, & affligeretur quadringentis annis. Namque hoc quod ultimo loco dicitur de quadringentis annis, nullo modo referri potest ad servitutem & afflictionem seminis, seu posterorum Abrahae, sed ad peregrinationem eorum in terra aliena tantummodo referri debet, siquidem ab ingressu Iacob cum filiis suis in Aegyptum usque ad egressionem Mosis ex Aegypto cum populo Hebraeo, non plures ducentis quindecim annis numerantur, è quibus praeterea detrahendi sunt septuaginta anni vitae Ioseph exacti, postquam Iacob venit in Aegyptum; quo tempore Hebraei tranquillè & feliciter apud Aegyptios versati sunt: restant igitur anni duntaxat centum quadragintaquinque, quibus annis Hebraei dura servitute ab Aegyptiis pressi & conflictati sunt.
Nor is it a matter of great trouble to wash away the contrary reasons. For although that word “He commanded” is prefixed to the whole following speech — in which there is [mention] both of eating from all the trees of paradise and of not eating from the tree of the knowledge of good and evil — yet, properly, it ought to be referred only to this latter; so that this be the meaning of that speech: “God commanded Adam not to eat from the tree of the knowledge of good and evil; but to eat from every other tree of paradise” — supply: He permitted, or gave power. A similar manner of speaking is found in this very book of Genesis, chapter 15, where it is written that God foretold to Abraham that his seed would be a stranger in a foreign land, and would be subjected to servitude, and afflicted for four hundred years. For that which is said in the last place, about the four hundred years, can in no way be referred to the servitude and affliction of the seed, or descendants, of Abraham, but ought to be referred only to their sojourning in a foreign land — since, from the entrance of Jacob with his sons into Egypt up to the departure of Moses out of Egypt with the Hebrew people, no more than two hundred and fifteen years are counted, from which, moreover, must be subtracted the seventy years of Joseph's life completed after Jacob came into Egypt (during which time the Hebrews dwelt tranquilly and happily among the Egyptians): there remain, therefore, only one hundred and forty-five years, in which years the Hebrews were pressed and afflicted by the Egyptians with hard servitude.8



Nec verò inficior, in statu innocentiae debuisse hominem comedere ac bibere, & peccaturum fuisse eum, nisi cùm ei opus erat comedisset & bibisset: verùm obligatio illa comedendi & bibendi non proveniebat ex aliquo praecepto positivo, sed ex ipso praescripto, & ut vocant, dictamine rationis & legis naturalis: nec id non faciens homo, contra aliam legem peccasset quàm naturalem. ILLVD porrò falsum est, hominem in eo statu sine ulla fame ac siti manducaturum ac bibiturum, non enim cibus & potus non esurienti & sitienti iucundus fuisset aut etiam salubris; neque congruum erat edere aut bibere sine ulla indigentia cibi aut potus, hanc verò indigentiam, famis & sitis necessariò consequebantur. Haec igitur prout significant appetitum frigidi & humidi qui est sitis, aut calidi & sicci qui est fames, etiam homini in statu innocentiae accidissent: ut autem haec, cùm non satisfit naturali indigentiae adiunctam secum habent molestiam & cruciatum; ea ratione nequaquam homini eo tempore contigissent.
Nor indeed do I deny that, in the state of innocence, man had to eat and drink, and that he would have sinned, unless, when there was need for him, he had eaten and drunk: but that obligation of eating and drinking did not arise from any positive precept, but from the prescript itself and (as they call it) the dictate of reason and of the natural law; nor would man, by not doing it, have sinned against any other law than the natural. Moreover, that is false — that man, in that state, would eat and drink without any hunger and thirst; for food and drink would not have been pleasant, nor even healthful, to one not hungry and thirsty; nor was it fitting to eat or drink without any want of food or drink, and this want hunger and thirst necessarily attended. These, therefore, insofar as they signify the appetite of the cold and moist, which is thirst, or of the hot and dry, which is hunger, would have befallen man even in the state of innocence; but inasmuch as these, when natural want is not satisfied, have joined with them trouble and torment, in that respect they would by no means have befallen man at that time.9



Caeterùm roget me quispiam, si non est datum Adamo praeceptum edendi ex omni arbore, sed duntaxat non edendi ex arbore sciétiae boni & mali, satis fuisset hoc unum tantummodo exprimere: cur igitur illud de comedendo ex omni arbore paradisi adiunctum est? An fortasse, ne quia interdictum erat homini esu unius arboris, eum religio incesseret non edendi ex aliis arboribus? Ut igitur omnis ei scrupulus eximeretur, perspicuis verbis copia edendi ex omnibus aliis arboribus facienda erat homini. An potiùs illud adiunctum est, quò manifestú esset quàm leve esset & facile ob-[servatu...]
But someone may ask me: if a precept of eating from every tree was not given to Adam, but only of not eating from the tree of the knowledge of good and evil, it would have sufficed to express this one thing only: why, then, was that about eating from every tree of paradise adjoined? Was it, perhaps, lest — because the eating of one tree was forbidden to man — a scruple should come upon him about not eating from the other trees? So that, then, every scruple might be removed from him, the liberty of eating from all the other trees had, in clear words, to be granted to man. Or rather was that adjoined, so that it might be manifest how light it was and how easy to ob-[serve...] [continues]10



[...quàm leve esset & facile ob]servatu quod homini Deus interdixerat, abstinentia scilicet unius duntaxat arboris, cùm amplissimam ei ex innumerabilibus aliis paradisi arboribus edendi potestatem fecisset? Si quis porrò quaerat ex nobis, cur hic arborum duntaxat mentio fiat, non autem herbarum, cùm suprà extremis verbis primi capitis scriptum sit, Deum homini dedisse potestatem vescendi fructibus arborum, omníque genere herbarum? Respondebimus, Quia inter herbas, nullius earum esu fuerat homo prohibitus, sicut inter arbores interdictum est illi esu unius arboris; ideò propter unius arboris prohibitionem, adiungere oportuit facultatem edendi ex aliis omnibus, quod nulla ratio erat ut de ipsis herbis exprimeretur.
[...how light it was and how easy to ob]serve what God had forbidden to man — namely, abstinence from one tree only — when He had granted him the most ample power of eating from innumerable other trees of paradise. But if anyone should further ask of us why here mention is made of trees only, and not of herbs, since above, in the last words of the first chapter, it was written that God gave man the power of feeding upon the fruits of the trees and upon every kind of herb? — we shall answer: Because, among the herbs, man had been forbidden the eating of none, just as, among the trees, the eating of one tree was forbidden him; therefore, on account of the prohibition of one tree, it was necessary to adjoin the faculty of eating from all the others, whereas there was no reason that it should be expressed concerning the herbs themselves.11



Translator’s notes
	Scripture lemma (set in the margin as CAP. 2. VERS. 16. & 17., the verse in italic) opening the next stretch of commentary. ↩
	Large decorated initial 'A'. Aquinas (ST I q.97 a.3; Opusc. 3 c.188): a positive precept TO eat from the other trees was also given (since 'He commanded' governs the whole), to spare man the evils of starvation. Marginal gloss: 'An datum sit Adamo praeceptum comedendi ex omnibus alijs arboribus paradisi.' ↩
	An additional reason offered (and later rejected): in innocence man would feel neither hunger nor thirst, so a precept was needed to prompt eating. Sentence breaks at the catchword 'sitis.' ↩
	Tostatus' refutation of Aquinas begins (Quaest. 206-209 on Gen): no positive precept to eat was needed — nature, desire, and reason already prompt it (and man is lord of the plants). Marginal gloss: 'Tostatus refellit opinionem S. Thomae.' ↩
	Two further arguments: a precept to drink would equally be required; and if reason/providence suffices against other harms, no special precept to eat was needed. ↩
	Further: commanding to eat from EVERY tree would be needless and burdensome; and Eve's reply to the serpent (Gen 3:1-3) shows only the one tree was forbidden, the rest left to free choice. ↩
	Last argument: had eating from all trees been commanded, the serpent's easier path would have been to induce abstaining from one — yet he tempted to the single forbidden tree, showing no such universal precept existed. ↩
	Pererius' reply: 'He commanded' grammatically governs both clauses but applies properly only to the prohibition (the permission supplied), as the Gen 15:13 syntax of the '400 years' attaches only to the sojourning, not the servitude (with his chronological reckoning: 215 years in Egypt, minus Joseph's 70 prosperous, leaving 145 of affliction). Marginal gloss: 'Solutio rationum opinionis S. Thomae.' ↩
	Pererius grants man ate by natural law (not a positive precept), and corrects the added view: hunger and thirst as appetites WOULD exist in innocence — only their attendant pain would not. Marginal gloss: 'Homines in statu innocentiae nec famis nec sitis expertes futuros' (men in the state of innocence would not be free of hunger or thirst). ↩
	Objection answered: the 'eat of every tree' clause was added either to remove any scruple about the other trees, or to underscore how light the single prohibition was. Sentence breaks at the catchword 'servatu.' ↩
	Concludes the precept discussion: the prohibition is light (one tree against innumerable); the permission concerns trees (not herbs) only because only a tree was forbidden. ↩




A DISPUTATION ON THE PRECEPT given to Adam of not eating from the tree of the knowledge of good and evil

LatineEnglish


A DISPUTATION ON THE PRECEPT given to Adam of not eating from the tree of the knowledge of good and evil.1
DISPVTATIO DE PRAECEPTO dato Adae non edendi ex ligno scientiae boni & mali.



QVO sit horum verborum Domini explicatior & absolutior intelligentia; quatuor enodandae sunt quaestiones, quarum tractatu multa scitu digna lectori enotescent.
That the understanding of these words of the Lord may be the more explicit and complete, four questions are to be unraveled, in the treatment of which many things worth knowing will become known to the reader.2



Translator’s notes
	New disputation divider (rule above and below). ↩
	Programmatic sentence (large initial 'Q') announcing the four quaestiones of the disputation. ↩




But of the tree of the knowledge of good and evil you shall not eat. (In the same place — Gen 2:17.)

LatineEnglish


But of the tree of the knowledge of good and evil you shall not eat. (In the same place — Gen 2:17.)1
De ligno autem scientiae boni & mali ne comedas. IBIDEM.



Translator’s notes
	Sub-lemma (the prohibition clause of Gen 2:17) heading the disputation; 'IBIDEM' = the same chapter and verse. ↩




QUESTION X. Whether the precept of not eating from the tree of the knowledge of good and evil was given to Adam alone, or also, at the same time, to Eve

LatineEnglish


QUESTION X. Whether the precept of not eating from the tree of the knowledge of good and evil was given to Adam alone, or also, at the same time, to Eve.1
QVAESTIO X. An praeceptum non comedendi ex arbore scientiae boni & mali soli Adae sit datum, an simul etiam Euae.



CERTE non solùm Adam sed Euam quoque eo praecepto esse obstrictam, constat vel confessione ipsius Euae, quae dixit serpenti, De ligno quod est in medio Paradisi, praecepit nobis Deus ne comederemus. Nec sanè, si eo praecepto non esset astricta Eua, peccasset comedens fructum illius arboris, nec à Deo tantopere reprehensa & punita esset. Si autem eo praecepto obligabatur, necesse est id esse impositum & denunciatum ipsi. Verú illud habet difficultatem, quomodo praeceptum hoc datum sit Euae quae nondú creata erat, ut series ipsa narrationis Mosaicae demonstrat: sub haec enim verba memoratur ratio qua ductus est Deus ad procreandam Euam, & quemadmodum ea sit ex Adamo formata.
CERTAINLY, that not only Adam but Eve too was bound by that precept is established even by the confession of Eve herself, who said to the serpent: “Of the tree which is in the middle of Paradise, God has commanded us not to eat.” Nor, surely, if Eve had not been bound by that precept, would she have sinned in eating the fruit of that tree, nor would she have been so greatly reproved and punished by God. But if she was obligated by that precept, it is necessary that it was imposed and announced to her. Yet that has a difficulty: how this precept was given to Eve, who was not yet created — as the very sequence of the Mosaic narration demonstrates; for after these words is recorded the reason by which God was led to procreate Eve, and how she was formed from Adam.2



Tripliciter igitur Euae datum esse hoc praeceptú cogitari potest: vel ut simul utrique datú sit, id est, Adamo & Euae: vel ut primò datú sit Adamo, posteà vero per ipsum Adamú denúntiatum indictúque sit Euae: denique ut [...]
In three ways, therefore, can it be thought that this precept was given to Eve: either that it was given to both at once, that is, to Adam and to Eve; or that it was first given to Adam, and afterward, through Adam himself, announced and enjoined to Eve; or, finally, that [...] [continues]3



[...denique] ut primùm Adamo, tum simul ipsi & Euae lex haec lata & sancita sit. AVGVSTINVS in capite decimoseptimo libri octavi de Genesi ad litteram, secundum modum de tribus praedictis sibi magis probari significat. Tostatus idem censet super decimumtertium caput libri Geneseos, quaestione 217. atque hoc potest hisce argumentis persuaderi. Principio, non est recedendum ab ordine & serie historiae & narrationis divinae Scripturae sine necessaria ratione: sed Moses proximè quàm dixerat hominem esse à Deo positum in Paradiso, subiecit datum esse ei hoc praeceptum, semper de homine loquens numero singulari, post haec autem commemorat generationem Euae: ergo praeceptum hoc datum est soli Adae, priusquam Eua procrearetur.
[...finally] that this law was first borne and sanctioned to Adam, then at the same time to him and to Eve. Augustine, in the seventeenth chapter of the eighth book On Genesis according to the Letter, signifies that, of the three aforesaid ways, the second is the more approved by him. Tostatus judges the same, on the thirteenth chapter of the book of Genesis, question 217; and this can be persuaded by these arguments. In the first place, one must not depart from the order and series of the history and narration of divine Scripture without necessary reason: but Moses, immediately after he had said that man was placed by God in Paradise, subjoined that this precept was given to him, always speaking of man in the singular number; but after these things he records the generation of Eve: therefore this precept was given to Adam alone, before Eve was procreated.4



Quanquam verba quibus praeceptum hoc expressum est, in lectione Graeca quam citat Augustinus, partim habent numerum singularem, partim verò pluralem. sic enim se habent, ut ea citat Augustinus: Ex omni ligno Paradisi comedes; de ligno auté scientiae boni & mali ne comedas: in quacunque enim die comederitis ex eo, morte moriemini. Graeci autem Codices qui nunc sunt in manibus, habent etiam numerum pluralem in illis verbis, De ligno autem scientiae boni & mali ne comedatis. Gregorius autem libro tricesimoquinto Moralium, capite decimo, totum hunc locum legit numero plurali, sic eum citans: Ex omni ligno Paradisi comedite: de ligno autem scientiae boni & mali ne tetigeritis. At enim nec Hebraicè nec Chaldaicè aliter est, quàm in nostra translatione Latina, in qua omnia haec verba singulari numero efferuntur.
Although the words in which this precept is expressed, in the Greek reading which Augustine cites, partly have the singular number, partly the plural. For they stand thus, as Augustine cites them: “Of every tree of Paradise you (sing.) shall eat; but of the tree of the knowledge of good and evil you (sing.) shall not eat: for in whatever day you (plur.) shall eat of it, you (plur.) shall die the death.” But the Greek Codices that are now in hand have the plural number even in those words, “But of the tree of the knowledge of good and evil you (plur.) shall not eat.” Gregory, moreover, in the thirty-fifth book of the Morals, chapter ten, reads this whole passage in the plural number, citing it thus: “Of every tree of Paradise eat (plur.); but of the tree of the knowledge of good and evil touch (plur.) not.” But indeed, neither in Hebrew nor in Chaldee is it otherwise than in our Latin translation, in which all these words are expressed in the singular number.5



DEINDE, priùs Adam collocatus est in paradiso, posteriùs vero creata est Eua, ut narratio Mosis ostendit. Conveniens autem erat statim ut homo introductus est in paradisum, legem ei quam servaturus erat imponere; ut quamprimum agnosceret Deum esse dominum suum & se illius servum, & iam inde ab initio consuesceret divinae legi obedire: bonum enim est viro, ut dixit Hieremias, portare iugum Domini ab adolescentia sua. Ad haec, cum Deus Adamum propter esum fructus vetiti obiurgaret, illud ei exprobravit, quod edisset fructum à quo iusserat eum abstinere: id autem non dixit Euae, cùm eam increpavit, non igitur datum est ei praeceptum. His accedit, si non statim ut Adam positus est in paradiso, accepisset praeceptum illud nó edendi ex arbore scientiae boni & mali, fieri potuisset ut ederet ex ea arbore: quare posteà serpenti dempta esset occasio & opportunitas tentandi hominem, non enim potuisset ei iam [experto effectum eius arboris persuadere...]
SECONDLY, Adam was first placed in paradise, and afterward Eve was created, as the narration of Moses shows. But it was fitting, as soon as man was introduced into paradise, to impose on him the law he was to keep — so that, as soon as possible, he might recognize God to be his lord and himself His servant, and from the very beginning grow accustomed to obey the divine law: for it is good for a man, as Jeremiah said, to bear the yoke of the Lord from his youth. Besides this, when God upbraided Adam for the eating of the forbidden fruit, He reproached him with this — that he had eaten the fruit from which He had commanded him to abstain; but this He did not say to Eve when He rebuked her: therefore the precept was not given to her. To this is added: if Adam had not received, as soon as he was placed in paradise, that precept of not eating from the tree of the knowledge of good and evil, it could have happened that he ate from that tree — and so, afterward, the occasion and opportunity of tempting man would have been taken from the serpent; for he could not then have [persuaded him, now experienced in the effect of that tree...] [continues]6



[...non enim potuisset ei iam] experto effectum eius arboris persuadere, fore ut si ex ea comederet, velut quidam Deus sciens bonum & malum existeret. Postremò, simul utrumque denunciatum est Adae, & ut non ederet ex arbore scientiae boni & mali, & ut ederet ex omni arbore paradisi: sed hoc posterius denúciandum ei fuit statim ut positus est in paradiso, propter naturalem indigentiam cibi, ergo & prius illud tunc ei denunciatum est, videlicet prius quàm Eua procreata esset. Sic igitur secun-[di modi...]
[...for he could not then,] when man was already experienced in the effect of that tree, have persuaded him that, if he ate of it, he would become like a certain god knowing good and evil. Lastly, both were announced to Adam at once — both that he not eat from the tree of the knowledge of good and evil, and that he eat from every tree of paradise; but this latter had to be announced to him as soon as he was placed in paradise, on account of the natural want of food; therefore that former too was then announced to him — namely, before Eve was procreated. Thus, then, of the secon-[d way...] [continues]7



[...Sic igitur secun]di modi de illis tribus quos suprà memoravimus, probabilitas ostendi & confirmari potest. SED enim primum modum nec sua carere probabilitate, ita demóstrari posset: suprà in extremo 1. cap. narravit Moses, Deum Adamo & Euae dixisse, Ecce dedi vobis omnem herbam afferentem semen super terram, & universa ligna, &c. ut sint vobis in escam, quaerendú est, quando hoc illis dixerit? an prius quàm daret hoc praeceptum, an posterius, an verò eo ipso tempore quo praeceptum dedit? Si prius, ergo iam condita erat Eua ante illud praeceptum: quod negant qui secundum illum modum probant ac defendunt.
[...Thus, then,] the probability of the second of those three ways which we mentioned above can be shown and confirmed. BUT that the first way too does not lack its own probability could be demonstrated thus: above, at the end of the first chapter, Moses narrated that God said to Adam and Eve, “Behold, I have given you every herb bearing seed upon the earth, and all the trees, etc., that they may be for food to you.” It must be asked, when did He say this to them? Before He gave this precept, or after, or at the very time at which He gave the precept? If before, then Eve was already created before that precept — which those deny who approve and defend the second way.8



Nec verò id credibile est, non enim Deus tam praecisè & absolutè fecisset eis copiam comedendi ex omni arbore; periculum enim fuisset ne comederent ex ea arbore, à qua iussurus erat eos abstinere. Si autem illa verba dixit Deus Adamo & Euae postquam id praeceptum dederat Adamo: certè non videbatur congruum, Deum tam universè & absolutè illud eis dicere, sed cum exceptione illius arboris vetitae, ne videretur legem à se latam abrogare. Si autem simul illa verba dixit utrique, & praeceptum nó edendi ex arbore illa dedit, concluditur illud praeceptum nó soli Adamo, sed ipsi & Euae datum esse. Atq́ hęc est sentétia tum aliorum, tum in primis Ruperti in lib. 2. de Trinitate & operibus eius, cap. 32. Cur igitur solius, Adae cui datum fuerat praeceptú, nomen expressit Moses? Quia nempe soli Adamo principaliter datú est, ex cuius scilicet observátia aut violatione conservatio felicitatis quam à Deo acceperat, vel eius [amissio & sui totiúsque posteritatis exitium pendebat...]
Nor indeed is that credible [that the 'Behold I have given' came before the precept]; for God would not so precisely and absolutely have granted them the abundance of eating from every tree, since there would have been danger lest they eat from that tree from which He was going to command them to abstain. But if God spoke those words to Adam and Eve after He had given that precept to Adam, then certainly it did not seem fitting for God to say it to them so universally and absolutely, but with the exception of that forbidden tree, lest He seem to abrogate the law borne by Himself. But if He spoke those words to both at once, and gave the precept of not eating from that tree, it is concluded that that precept was given not to Adam alone, but to him and to Eve. And this is the opinion both of others and, in the first place, of Rupert, in book 2 On the Trinity and His Works, chapter 32. Why, then, did Moses express the name only of Adam, to whom the precept had been given? Because, namely, it was principally given to Adam alone — on whose observance or violation depended the conservation of the happiness which he had received from God, or its [loss and the ruin of himself and his whole posterity...] [continues]9



[...vel eius] amissio & sui totiúsque posteritatis exitium pendebat. Si enim Adam praeceptum custodivisset, licet Eua id non servasset, nihil mali tamen Adamo & posteris eius cótigisset. Contrà verò, peccante Adamo, licèt Eua nó peccasset, eadem tamen mala que utrisq́ peccantibus evenerunt, nihilominus tamen posteris eorum accidissent. Vterque igitur modus probabilis est, mihi tamen secundus magis probatur.
[...or its] loss and the ruin of himself and of his whole posterity. For if Adam had kept the precept, even though Eve had not observed it, no evil would nevertheless have befallen Adam and his posterity. But, on the contrary, with Adam sinning, even though Eve had not sinned, the same evils which came upon both when sinning would nonetheless have befallen their posterity. Both ways, therefore, are probable; to me, however, the second is the more approved.10



Translator’s notes
	First of the four questions of this disputation (printed 'QVAESTIO X.' — the numeral as it stands in the original; the disputation's intro announces four questions to follow). ↩
	Large decorated initial 'C'. Eve was bound by the precept (her own words to the serpent; her sin and punishment prove it); but the difficulty: she was not yet created when it was given. Marginal gloss: 'Praeceptum quomodo datum sit Euae nondum creatae.' ↩
	The three ways the precept could have reached Eve: (1) to both at once; (2) first to Adam, then through Adam to Eve; (3) [the third, on the next page]. Marginal gloss: 'Tripliciter intelligi potest Euae datum praeceptum.' Page ends at the catchword 'ut' (signature KK). RESUME POINT for next batch: PDF 483, the third way ('denique ut...'). ↩
	Completes the third way (the catchword 'ut' from PDF 482 rejoined). Augustine (de Gen. ad lit. 8.17) and Tostatus prefer the SECOND way; first argument for it: the narrative order, with man named in the singular before Eve's creation. ↩
	The textual variants of Gen 2:16-17: Augustine's Greek mixes singular and plural; current Greek codices and Gregory (Moralia 35.10) read plural; but the Hebrew, the Targum (Chaldee), and the Vulgate read singular (favoring the precept's address to Adam alone). Marginal gloss: 'Varia lectio huius loci.' ↩
	Second argument: the precept fittingly came at once (Jer 2:2 / Lam 3:27 'the yoke from youth'); and God reproached only Adam (Gen 3:17). Third argument begins: had the precept come later, the serpent would have lost his opening. ↩
	Third argument completed: the permission to eat was needed at once (for food), so the prohibition came with it — before Eve existed. Sentence breaks at the catchword 'secun.' ↩
	The case for the FIRST way (precept to both at once): Gen 1:29's address 'to you (plural)' implies Eve already existed. Marginal gloss: 'Vtrique, id est, Adamo & Euae simul datum esse illud praeceptum.' ↩
	Rupert (de Trin. 2.32) and others hold the precept was given to both; Moses names Adam alone because it was given principally to him (on whom all hung). ↩
	All hung on Adam, not Eve: hence Moses names him. Pererius' verdict: both views are probable, but he prefers the second (precept first to Adam, before Eve). ↩




QUESTION II. Why God imposed this law of not eating from that tree upon Adam

LatineEnglish


QUESTION II. Why God imposed this law of not eating from that tree upon Adam.1
QVAESTIO II. Cur Deus hanc legem non edendi ex illa arbore imposuerit Adae.



TERTVLLIANVS sub initium eius libri quem scripsit adversus Iudaeos, affirmat hanc legem datam Adae, fuisse velut matricem & fontem aliarum omnium legum, quae multis post saeculis per Mosen latae sunt Hebraeis. Sic enim scribit, Deus in principio mundi ipsi Adae & Euae legem dedit, ne de fructu arboris plantatae in medio paradisi ederent, quod si contrà fecissent, morte morerentur: qua lex eis sufficeret si esset custodita. In hac enim lege Adae data, omnia praecepta cōdita recognoscimus, quae postea pullulaverút data per Moysen, id est, Diliges Dominú Deum tuú de toto corde tuo & ex tota anima tua, &c. & Diliges proximú tibi tanquá te: & Non occides, Nó moechaberis, Non furaberis, Non fraudaberis, Falsum testimonium non dices: Honora patrem [tuum & matrem tuam...]
Tertullian, near the beginning of the book which he wrote Against the Jews, affirms that this law given to Adam was, as it were, the matrix and fountain of all the other laws which, many ages later, were borne to the Hebrews through Moses. For thus he writes: “God, in the beginning of the world, gave to Adam and Eve themselves a law, that they should not eat of the fruit of the tree planted in the middle of paradise; and if they did contrary to it, they should die the death — which law would have sufficed for them, if it had been kept. For in this law given to Adam we recognize all the precepts founded which afterward sprouted forth, given through Moses; that is: You shall love the Lord your God with your whole heart and out of your whole soul, etc.; and: You shall love your neighbor as yourself; and: You shall not kill, You shall not commit adultery, You shall not steal, You shall not defraud, You shall not bear false witness; Honor your father [and your mother...]” [continues]2



[...Honora patrem] tuum & matrem tuam, & alienum non concupisces. Primordialis enim lex data est Adae & Euae in paradiso, quasi matrix omnium praeceptorum Dei. Denique, si Dominum Deum suum dilexissent, contra praeceptum eius non fecissent: si proximum diligerent, id est, semetipsos, persuasioni serpentis non credidissent, atque ita in semetipsos homicidium non commisissent, excidendo de immortalitate, faciendo contra Dei praeceptum: à furto quoque abstinuissent, & de fructu arboris clam non degustassent, nec à conspectu Domini Dei nostri sub arbore delitescere gestissent. Nec falsum asseveranti diabolo participes efficerentur, credendo ei quod similes Deo essent futuri. Atque ita nec Deum offendissent ut patrem, qui eos de limo terrae quasi ex utero matris figuraverat. Si alienum non concupiscerent, de fructu illicito non gustassent. Igitur hác generali & primordiali Dei lege quam in arboris fructu observari Deus sanxerat, omnia praecepta legis posterioris specialiter indita fuisse cognoscimus, quae suis temporibus edita germinaverunt. Eiusdem est enim posteà docere legem, qui ante praemiserat praeceptum: quoniam & ipsius est erudire posteà, qui ante iustos formare instituerat. Quid enim mirum si is auget disciplinam qui instituit: si is perficit qui coepit? Haec Tertullianus.
[...Honor your father] and your mother; and you shall not covet what is another's. For the primordial law was given to Adam and Eve in paradise, as it were the matrix of all the precepts of God. Indeed, if they had loved the Lord their God, they would not have acted against His precept; if they had loved their neighbor — that is, themselves — they would not have believed the persuasion of the serpent, and so would not have committed homicide against themselves, by falling away from immortality, by acting against God's precept; they would also have abstained from theft, and would not secretly have tasted of the fruit of the tree, nor would they have wished to lie hidden under the tree from the sight of the Lord our God. Nor would they have been made partakers with the devil who asserted a falsehood, by believing him that they would become like God. And so they would not have offended God as a Father, who had formed them from the slime of the earth as from a mother's womb. If they did not covet what was another's, they would not have tasted of the illicit fruit. Therefore, by this general and primordial law of God, which He had sanctioned to be observed in the fruit of the tree, we recognize that all the precepts of the later law were specially implanted — which, in their own times, being published, sprouted forth. For it belongs to the same one to teach the law afterward, who had before sent ahead the precept; since it is His to instruct afterward, who had before appointed to form the just. For what wonder is it if He augments the discipline who instituted it — if He perfects it who began it?” Thus Tertullian.3



VERVM, scire convenit quinque genera legum divinarum reperiri, Divinas leges appello quae ab ipso Deo latae sunt hominibus. Est enim lex naturalis quam Deus cunctis hominibus simul cum ipsa natura ingeneravit: quae quidem naturali humanae mentis lumine, & ipso rationis iudicio manifesta est notaque omnibus, cunctósque pariter obligans. Altera est lex supernaturalis fidei, spei & caritatis, cunctos quidem homines & omni tempore simpliciter obligans, non tamen naturali modo, sed supernaturali Dei munere & gratia hominibus data. Tertia fuit lex Mosaica, quam Deus non omnibus sed uni tantùm genti Hebraeorum tulit: cuius videlicet observantia caeterae gentes minimè obligabantur. Loquor autem de lege Mosis quantum ad ceremonialia & iudicialia eius praecepta. Quarta lex divina non quidem omni tempore nec simpliciter obligans, sed tantùm ex institutione Dei post Euangelij promulgationem omnes gentes obstringens, ut est lex suscipiendi baptismi. Quinta lex est privata quam Deus uni aut alteri, paucisve hominibus imposuit: & huius generis fuit ea lex qua Deus interdixit Adae esu illius arboris scientiae boni & mali: hac enim lege certú est, astrictos esse Adam & Euam. An verò eorum posteri, si status innocentiae permansisset, eadem lege obligandi fuissent, incertum est, & ut opinor, inexplicabile.
BUT it is fitting to know that five kinds of divine laws are found. I call “divine laws” those which were borne to men by God Himself. For there is the natural law, which God engendered in all men together with nature itself — which, indeed, by the natural light of the human mind and by the very judgement of reason, is manifest and known to all, and binds all alike. The second is the supernatural law of faith, hope, and charity, binding indeed all men and at all times simply, yet not in a natural way, but given to men by a supernatural gift and grace of God. The third was the Mosaic law, which God bore not to all, but only to the one nation of the Hebrews — by the observance of which the other nations were by no means bound; and I speak of the law of Moses as to its ceremonial and judicial precepts. The fourth divine law, not indeed binding at all times nor simply, but only, by God's institution after the promulgation of the Gospel, binding all nations — as is the law of receiving baptism. The fifth law is the private one, which God imposed upon one or another, or upon a few men: and of this kind was that law by which God forbade Adam the eating of that tree of the knowledge of good and evil; for by this law it is certain that Adam and Eve were bound. But whether their posterity, if the state of innocence had remained, would have had to be bound by the same law, is uncertain and, as I think, inexplicable.4



CVR autem praeter legem naturalem, & illam supernaturalem fidei, spei & charitatis, quibus Adam & Eua statim ut creati sunt astricti tenebantur, hac etiam lege speciali, ut vocant, positiva, non edendi & ex illa arbore, eos Deus obligare voluerit, triplex causa & ratio afferri potest. Prima ratio, ut ea re declararet Deus se Dominum esse hominis, & homo intelligeret se creaturam & servum esse Dei, cui [obedire & servire deberet...]
But why, besides the natural law, and that supernatural law of faith, hope, and charity, by which Adam and Eve were held bound as soon as they were created, God willed to bind them also by this special — as they call it, positive — law of not eating from that tree, a threefold cause and reason can be brought. The first reason, that by this thing God might declare Himself to be the Lord of man, and that man might understand himself to be a creature and servant of God, to whom [he ought to obey and serve...] [continues]5



[...cui] obedire & servire deberet: & cui obedientia & servitus Deo exhibita non utilis modò, sed etiam necessaria erat. Verè enim dictum illud est ab Augustino, libro 8. de Genesi ad litteram capite undecimo, Dominationem Dei non ipsi sed homini utilem esse: Deus enim nostra servitute non eget, nos autem sine eius dominatione esse non possumus: Nec enim ipso non creante nos esse, ipso non conservante permanere, nec ipso non regente rectè vivere possemus. Quamobrem solus ipse verus est Dominus, cui non ad suam, sed ad nostram utilitatem salutémque servimus. Nam si nobis indigeret, eo ipso non verus esset Dominus, cùm per nos eius adiuvaretur necessitas, sub qua & ipse serviret.
[...to whom] he ought to obey and serve; and to whom the obedience and servitude rendered to God was not only useful, but even necessary. For that is truly said by Augustine, in the eighth book On Genesis according to the Letter, chapter eleven, that the dominion of God is useful not to Himself, but to man: for God does not need our servitude, but we cannot exist without His dominion; for neither could we exist, with Him not creating, nor remain, with Him not conserving, nor live rightly, with Him not ruling. Wherefore He alone is the true Lord, whom we serve not for His advantage, but for our own usefulness and salvation. For if He needed us, by that very fact He would not be the true Lord — since His need would be relieved through us, under which He too would be a servant.6



Quocirca verissimè David illud cecinit, Dixi Domino, Deus meus es tu, quoniam bonorum meorum non eges. In psalmo autem 9. idem dixit, Constitue super eos legislatorem, ut sciant Gentes quoniam homines sunt: quasi aliquem ferre leges aliis, certissimum sit & illius dominationis, & horum subiectionis atque servitutis argumentum. Ob eam praeterea causam arbitror legem illam esse impositam Adamo, ut ea re declararet Deus hominem à se factum, liberi arbitrij facultate praeditú esse, & in eius potestate & voluntate fuisse quodlibet agere & non agere. Si enim ea voluntatis libertate caruisset Adam, ridiculum & absurdum fuisset ei legem imponere, & non observáti poenam ac supplicium comminari. His porrò tertia ratio adiungi potest, ut scilicet materiam hominis praeberet Deus exercendi obedientiae virtutem; quae Deo gra-[tissima hominíque utilissima est...]
Wherefore most truly did David sing, “I said to the Lord, You are my God, for You need not my goods.” And in the ninth Psalm the same one said, “Set a lawgiver over them, that the Gentiles may know that they are men” — as if for one to bear laws to others were a most certain argument both of his dominion, and of their subjection and servitude. For this reason, besides, I judge that that law was imposed on Adam, so that by it God might declare that man, made by Him, was endowed with the faculty of free will, and that it was in his power and will to do or not to do anything whatsoever. For if Adam had lacked that liberty of will, it would have been ridiculous and absurd to impose a law upon him, and to threaten punishment and penalty for not observing it. To these, moreover, a third reason can be adjoined: namely, that God might furnish man the matter of exercising the virtue of obedience — which is most pleasing to God and most useful to man... [continues]7



[...quae Deo gra]tissima hominíque utilissima est: atque idcirco, ut vidit acutè Augustinus, libro 8. de Genesi ad litteram, capite decimotertio: non est datum homini praeceptum de re quae per se mala esset, id est, quae licèt à Deo non esset vetita, per se tamen mala esset ac fugienda: sed ea de re quae per se mala non esset, sed ob id tantùm quod ea prohiberetur à Deo; quò videlicet illustrior esset virtus obedientiae, & quantum malum sit sola ipsa per se inobedientia clariùs ab omnibus cognosceretur. Sed praestat Augustini verba hic perscribere.
[...which] is most pleasing to God and most useful to man: and therefore — as Augustine acutely saw, in the eighth book On Genesis according to the Letter, chapter thirteen — a precept was not given to man concerning a thing that would be evil in itself (that is, which, although not forbidden by God, would yet be evil in itself and to be shunned), but concerning a thing that would not be evil in itself, but only because it was prohibited by God; in order, namely, that the virtue of obedience might be the more illustrious, and that it might be more clearly known by all how great an evil disobedience alone, in itself, is. But it is better to write out Augustine's words here.8



Nec potuit, inquit, melius & diligentius commendari quantum malum sit sola inobedientia, cùm ideo reus iniquitatis factus est homo, quia eam rem tetigit contra prohibitionem, quam si non prohibitus tetigisset, non utique peccasset. Nam qui dicit, verbi gratia, Noli tangere hanc herbam, si forte venenosa est, mortémq́ prenunciat, si tetigerit, sequitur quidem mors contemptorem praecepti: sed etiá si nemo prohibuisset, atque ille tetigisset, nihilominus utique moreretur. Illa quippe res contraria saluti vitaeq́ eius esset, sive illi vetaretur sive non vetaretur. Item cùm quisquam prohibet eam rem tangi, quae non quidem tangenti sed illi qui prohibuit obesset, velut si quisquam in alienam pecuniam misisset manum, prohibitus ab eo cuius erat pecunia illa: ideo esset prohibito peccatú, quia prohibenti poterat esse damnosum. Cùm verò illud tangitur quod nec tangenti obesset si non prohiberetur, nec cuiquá alteri quaelibet tangeretur, quare prohibitum est nisi ut ipsius per se bonum obedientiae, & ipsius per se malum inobedientiae monstraretur? Denique à peccanté nihil aliud appetitú est nisi non esse sub [Dei potestate...]
“Nor could it,” he says, “be better or more diligently commended how great an evil disobedience alone is, since man was made guilty of iniquity for this reason — that he touched that thing against the prohibition — which, had he touched it un-prohibited, he would surely not have sinned. For one who says, for instance, ‘Do not touch this herb’ (if perhaps it is poisonous), and foretells death if he should touch it, death indeed follows the despiser of the precept; but even if no one had prohibited, and he had touched it, he would nonetheless surely die. For that thing would be contrary to his health and life, whether it were forbidden him or not forbidden. Likewise, when someone prohibits a thing from being touched which would harm not the toucher, but the one who prohibited — as if someone had put his hand into another's money, being prohibited by him whose money it was — for that reason it would be a sin to the one prohibited, because it could be harmful to the prohibitor. But when that is touched which would neither harm the toucher, were it not prohibited, nor be touched to the harm of any other whatsoever, why is it prohibited, except that the good of obedience in itself, and the evil of disobedience in itself, might be shown? Finally, by the sinner nothing else was sought than not to be under [the power of God...] [continues]9



[...nihil aliud appetitú est nisi non esse] sub dominatione Dei, quando illud admissum est, in quo ne admitteretur sola deberet iussio dominantis attendi, quae si sola attenderetur, quid aliud quàm Dei voluntas amaretur? quid aliud quàm Dei voluntas humanae voluntati praeponeretur? Dominus quidem cur iusserit, viderit: faciendum est à serviente quod iussit, & tunc forte videndum est à promerente cur iusserit. Sed tamen ut causam iussionis huius non diutius requiramus, si haec ipsa magna est utilitas homini, quod Deo servit, iubendo Deus utile facit quicquid iubere voluerit; de quo metuendum non est, ne iubere quod inutile est possit. Nec fieri potest ut voluntas propria non grandi ruina pondere super hominem cadat, si eam voluntati superioris extollendo praeponat. Hoc expertus est homo contemnens praeceptum Dei, & hoc experimento didicit quid interest inter bonum & malum; bonum scilicet obedientia, malum autem inobedientia, id est, superbia & contumacia perversa imitationis Dei, & noxia libertatis. Haec Augustinus.
[...by the sinner nothing else was sought than not to be] under the dominion of God, when that was committed in which, lest it be committed, the command of the One ruling alone ought to have been heeded — which, if it alone were heeded, what else than the will of God would be loved? what else than the will of God would be set before the human will? Why the Lord commanded, let Him see to it: what He commanded must be done by the servant, and then perhaps it must be seen, by the one earning his reward, why He commanded. Yet, that we may not longer seek the cause of this command — if this very thing is a great usefulness for man, that he serves God — by commanding, God makes useful whatever He shall have willed to command; and about this there is no fear, lest He could command what is useless. Nor can it happen that a man's own will does not fall upon him with the great weight of ruin, if, exalting it, he sets it before the will of the Superior. This man experienced, despising the precept of God, and by this experience learned what lies between good and evil — the good, namely, being obedience; the evil, disobedience, that is, the pride and perverse contumacy of imitating God, and the harmful [exercise] of liberty. Thus Augustine.10



AT enim dicet aliquis, satis fuisse Adae ad exercendam obedientiam suam, & declarandam servitutem quam Deo praestare debebat, legem naturalem quam ei Deus indiderat. Verùm non ita res habet: per legem enim naturalem non omnino liquet Deum esse Dominum hominum; cum à nonnullis existimari possit legem naturalem esse quandam naturae rationalis proprietatem, quae conditionem humanae naturae consequitur: quemadmodum unaquaeque species animalium habet singularem quendam proprium suáque congruentem naturae instinctum, ac propensionem. Nec desunt, qui quae continentur in lege naturali ea faciant aut fugiant non tanquam [à Deo iussa & vetita...]
But someone will say: the natural law which God had implanted in Adam would have sufficed for the exercising of his obedience and the declaring of the servitude which he owed to God. But the matter is not so: for through the natural law it is not altogether clear that God is the Lord of men, since by some the natural law could be thought to be a certain property of the rational nature, which follows upon the condition of human nature — just as each species of animals has a certain singular instinct and propensity, proper and congruent to its nature. Nor are there lacking those who do or shun the things contained in the natural law not as [commanded and forbidden by God...] [continues]11



[...non tanquam] à Deo iussa & vetita, sed tanquam rationi suae iudicióque consentanea vel dissentanea: ac licèt cognitum sit, legem naturalem esse à Deo insitam praescriptámque, ea tamen perspicuè non ostendit amplissimam & absolutissimam in homines Dei potestatem & imperium quippe cùm per eam legem non praecipiantur aut prohibeantur nisi quae secundùm rationem humanam per se bona aut mala videntur, ex quo dominatio Dei cognoscitur non absoluta, sed quae recta duntaxat ratione nititur. Neque enim iudices aut ministros legum, quia multa imperant, ritè nominaveris dominos; quippe qui non quodlibet prout ipsis libitum fuerit imperare queant, sed ea tantùm quae legibus consentanea sunt. Qui autem quiduis arbitratu suo imperat, quamvis illud per se nec malum nec bonum sit, neque ratio alia cur illud iubeatur aut vetetur reddi potest quàm voluntas imperantis, de qua nempe illud vulgo tritum verè dixeris, Sit [pro ratione voluntas...]
[...not as] commanded and forbidden by God, but as agreeable or disagreeable to their own reason and judgement; and although it be known that the natural law is implanted and prescribed by God, it nevertheless does not clearly display the most ample and most absolute power and command of God over men — since by that law nothing is commanded or prohibited except what, according to human reason, seems good or evil in itself; whence the dominion of God is known not as absolute, but as resting on right reason alone. For you would not rightly name judges or ministers of the laws “lords” because they command many things, since they cannot command anything as they please, but only those things which are agreeable to the laws. But he who commands whatever he pleases by his own discretion — although it be in itself neither evil nor good, and no other reason can be given why it is commanded or forbidden than the will of the one commanding (of which, indeed, you would truly say that common saying, “Let [will stand for reason”...] [continues]12



[...Sit] pro ratione voluntas, is absolutè ac simpliciter Dominus iudicatur & nominatur. Non igitur lex naturalis satis erat ad ostendendum absolutissimum Dei in homines imperium & dominatum, sed ad id evidenter demonstrandum, conveniens fuit ferri à Deo specialem quandam & positivam legem, de re quapiam, quae per se nec bona nec mala esset. Idem quoque fieri congruum erat, quo melius exploraretur ac probaretur hominis obedientia: quae in eo maior & [perfectior...]
[...“Let] will stand for reason” — he is absolutely and simply judged and named Lord. Therefore the natural law was not enough to show God's most absolute command and dominion over men; but, to demonstrate it evidently, it was fitting that a certain special and positive law be borne by God, concerning some thing which in itself was neither good nor evil. The same, too, was congruous to be done, so that the obedience of man might be better tested and proved — which obedience is greater and [more perfect in that one...] [continues]13



[...quae in eo maior & per]fectior cernitur qui ad obediendum applicat animum, non gravitatem & momenta eorum quae imperantur perpendens, sed solam imperantis voluntatem, auctoritatem & potestatem spectans. HAc de re libet egregiam beati Gregorij sententiam hoc loco ponere. In libro enim tricesimoquinto Moralium, capite decimo, de praestantia virtutis obedientiae multa & praeclara disputans Gregorius, haec inter alia scribit:
[...which obedience is greater and more] perfect, [as] discerned in that man who applies his mind to obeying — not weighing the gravity and importance of the things commanded, but looking only to the will, the authority, and the power of the one commanding. On this matter it is pleasing to set down here the excellent judgement of blessed Gregory. For in the thirty-fifth book of the Morals, chapter ten, disputing many and excellent things concerning the excellence of the virtue of obedience, Gregory writes this among other things:14



Sciendum est quod nunquam per obedientiam malum fieri, aliquando autem debet per obedientiam bonum quod agitur, intermitti. Neque enim mala in Paradiso arbor extitit, quam Deus homini ne contingeret interdixit. Sed ut per melius obedientiae meritum homo bene conditus cresceret, dignum fuerat ut hunc etiam à bono prohiberet: quatenus tanto verius hoc quod ageret virtus esset, quanto & à bono cessans, auctori suo se subditum humilius exhiberet. Sed notandum quod illic dicitur: Ex omni ligno Paradisi comedite; de ligno autem scientiae boni & mali ne tetigeritis. Qui enim ab uno quolibet bono subiectos vetat, necesse est ut multa concedat; ne obedientis mens funditus intereat, si à bonis omnibus penitus repulsa ieiunat. Omnes autem Paradisi arbores ad esum Dominus concessit, cum ab una prohibuit: ut creaturam suam quam nolebat extingui, sed provehi, tanto faciliùs ab una restringeret, quanto ad cunctas latiùs relaxaret. Sic Gregorius.
“It must be known that never through obedience can evil be done, but sometimes the good that is done ought to be intermitted through obedience. For there was not in Paradise an evil tree, which God forbade man to touch; but in order that man, well-founded, might grow through a better merit of obedience, it was fitting that He prohibit him even from a good — to the end that what he did would be so much the more truly a virtue, by as much as, ceasing even from a good, he showed himself more humbly subject to his Author. But it is to be noted what is said there: ‘Of every tree of Paradise eat; but of the tree of the knowledge of good and evil touch not.’ For he who forbids his subjects from some one good must of necessity concede many, lest the obedient one's mind perish utterly, if, wholly repelled from all goods, it should fast. But the Lord granted all the trees of Paradise for eating, when He prohibited from one — so that He might so much the more easily restrict His creature (which He did not wish to be extinguished, but advanced) from one, by as much as He relaxed it more widely toward all.” Thus Gregory.15
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QUESTION III. Why the precept of not eating from that tree of the knowledge of good and evil was given to Adam

LatineEnglish


QUESTION III. Why the precept of not eating from that tree of the knowledge of good and evil was given to Adam.1
QVAESTIO III. Cur datum sit Adamo praeceptum non edendi ex illa arbore scientiae boni & mali.



CVM praeceptum illud datum sit Adae cùm alias ob causas, tum potissimè ad periclitandam explorandámque eius obedientiam; planè conveniens fuit ut id partim difficile observatu esset, partim facile. Difficile quidem, ut idoneam benè merendi de Deo materiam homini praeberet; alioqui nullius laudis & meriti fuisset eius observatio. Facilè verò esse oportuit, quia si nimis fuisset arduum & durum, tristitiam utique ac molestiam attulisset homini: quae res felicitati eius status minimè congruebat. Difficultas autem eius praecepti duabus in rebus posita erat: tum quod erat de non edendo ex illa arbore: vetare autem esum illius arboris, diminuere videbatur ho-[minis libertatem...]
Since that precept was given to Adam both for other causes and, most especially, for the testing and trying of his obedience, it was clearly fitting that it be partly difficult to observe, partly easy. Difficult, indeed, so that it might furnish man suitable matter for meriting well from God; otherwise the observance of it would have been of no praise and no merit. But it had to be easy, because, if it had been too arduous and hard, it would assuredly have brought sadness and trouble to man — a thing which by no means agreed with the happiness of his state. Now the difficulty of that precept was placed in two things: both that it concerned not eating from that tree — and to forbid the eating of that tree seemed to diminish [man's liberty...] [continues]2



[...diminuere videbatur ho]minis libertatem, cùm non quodlibet eorum quae in Paradiso erant comedere liberum ei ac licitum relinqueret: tum quòd quae erant in Paradiso, ea vehementer ad edendum alliciebant ac rapiebant: spectabantur enim cuiusque generis arbores, pulcherrimis & ad vescendum suavissimis onustae fructibus. Triplex item in homine maximè viget cupiditas, una cibi & potus, altera pecuniarum, tertia honorum; quarum prima illa est valde naturalis & penitus infixa homini, primáque [tenet hominem...]
[...seemed to diminish] man's liberty, since it did not leave it free and lawful for him to eat any of the things that were in Paradise; and also because the things that were in Paradise vehemently allured and drew him to eating — for there were to be seen trees of every kind, laden with the most beautiful fruits and the sweetest for eating. Likewise, a threefold desire is most vigorous in man: one of food and drink, the second of money, the third of honors; of which that first is very natural and deeply implanted in man, and first [holds a man...] [continues]3



[...primáque] primáque tenet hominem, & postrema derelinquit, ob idque violentior est ac superatu difficilior. Quocirca etiam daemon tentaturus Dominum nostrum, per hanc cibi cupiditatem primò eum adortus est, Dic, inquit, ut lapides isti panes fiant. Verùm Dominus in ea tentatione diabolum vincens, honorem quem in simili tentatione Adam victus à daemone perdiderat, cumulatissimè homini restituit. Certè posteriores duae cupiditates possunt ab homine removeri, possunt enim sine pecuniis & honoribus, non tamen sine cibo potúque homines vivere. Atque huc facit quod est apud Hieremiá Threnorum cap. 1. Dederunt, ait, pretiosa quaeque pro cibo ad refocillandam animam. Altera eius praecepti difficultas in eo erat, quòd per ipsum vetabatur homini arbor maximè spectabilis visúque pulcherrima, & ad cuius fructum concupiscendum, multis nominibus animus hominis rapiebatur, eóque difficilior esse videbatur eius arboris abstinentia.
[...and first] it holds a man, and last forsakes him, and on that account is more violent and harder to overcome. Wherefore the demon also, about to tempt our Lord, first assailed Him through this desire for food: “Tell,” he said, “these stones to become bread.” But the Lord, conquering the devil in that temptation, most abundantly restored to man the honor which Adam, conquered by the demon in a like temptation, had lost. Certainly the latter two desires can be removed from a man, for men can live without money and honors, yet not without food and drink. And to this pertains what is in Jeremiah's Lamentations, chapter 1: “They gave,” he says, “their precious things for food, to revive the soul.” The other difficulty of that precept was in this, that through it there was forbidden to man a tree most conspicuous and most beautiful to the sight, and to the desiring of whose fruit the mind of man was drawn by many titles; and on that account abstinence from that tree seemed the more difficult.4



CAETERVM, quàm esset alia ratione praeceptum illud leve ac facile, duabus ex rebus iudicari potest. Etenim lex aliqua duas ob causas valdè gravis & difficilis aestimari solet, primò quidem ob nimiam multitudinem ac varietatem eorum quae praecipit facienda, vel fugienda; quamobrem durissima erat lex Mosis, & ut Petrus dixit, tanquam iugú intolerabile, Quid tentatis, inquit, imponere illis iugum, quod neque Patres nostri, neque nos portare potuimus? Deinde, fieri potest, ut quamvis lex unum duntaxat, praeceptum contineat, ea tamen perdifficilis sit ad observandum, quia unum illud quod praecipit, gravissimum sit maximéque onerosum & acerbum, cuiusmodi fuit praeceptum Dei datum Abrahae, quo iubebatur filium suum unigenitum Isaac immolare.
BUT how, in another respect, that precept was light and easy, can be judged from two things. For a law is wont to be esteemed very grave and difficult for two causes: first, indeed, on account of the excessive multitude and variety of the things which it commands to be done or shunned — wherefore the law of Moses was very hard, and, as Peter said, like an intolerable yoke: “Why do you tempt,” he said, “to lay upon them a yoke which neither our Fathers nor we have been able to bear?” Then, it can happen that, although a law contain only one precept, it is nevertheless most difficult to observe, because that one thing which it commands is most grave and most burdensome and bitter — of which kind was the precept of God given to Abraham, by which he was commanded to immolate his only-begotten son Isaac.5



Atqui neutra difficultas erat in eo praecepto quod Adae datum est, neque enim Deus eo praecepto interdixit ipsi esu omnium arborum quae erant in Paradiso, sed unius duntaxat arboris, neque arbor illa erat sola visu pulchra & gustatu suavis, sed erant eius generis complures aliae, nec erat arbor illa omnium praestantissima, siquidem melior illá atque praestantior fuit arbor vitae, vel iam concessa homini vel certè mox concedenda. Levis igitur, ut inquit Rupertus, libro secundo, de operibus Trinitatis, capite 30. in tanta copia fuisset unius arboris continentia, si non defuisset continentia dux benevolentia. Clariùs etiam cernitur levitas & facilitas huius praecepti quod datum est Adae, si tentatio & probatio eius cum tentatione ac probatione vel Abrahae, vel Iob, vel Tobiae, vel plurimorum martyrum comparetur. Quantò autem facilior eius praecepti observatio [fuit...]
But neither difficulty was in that precept which was given to Adam: for God did not, by that precept, forbid him the eating of all the trees that were in Paradise, but of one tree only; nor was that tree the only one beautiful to the sight and sweet to the taste, but there were several others of its kind; nor was that tree the most excellent of all, since better and more excellent than it was the tree of life — whether already granted to man, or certainly soon to be granted. Light, therefore, as Rupert says (in the second book On the Works of the Trinity, chapter 30), in so great an abundance would the abstinence from one tree have been, had not the leader of abstinence — good will — been wanting. More clearly still is seen the lightness and easiness of this precept which was given to Adam, if its temptation and trial be compared with the temptation and trial of Abraham, or of Job, or of Tobias, or of very many martyrs. And by how much the easier the observance of that precept [was...] [continues]6



[...Quantò autem facilior eius praecepti observatio] fuit, tantò fuit violatio eius inexcusabilior, gravioréque animadversione & supplicio digna. VERUM haec, gravissimis Augustini verbis & sententiis ornanda & comprobanda sunt. Is enim capite 15. libri 14. de Civitate Dei hac ipsa de re disputans, ita scribit, Quisquis damnationem Adae vel nimiam vel iniustam putat metiri, profectò nescio quanta fuerit iniquitas in peccando ubi tanta erat non peccandi facilitas. Sicut enim Abrahae non im-[merito magna obedientia praedicatur...]
[...And by how much the easier the observance of that precept] was, by so much was its violation the more inexcusable, and worthy of a graver chastisement and penalty. But these things must be adorned and confirmed by the weightiest words and judgements of Augustine. For he, disputing on this very matter in chapter 15 of the fourteenth book On the City of God, writes thus: “Whoever judges the condemnation of Adam to be measured as either excessive or unjust, surely I know not how great the iniquity was in sinning, where there was so great an easiness of not sinning. For just as to Abraham not un-[deservedly is great obedience ascribed...] [continues]7



[...Sicut enim Abrahae non im]merito magna obedientia praedicatur, quia ut occideret filium res difficillima est imperata: ita & in Paradiso tanto maior inobedientia fuit, quanto id quod praeceptum est, nullius difficultatis fuit. Et sicut obedientia secundi hominis eo praedicabilior fuit, qua factus est obediens usque ad mortem: ita inobedientia primi hominis eo detestabilior fuit, qua factus est inobediens usque ad mortem. Ubi enim magna est inobedientiae poena proposita, & res à Creatore facilis imperata, quisnam satis explicet quantum malum sit non obedire in re facili & tantae potestatis imperio, & tanto terrenis supplicio? Haec Augustinus.
[...For just as to Abraham not un]deservedly is great obedience ascribed, because, that he might kill his son, a most difficult thing was commanded — so also in Paradise the disobedience was so much the greater, by as much as that which was commanded was of no difficulty. And just as the obedience of the second Man [Christ] was the more praiseworthy in this, that He was made obedient unto death — so the disobedience of the first man was the more detestable in this, that he was made disobedient unto death. For where a great penalty of disobedience is set forth, and an easy thing is commanded by the Creator, who could sufficiently explain how great an evil it is not to obey, in an easy matter, and under the command of so great a Power, and under so great a penalty for earthly creatures?” Thus Augustine.8



RVPERTVS autem libro secundo, de Trinitate & operibus eius, capite trigesimoprimo, tractans ea ipsa verba de quibus nunc disserimus, Ex omni ligno Paradisi comede, &c. affirmat, Deú his verbis exegisse à primo homine fidem spem & charitatem, quarum trium virtutum possessione, cultu & exercitatione, summa totius humanae perfectionis continetur. Scribit autem hoc modo Rupertus:
Rupert, moreover, in the second book On the Trinity and His Works, chapter thirty-one, treating those very words of which we now discourse — “Of every tree of Paradise eat, etc.” — affirms that God, by these words, exacted from the first man faith, hope, and charity, in the possession, cultivation, and exercise of which three virtues the sum of all human perfection is contained. And Rupert writes in this manner:9



Ex omni, inquit, ligno Paradisi comede, &c. Tria duxit digna imperare maiestas Trinitatis. Ex omni ligno comede, & de hoc ne comedas, & in quocumque die comederis ex eo, morte morieris. His tribus propositionibus tres ab homine virtutes exigens, id est, charitatem spem, & fidem quas nunc reciprocato ordine à nobis exigit eadem Trinitas unus Deus, fidem, spem, & charitatem: ut quia ille cadendo descendit, nos resurgentes à fide, per spem ad caritatem Dei ascendamus. Nam in eo quod hominem gratis fecit, & gratis nihilominus in illo voluptatis loco, in illo tali Paradiso delicijs affluenti, patrem futurum multitudinis sanctorú posuit, plane debitorem magna charitatis eundem sibi effecit hominé, & validè suis beneficiis obligavit. At ille ingratus tanta gratia, debitum charitatis non rependit: in quo magnitudinem nequitiae nullus est qui aestimare possit.
“Of every tree of Paradise eat, etc. Three things the majesty of the Trinity deemed worthy to command: ‘Of every tree eat,’ and ‘of this one eat not,’ and ‘in whatever day you eat of it, you shall die the death.’ By these three propositions exacting three virtues from man — that is, charity, hope, and faith — which now, in reciprocal order, the same Trinity, one God, exacts from us — faith, hope, and charity: so that, because he by falling descended, we, rising up from faith, through hope might ascend to the charity of God. For in that He made man freely, and freely nonetheless set him, in that place of pleasure, in that such Paradise flowing with delights, as the future father of the multitude of the saints, He plainly made that same man a debtor of great charity to Himself, and strongly bound him by His benefits. But that man, ungrateful for so great a grace, did not repay the debt of charity — in which the magnitude of the wickedness there is none who can estimate.10



Item in praecepto dicétis, De ligno autem scientiae boni & mali ne comodas, spem insignem exhibere debuit: spem, inquam habere, & de bono Dei sperare debuit, quod is qui gratis tanta iam bona sibi cótulerat, profectò subiectionem & obedientiam in praecepto custodienti, maiora qua promittebat, id est, coelestem Paradisum & sanctorum Angelorum societatem quandoque conferret. At ille proculdubio spei huius virtutem non habuit de futuris, quia videlicet (sicut iam dictum est) charitatem non habens, primum ingratus erat praesentibus bonis. Item in cóminatione dicentis, In quocúque enim die comederitis ex eo, morte moriemini, fidem habere debuit: fidem, inquam, habere & firmiter credere, quod non invidendo divinitatem homini Deus tale lignum interdixisset, sed inevitabilem praevaricationis poenam veraciter praenuntiasset. Quid ergo, inquis, nonne Scriptura dicit, Omnia quaecunque voluit Dominus fecit in coelo & in terra? quomodo ergo omnia quaecunque voluit fecit Dominus, qui nec illud quod praecepit, quod utique nisi fieri voluisset, nequaquam praecepisset, ad effectum perducere valuit? Etenim in isto plasmate suo fidem, spem, & caritatem, secundùm praeceptum suum non invenit. Ad haec, inquam, nequaquam frustratum est consilium vel propositum Dei: Valenter enim de trunco illo virtutes illas reflorescere fecit: nam ille quidem ad hoc opus Dei mancus exstitit, & contra opus vel praeceptum Dei minus incontinentes per concupi-[scentiam...]
“Likewise, in the precept saying, ‘But of the tree of the knowledge of good and evil you shall not eat,’ he ought to have shown signal hope: hope, I say, he ought to have had, and to have hoped from the good of God — that He who had already freely conferred such great goods upon him would assuredly, upon one keeping his subjection and obedience in the precept, confer greater things than He promised, that is, the heavenly Paradise and the society of the holy Angels in due time. But that man, doubtless, did not have the virtue of this hope concerning things to come — because, namely (as has already been said), not having charity, he was first ungrateful for present goods. Likewise, in the threat saying, ‘For in whatever day you eat of it, you shall die the death,’ he ought to have had faith: faith, I say, to have and firmly to believe, that God had forbidden such a tree not by envying divinity to man, but had truly foretold the inevitable penalty of transgression. What then, you say? Does not Scripture say, ‘All things whatsoever the Lord willed He made in heaven and on earth’? How, then, did the Lord make all things whatsoever He willed, who could not bring to effect even that which He commanded — which surely, unless He had willed it to be done, He would by no means have commanded? For in that creature of His He did not find faith, hope, and charity according to His precept. To this, I say: the counsel or purpose of God was by no means frustrated; for powerfully He made those virtues bloom again from that trunk: for that man indeed turned out maimed for this work of God, and against the work or precept of God, [proved] incontinent through con-[cupiscence...] [continues]11



[...minus incontinentes per concupi]scentiam extendit: sed inventus est de genere eius homo secundùm cor Dei, qui contentas ab omni concupiscentia manus ad poenalem sibi obedientiam in ligno crucis extendit, & sub pedibus suis conculcato peccato, legenda virtutis exempla multis millibus sequentium se proposuit. Haec Rupertus.
[...being incontinent, he stretched out his hands through con]cupiscence; but there was found, of his race, a man according to the heart of God, who stretched out hands restrained from all concupiscence to a penal obedience for Himself upon the wood of the cross, and, with sin trampled beneath His feet, set Himself before many thousands of His followers as examples of virtue to be read. Thus Rupert.12



Translator’s notes
	Third question of the disputation (rule above). Its focus, as the body shows, is the manner of the precept — why it was made partly hard and partly easy to keep. ↩
	Large decorated initial 'C'. The precept was fittingly part-hard (for merit), part-easy (suited to bliss). Its two difficulties: it curbed liberty, and it forbade an alluring tree. ↩
	The second difficulty (alluring fruit), and the three great human desires (food, money, honor) — the first (food) the most natural. Sentence breaks at the catchword 'primáque.' ↩
	The desire for food is the deepest and most violent (the demon tempted Christ through it, Matt 4:3; Lam 1:11); the second difficulty: the forbidden tree was beautiful and alluring. Marginal gloss: 'Matthaei 4.' ↩
	A law is hard either by its multitude (the Mosaic 'yoke,' Acts 15:10) or by the severity of a single command (Abraham and Isaac, Gen 22). Marginal glosses: 'Difficultas legis, duabus ex rebus oritur'; 'Actorum 15.' ↩
	Adam's precept had neither difficulty: only one tree (not the best — the tree of life was greater); cf. the far harder trials of Abraham, Job, Tobias, the martyrs (Rupert, de op. Trin. 2.30). Marginal gloss: 'Facilitas praecepti quod datum est Adamo.' ↩
	The easier the precept, the more inexcusable the sin. Opens the Augustine block-quote (Civ. Dei 14.15), which continues onto PDF 490. Marginal gloss: 'Praeclara B. Augustini sententia.' Sentence breaks at the catchword 'merito.' ↩
	Conclusion of the Augustine block-quote (Civ. Dei 14.15, 'Haec Augustinus'): Adam's disobedience was as detestable (in an easy command) as Abraham's obedience (in a hard one) was praiseworthy; cf. Christ 'obedient unto death' (Phil 2:8). ↩
	Introduces the Rupert block-quote (de Trin. et operibus eius 2.31): the threefold precept of Gen 2:16-17 exacted the three theological virtues. ↩
	Rupert, continued: the three clauses of the precept correspond to charity ('of every tree eat'), hope ('of this eat not'), and faith ('you shall die'); man owed charity for God's free gifts but proved ungrateful. ↩
	Rupert, continued (block-quote runs onto PDF 491): the prohibition called for hope, the threat for faith; Adam failed in all three. The objection from Ps 135:6 ('all the Lord willed He made') answered: God's purpose was not frustrated — the virtues bloomed again 'from that trunk' (in Christ/the saints). Page ends at the catchword 'scentiam' (signature LL). RESUME POINT for next batch: PDF 491, '...per concupi[scentiam]...'. ↩
	Conclusion of the Rupert block-quote (de Trin. et op. 2.31, 'Haec Rupertus') begun on PDF 490: Adam stretched out his hands in concupiscence; Christ, 'the man after God's heart,' stretched His out in obedience on the cross. ↩




QUESTION IV. Why God enjoined that precept upon Adam, which He certainly knew would be violated by him, and whose violation would be calamitous and pernicious not only …

LatineEnglish


QUESTION IV. Why God enjoined that precept upon Adam, which He certainly knew would be violated by him, and whose violation would be calamitous and pernicious not only to him, but also to all his posterity.1
QVAESTIO IIII. Cur Deus praeceptum illud iniunxerit Adamo, quod certò sciebat fore, ut ab eo violaretur, eiúsque praecepti violationem fore non tantùm ipsi verùm etiam toti eius posteritati calamitosam atque perniciosam.



RESPONDEO, fuisse conveniens ut Deus ageret cum homine; non secundùm futurum eius statum, neque secundùm id quod ille posteà facturus erat, sed secundùm praesentem statum in quo eum creaverat: cui statui maximè consentaneum erat, ut Adam inde ab exordio suae creationis usque, lege aliqua obligaretur & astringeretur obsequio Dei, ob eas causas quas suprà quaestione secunda exposuimus. Nec verò, quòd eam legem violaturus erat Adam, propterea non fuit ea lex ferenda: isto enim modo nulla lex hominibus ferenda esset, siquidem paucissimi sunt qui leges custodiant, praesertim verò cum Deus non eo consilio dederit illam legem, ut Adamus eam non custodiret, nec talem fecerit eum ut non potuerit eam legem servare, quia fecit eum liberi arbitrij, ad bonum malumque iuxta flexibilis, & in cuius potestate esset legem servare vel non servare. Quinimo fecit eum rectum, nulláque ad malum propensione, cumulavit eum praeterea abundanti excellentíque gratia per quam facillimum ei iucundissimúmque fuisset quodcunque bonum agere aut malum evitare: & quamlibet legem custodire, praesertim illam quam acceperat, levissimam nempe atque observatu facillimam.
I RESPOND that it was fitting for God to deal with man not according to his future state, nor according to what he was afterward going to do, but according to the present state in which He had created him — to which state it was most consonant that Adam, from the very beginning of his creation onward, should be bound and constrained by some law to the obedience of God, for those causes which we expounded above, in the second question. Nor indeed, because Adam was going to violate that law, was the law for that reason not to be borne: for in that manner no law would be to be borne to men, since very few are those who keep the laws — and especially since God did not give that law with the intention that Adam should not keep it, nor did He make him such that he could not keep that law, because He made him of free will, flexible alike to good and to evil, and in whose power it was to keep the law or not to keep it. Nay rather, He made him upright, with no propensity to evil; and He heaped upon him, besides, an abundant and excellent grace, through which it would have been most easy and most pleasant for him to do any good whatsoever or to avoid any evil — and to keep any law, especially that one which he had received, the lightest, namely, and easiest to observe.2



Ad haec, licèt Deus praeviderat peccatum Adae, attamen simul etiam constituerat peccatum illud ad magnum & multiplex bonum convertere, ex eóque innumerabiles atque incomparabiles utilitates elicere. Nam ut de aliis bonis taceam, illud quanti debet aestimari, voluisse Deum, ut ad peccatum Adami eluendum ac delendum Filius suus humana indutus carne in terris videretur, & cum hominibus conversaretur, ac sui sanguinis & vitae profusione omnia peccati Adae damna cumulatissimè compensaret: ad maiorem gratiam & felicitatem provehens hominem, quàm fuerat ea cum qua creatus à Deo fuerat, & quam peccando perdiderat: ut quodammodo dicere liceat peccatum Adae magno nobis lucro [fuisse...]
Besides this, although God had foreseen the sin of Adam, He had nevertheless at the same time also determined to turn that sin to a great and manifold good, and from it to elicit innumerable and incomparable benefits. For — to say nothing of the other goods — how greatly ought this to be esteemed: that God willed that, for the washing away and blotting out of Adam's sin, His Son, clothed in human flesh, should be seen upon earth and converse with men, and by the pouring out of His blood and life should most abundantly compensate all the harms of Adam's sin — advancing man to a greater grace and happiness than that with which he had been created by God, and which he had lost by sinning: so that in a certain way it may be said that the sin of Adam was [a great gain to us...] [continues]3



[...peccatum Adae magno nobis lucro] fuisse, meritóque Gregorius exclamaverit, O felix culpa quae talem ac tantum meruit habere redemptoré. Adiice, quòd occasione peccati Adae factum est, ut complures maximéque nobiles virtutes in hominibus excellerent, quae in statu innocentiae non enituissent: veluti est fortitudo, patientia, amor erga inimicos, misericordia, abstinentia, virginitatis & martyrij palma: nec tam multiplex decor atque ornatus Ecclesiae fuisset: nec fuissent sacramenta quae nunc habemus, maximè verò divinissimum Eucharistiae Sacramentum.
[...that the sin of Adam was] a great gain to us, and that Gregory deservedly exclaimed, “O happy fault, which merited to have so great and so good a Redeemer!” Add, that by the occasion of Adam's sin it came about that several and most noble virtues excelled in men, which in the state of innocence would not have shone forth — such as fortitude, patience, love toward enemies, mercy, abstinence, the palm of virginity and of martyrdom; nor would the manifold beauty and adornment of the Church have been so great; nor would there have been the sacraments which we now have — and most especially the most divine Sacrament of the Eucharist.4



ILLVD autem hoc loco advertere lectorem volumus, in evitandis seu impediendis malis futuris, non esse parem aut similem rationem Dei atque hominum: quòd homines legibus astricti & subiecti sint, Deus verò supra & extra legem omnem sit positus. Duo enim facit Deus, & bene quidem facit: quae si faceret homo malè profectò faceret: mala enim Deus sinit fieri, quae si vellet ne fierent, facillimè posset impedire: quemadmodum Angelorum lapsum impedire potuisset, si dedisset eis gratiam efficacem, talem, inquam, ut per eam in amore & obedientia Dei omnino perseverarent. Multa etiam facit Deus ex quibus ipse certò scit, mala quaedam consecutura, & complures inde capturos occasionem deterius agendi: cuius generis fuere miracula in Aegypto facta coram Pharaone Aegyptiis, quibus illi vehementius in odio Haebreorum & cótumacia adversus Deum obfirmati & obdurati sunt. Creat item Deus quotidiè quamplurimas animas rationales, quas scit aeternis suppliciis damnatum iri: fert leges [quarum occasione permultos sceleratiores fore novit...]
But we wish the reader to note here, that in the avoiding or impeding of future evils, the reckoning of God and of men is not equal or alike — because men are bound and subject to laws, but God is set above and outside every law. For God does two things, and indeed does them well, which, if a man did them, he would assuredly do badly. For God allows evils to happen, which, if He willed them not to happen, He could most easily impede — just as He could have impeded the fall of the Angels, had He given them efficacious grace, such, I say, as that through it they would altogether have persevered in the love and obedience of God. God also does many things from which He Himself certainly knows that certain evils will follow, and that many will take from them the occasion of acting worse — of which kind were the miracles done in Egypt before Pharaoh and the Egyptians, by which they were the more vehemently hardened and obdurate in hatred of the Hebrews and in contumacy against God. God likewise creates daily very many rational souls which He knows will be condemned to eternal punishments; He bears laws [by occasion of which He knows that very many will become more wicked...] [continues]5



[...fert leges quarum occasione permultos sceleratiores fore novit], quàm si leges illae non fuissent latae. Id quod duabus ex causis accidit: tum quòd ipsa legis prohibitio ardentiorem excitat rei vetitae cupiditatem: scitum enim & verum est illud, Nitimur in vetitum semper, cupimúsque negata. & Paulus ad Romanos 7. Occasione, inquit, accepta peccatú per mandatum operatum est in me omnem concupiscentiam: tum quòd quaedam ante datam legem vel non erant peccata, vel non tam gravia quàm sunt posteà, vel non ut talia cognoscebantur: Peccatum enim, inquit, Paulus, non cognovi, nisi per legem: lata verò lege, quod nó erat anteà peccatum fit peccatum quia lege vetitum est, & quod erat peccatum fit gravius accedente praevaricatione legis, & agente homine non modò quod per se malum est, verùm etiam quod novit ipse malum esse, id est, contra conscientiam suam peccante.
[...He bears laws by occasion of which He knows that very many will become more wicked] than if those laws had not been borne. Which happens for two causes: both because the prohibition of the law itself excites a more ardent desire of the forbidden thing — for that is well-known and true: “We always strive toward the forbidden, and desire the things denied”; and Paul, to the Romans 7: “Sin, taking occasion by the commandment, wrought in me all concupiscence”; and also because certain things, before the law was given, either were not sins, or not so grave as they are afterward, or were not recognized as such: “For I did not know sin,” says Paul, “except through the law.” But the law being given, what was not before a sin becomes a sin because it is forbidden by the law; and what was a sin becomes graver, with the transgression of the law added, and with man doing not only what is evil in itself, but also what he himself knows to be evil — that is, sinning against his own conscience.6



ILLA igitur duo facit Deus non tantùm non malè, sed etiam rectissimè, iustissimè, ac sapientissimè. Etenim non convenit, Deum prohibere atque impedire ne ullum malum fiat: quinimo decet ordinatissimam eius providentiam, ut res quas ipse condidit, convenienter naturis ipsarum operari sinat: res nempe necessarias necessariò, contingentes contingenter, liberas liberè. Verè enim dictum est ab Augustino, in capite 30. libri septimi, de Civitate dei, Deum quaecumque creavit sic administrare, ut suos exercere & agere motus sinat. Cum igitur, [naturam rationalem fecerit...]
Those two things, therefore, God does not only not badly, but most rightly, most justly, and most wisely. For it is not fitting that God should prohibit and impede that no evil happen at all; nay rather, it befits His most ordered providence that the things which He Himself founded He should allow to operate suitably to their own natures — namely, necessary things necessarily, contingent things contingently, free things freely. For it is truly said by Augustine, in chapter 30 of the seventh book On the City of God, that God so administers whatever He created, that He allows them to exercise and to carry out their own motions. Since, therefore, [He made the rational nature...] [continues]7



[...Cum igitur naturam] rationalem fecerit praeditá libero arbitrio, quod ad bonum malumáque iuxta flexibile est, conveniens fuit ut eam agere sineret prout ipsa vellet, adiuvando quidem eam ad bonum faciendum, non tamen ad malum impellendo. Si enim Deus nihil mali sineret fieri ubi eluceret clementia eius in condonandis peccatis? ubi misericordia in sublevandis malis? ubi iustitia in sceleribus vindicandis? ubi tantus in hac rerum universitate, praesertim verò in rebus humanis decor & ornatus eniteret? Neque verò propterea decet aliquid non fieri à Deo, quod eius occasione nonnulli deteriores futuri sint, cùm ea facillimum sit ut occasio illa non sit data, sed accepta: nec proveniat ex consilio propositóque & culpa facientis, sed ex pravo perversóque animo abutentis, alioqui nullam hominibus legem dari oporteret, quippe cùm ea plerique homines abutantur: nulla instituenda fuissent Sacramenta, nec Filius Dei incarnandus, nec mittendus ad Iudaeos fuisset: nec mortem pro redemptione hominum subire debuisset. Patet igitur non ideo fuisse conveniens ut Deus praeceptum illud Adamo non daret, quod ab eo violatum iri praenovisset.
[...Since, therefore,] He made the rational nature endowed with free will, which is flexible alike to good and to evil, it was fitting that He allow it to act as it itself willed — helping it, indeed, to do good, yet not impelling it to evil. For if God allowed no evil to happen, where would His clemency shine forth, in forgiving sins? where His mercy, in relieving evils? where His justice, in avenging crimes? where would so great a beauty and adornment shine, in this universe of things, and especially in human affairs? Nor indeed is it fitting that anything should not be done by God because, by its occasion, some are going to become worse — since it is most easy that that occasion be not given, but taken, and arise not from the counsel and purpose and fault of the one acting, but from the depraved and perverse mind of the one abusing it; otherwise no law would have to be given to men, since most men abuse it: no Sacraments would have had to be instituted, nor would the Son of God have had to be incarnate, nor sent to the Jews, nor have had to undergo death for the redemption of men. It is clear, therefore, that it was not on that account fitting for God not to give that precept to Adam, because He had foreknown that it would be violated by him.8



Translator’s notes
	Fourth question of the disputation (rule above). ↩
	Large decorated initial 'R'. God dealt with man as then he was (upright, free, graced) — the law fittingly given though foreknown to be broken (else no law could ever be given; Adam was made able to keep it). ↩
	God ordained the foreseen sin to a greater good: the Incarnation and Redemption, raising man higher than his original state (the 'felix culpa' theme; completed on PDF 492). Sentence breaks at the catchword 'fuisse.' ↩
	The 'felix culpa' ('O happy fault...', from the Easter Exsultet, ascribed to Gregory): the Fall occasioned the heroic virtues, the Church's beauty, and the sacraments (above all the Eucharist). ↩
	God's 'reckoning' differs from man's: He rightly permits foreseen evils — the angels' fall (withholding efficacious grace), Pharaoh's hardening at the miracles, creating souls He foresees damned, bearing laws that occasion more sin. Marginal gloss: 'Non esse similem Dei atque hominum rationem in prohibendis, impediendisve malis futuris.' ↩
	Why law occasions more sin: the prohibition inflames desire (Ovid, Amores 3.4.17; Rom 7:8), and the law makes the act formally sinful and graver (against conscience; Rom 7:7). ↩
	God's providence lets each nature act per its kind — necessary necessarily, contingent contingently, free freely (Augustine, Civ. Dei 7.30). Sentence breaks at the catchword 'naturam.' ↩
	God lets the free nature act as it wills; without permitted evil there would be no place for clemency, mercy, justice, or the world's moral beauty. The occasion of sin is 'taken,' not given — else no law, sacraments, or Redemption. Conclusion: God rightly gave the precept though foreknowing its violation. ↩




VERSE 17. For in whatever day you eat of it, you shall die the death

LatineEnglish


VERSE 17. For in whatever day you eat of it, you shall die the death.1
VERS. 17. In quocunque enim die comederis ex eo, morte morieris.



CONTINENT verba haec minas terrorémque: namque Adamo si praevaricaretur de arbore illa edens, denuntiavit Deus certissimum mortis exitium, volens scilicet eum illiusmodi minis & poenae periculo velut quodam freno cohibere. Tribus enim maximè rebus permoventur homines ad observandas leges sibi latas: Primò legislatoris amore ac reverentia, cuius praeceptis ob magna beneficia ab eo accepta, vel ob excellentem eius sapientiam auctoritatémque, & legitimum in eos imperium, debere se obedientiam agnoscunt: Deindè, praemiorum spe quae parentibus legi promissa sunt: Denique, metu suppliciorum quibus praevaricatores & violatores legum subiiciendi & plectendi sunt: atque hoc postremum expressum est illis verbis, In quocunque enim die comederis ex eo, morte morieris. Maiorem enim vim ad commovendos animos nostros habet metus quàm spes, comminatio poenae quàm mercedis promissio, dolor denique quàm voluptas. Quanquam multis visum est, etiam praemium Adamo si legi obtemperaret, esse à Deo promissum, licèt id Moses non exposuerit: promisisse enim Deum Adamo facultatem edendi ex arbore vi-[tae...]
These words contain threats and terror: for to Adam, should he transgress by eating of that tree, God denounced the most certain destruction of death — willing, namely, to restrain him by such threats and by the danger of penalty as by a kind of bridle. For by three things especially are men moved to observe the laws borne to them: First, by love and reverence of the lawgiver, to whose precepts — on account of the great benefits received from him, or on account of his excellent wisdom and authority and legitimate command over them — they acknowledge that they owe obedience; Then, by the hope of the rewards which are promised to those obedient to the law; Finally, by the fear of the punishments to which the transgressors and violators of laws are to be subjected and chastised; and this last is expressed in those words, “For in whatever day you eat of it, you shall die the death.” For fear has greater force to move our minds than hope, the threat of penalty than the promise of reward, and pain, finally, than pleasure. Although to many it has seemed that a reward too was promised by God to Adam, if he obeyed the law, though Moses did not expound it: for God promised Adam the faculty of eating from the tree of [life...] [continues]2



[...promisisse enim Deum Adamo facultatem edendi ex arbore vi]tae, cuius esu immortalem vitam non interitus modò, verùm etiam laboris omnísque molestiae nesciant & expertem degere posset, idque ex his ipsis Domini verbis licet evidenter argumentari: Si enim Deus comminatus est Adamo, fore ut edens ex arbore scientiae boni & mali, necessariò moreretur: ex eo concludere licet, si non edisset, nunquam eum fuisse moriturum. Quòd si quis roget, num Adam ante peccatum comederit ex arbore vitae? Respondebo, mihi admodum [credibile videri eum nequaquam comedisse...]
[...for God promised Adam the faculty of eating from the tree of] life, by the eating of which he could pass an immortal life, ignorant of and exempt not only from destruction, but also from all labor and trouble; and this can be evidently argued from these very words of the Lord: for if God threatened Adam that, eating from the tree of the knowledge of good and evil, he would necessarily die, from that it may be concluded that, had he not eaten, he would never have been going to die. But if anyone should ask whether Adam ate from the tree of life before sin, I shall respond that to me it seems quite [credible that he by no means ate of it...] [continues]3



[...mihi admodum] credibile videri eum nequaquam comedisse: tum quod brevissimo tempore Adam in Paradiso commoratus sit, & fructus arboris vitae non erat futurus quotidianus hominis cibus, sed ad corroborandam facultatem vitalem hominis per certa quaedam intervalla sumendus, vel ut alimentum pariter atque medicamentum: tum etiam quòd si vel semel fructum arboris vitae comedisset Adam, longiorem proculdubio vitam vixisset: potentissimus enim erat fructus illius arboris, vel perpetuandi vitam hominis, vel multa in saecula producendi. His accedit, quòd propterea Deus post Adae peccatum, eiecit eum ex Paradiso, eiúsque loci aditum inaccessum atque impenetrabilem fecit, ne scilicet Adam in Paradisum ingressus & ex arbore vitae comedens, in aeternum viveret. Sic enim dixit illi Deus, Nunc ergo ne forte mittat manum suam & sumat etiam de ligno vitae, & comedat, & vivat in aeternum.
[...that to me it seems quite] credible that he by no means ate of it: both because Adam tarried a very brief time in Paradise, and the fruit of the tree of life was not going to be man's daily food, but to be taken at certain intervals for the strengthening of man's vital faculty, or as food and medicine alike; and also because, if Adam had even once eaten the fruit of the tree of life, he would doubtless have lived a longer life — for the fruit of that tree was most powerful, either to perpetuate man's life, or to prolong it for many ages. To this is added, that for this reason God, after Adam's sin, cast him out of Paradise, and made the entrance to that place inaccessible and impenetrable — lest, namely, Adam, entering Paradise and eating from the tree of life, should live forever. For thus God said to him: “Now therefore, lest perhaps he put forth his hand, and take also of the tree of life, and eat, and live forever.”4



Translator’s notes
	Scripture lemma (marked VERS. 17., the verse in italic) opening the next stretch of commentary — the threat of death. ↩
	Large decorated initial 'C'. The threat as a bridle. The three motives to obey law (love of lawgiver / hope of reward / fear of penalty), fear being the strongest (this verse). A reward implied: the tree of life. Marginal glosses: 'Tria inducunt homines ad observantiam legis'; 'Quod praemium Deus promiserit Adae, si non ederet ex illa arbore.' ↩
	The tree of life would have conferred deathless, painless life. From 'you shall die if you eat,' it follows: had he not eaten, he would not have died. The question of whether Adam ate from the tree of life opens. Marginal gloss: 'An Adam comederit ex ligno vitae.' ↩
	Pererius: Adam probably never ate of the tree of life (brief stay; not daily food; one taste would have lengthened life). God barred Paradise lest Adam eat of it and live forever (Gen 3:22). ↩




A DISPUTATION ON THE PENALTY OF DEATH, which God threatened to Adam for eating the fruit of the forbidden tree

LatineEnglish


A DISPUTATION ON THE PENALTY OF DEATH, which God threatened to Adam for eating the fruit of the forbidden tree.1
DISPVTATIO DE POENA MORTIS, quam Deus Adamo edendi fructum arboris vetitae comminatus est.



CAETERVM, ex illis verbis Domini, In quocúque die comederis ex eo, morte morieris, nonnullae nec leves, nec ignobiles quaestiones existunt, diligenter hoc loco explicandae.
But from those words of the Lord, “In whatever day you eat of it, you shall die the death,” several questions arise, neither slight nor ignoble, to be carefully explained in this place.2



Translator’s notes
	New disputation divider (rule above and below). ↩
	Large decorated initial 'C'. Programmatic sentence introducing the questions of the disputation. ↩




QUESTION I. How it is to be understood that Adam would die in whatever day he ate from that forbidden tree

LatineEnglish


QUESTION I. How it is to be understood that Adam would die in whatever day he ate from that forbidden tree.1
QVAESTIO I. Quomodo intelligendum sit, Adam moriturum quacunque die comederet ex illa vetita arbore.



QVOMODO verum fuerit quod Deus minatus est Adae, fore ut in quocunque die comederet ex illa arbore moreretur, non facilem habet intellectum, quippe cùm post esum illius arboris, triginta & nongentos annos vixerit Adam. Quidam putaverunt Deum non esse locutum de morte corporali, sed spirituali tantùm, id est, de amissione iustitiae & gratiae Dei, per quam homo vivit Deo: quod enim praestat anima corpori ad vitam naturalem & corporalem, hoc ipsum ratione quadam gratia praestat animae ad degendam vitam supernaturalem & divinam. Verùm istam sententiam paulò infrà confutaturi sumus.
HOW what God threatened to Adam — that in whatever day he ate from that tree he would die — was true, does not have an easy understanding, seeing that, after the eating of that tree, Adam lived nine hundred and thirty years. Some have supposed that God spoke not of corporeal death, but only of spiritual death — that is, of the loss of the justice and grace of God, by which man lives unto God: for that which the soul furnishes to the body for natural and corporeal life, this very thing, in a certain manner, grace furnishes to the soul for passing the supernatural and divine life. But we shall refute that opinion a little below.2



Alij opinantur, verba illa Dei continere sententiam non definitivam, sed comminatoriam, quam non est necesse impleri, aut certè secundum rigorem impleri: qualis fuit sententia Dei adversus Ninivitas de futuro civitatis eorum post quadraginta dies excidio. Sed hoc frivolum est: sententia enim Dei comminatoria & conditionalis tunc non impletur cùm deest conditio sub qua pronunciata est, id est, [...]
Others are of the opinion that those words of God contain a sentence not definitive, but comminatory — which it is not necessary to fulfill, or certainly not to fulfill according to its rigor: such as was the sentence of God against the Ninevites concerning the future destruction of their city after forty days. But this is frivolous: for a comminatory and conditional sentence of God is then not fulfilled when there is wanting the condition under which it was pronounced — that is, [...] [continues]3



[...cùm deest conditio sub qua pronunciata est,] id est, cùm mutatus est is adversus quem lata fuerat: sicut disertis verbis declaravit Deus per Hieremiam, capite 18. At hoc non contigit Adamo, quippe qui admisso peccato non statim resipuit & poenitentiam egit: quinimo cùm admissi sceleris argueretur à Deo, excusavit se & elevare voluit crimen suum, causam eius in uxorem suam conferens. Iustinus martyr in eo dialogo quem habuit cum Tryphone, & Irenaeus libro quinto, adversus haereses censent, Adamum qua die comedit ex illa arbore, eadem ipsa die mortuum esse: aliam enim esse mensuram diei Dei, aliam diei naturalis & humani: hic enim viginti quatuor duntaxat horis definitus est, ille verò ad mille annos producitur, ut cecinit David Psalm. octuagesimonono, Mille anni ante oculos tuos táquam dies hesterna quae praterijt. & S. Petrus, Mille, inquit, anni sicut dies unus, quoniam igitur Adam nó attigit millesimum annum, rectè dici potest eum non vixisse diem unum, sed eadem die mortuum esse qua die peccavit.
[...when there is wanting the condition under which it was pronounced,] that is, when he against whom it was borne is changed — as God declared in express words through Jeremiah, chapter 18. But this did not happen to Adam, since, having committed the sin, he did not at once come to his senses and do penance; nay rather, when he was accused of the committed crime by God, he excused himself, and wished to lighten his crime, transferring its cause onto his wife. Justin Martyr, in the dialogue which he had with Trypho, and Irenaeus, in the fifth book against heresies, hold that Adam, on the day he ate from that tree, died on that very same day: for one is the measure of God's day, another of the natural and human day; for the latter is defined by only twenty-four hours, but the former is prolonged to a thousand years, as David sang in Psalm 89, “A thousand years before your eyes are as yesterday's day, which has passed”; and Saint Peter, “A thousand years,” he says, “are as one day.” Since, therefore, Adam did not reach the thousandth year, it can rightly be said that he did not live one day, but died on the same day on which he sinned.4



At enim, vel me tacente per se lector advertet, hanc interpretationem duram esse & contortam, atque narrationi Mosis quae historica est minimè congruentem: quippe qui vocabulo diei in omnibus libris suis non aliter usus est, quàm est vulgo usitatum & tritum. Placet aliis, illud, In quacunque die, referri tantùm debere ad illud Comederis, nó autem ad illud Morieris, ut non significetur, eadem die moriturum eum qua die comederet, sed illud tantùm significetur, esum illius arboris non esse interdictum Adamo in unum aliquem certum diem vel tempus, sed in omnem diem atque in omne tempus, ita ut quocumque die vel tempore comederet, omnino moriturus esset. Quae quidem interpretatio facilis est ad intelligendum, nec ullis premitur incommodis.
But indeed, even with me silent, the reader will of himself observe that this interpretation is hard and forced, and by no means congruent with the narration of Moses, which is historical — since he uses the word “day” in all his books no otherwise than is commonly used and familiar. It pleases others that that phrase, “In whatever day,” ought to be referred only to that word “you eat,” and not to that word “you shall die” — so that it is not signified that he would die on the same day on which he ate, but only this is signified: that the eating of that tree was not forbidden to Adam for some one certain day or time, but for every day and for every time — so that on whatever day or time he ate, he would altogether die. Which interpretation is indeed easy to understand, and is pressed by no difficulties.5



PLERISQVE visum est, illud In quocunque die comederis, iungi debere cum illo Morieris, ut significetur simul atque comederet, esse ipsum moriturum: verú per illud, Morieris, non significari actum moriendi, sed necessitatem & debitum mortis: ut sensus sit, statim ut comederis, obnoxius eris poenae mortis, & astrictus eris necessitate moriendi: qua non teneberis, si ex ista arbore non comederis. Hieronymus in libro Traditionum Hebraicarum in Genesim laudat Symmachum interpretem, qui pro illo Morieris, verterit Mortalis eris: significando voce illa Mortalis, non potentiam naturalem moriendi quae oritur ex naturali constitutione hominis, & qua etiam in statu innocentiae Adam minimè carebat, sed denotando inevitabilem moriendi necessitatem in quam propter peccatum incurrit Adam. Haec inter-[pretatio probatur in primis Theodoreto...]
To most it has seemed that that phrase, “In whatever day you eat,” ought to be joined with that word “you shall die,” so that it be signified that as soon as he ate, he himself would be going to die; yet that by that word “you shall die” there is signified not the act of dying, but the necessity and the debt of death — so that the sense is: as soon as you eat, you will be liable to the penalty of death, and bound by the necessity of dying — by which you will not be held, if you do not eat from that tree. Jerome, in the book of the Hebrew Traditions on Genesis, praises Symmachus the translator, who, for that “you shall die,” rendered “you shall be mortal” — signifying by that word “mortal” not the natural power of dying, which arises from the natural constitution of man, and which Adam by no means lacked even in the state of innocence, but denoting the inevitable necessity of dying into which Adam ran on account of sin. This inter-[pretation is approved especially by Theodoret...] [continues]6



[...Haec interpretatio probatur in primis Theodoreto, quippe qui in quaest. 38. in] Genesim, Non statim, inquit, mortuus est Adam post transgressioné, verumtamen decretum & sententiá mortis divina Scriptura mortem appellat. Itaque cùm primùm comedit, Dei senténtia obnoxius fuit supplicio mortis, in singulos dies atque horas velut reus mortis ipsam mortem expectans. Etenim nisi comedisset, potuisset non mori, immo nunquam mortuus fuisset: at postquam comedit cibum vetitum, non potuit effugere quin aliquando moreretur.
[...This interpretation is approved especially by Theodoret, since he, in question 38 on] Genesis, says: “Adam did not die immediately after the transgression; nevertheless, divine Scripture calls the decree and sentence of death ‘death.’ And so, when he first ate, he became liable, by the sentence of God, to the penalty of death — awaiting death itself, day by day and hour by hour, as one guilty of death. For unless he had eaten, he could have not died — nay, would never have died; but after he ate the forbidden food, he could not escape but that at some time he would die.”7



HVIVS sententiae fuit etiam Augustinus, quem ferè sequuntur Theologi scholastici. Is enim lib. 13. de Civitate Dei cap. 23. his ferè verbis scribit: Corpus Adae quod cibo & potu egebat ne fame interficeretur & siti, & non immortalitate illa absoluta atque indissolubili, sed ligno vitae à mortis necessitate prohibebatur, atque in iuventutis flore retinebatur, non spiritale, sed animale fuit: nequaquam tamen moriturum, nisi in Dei praedicentis minantísque sententiam delinquendo corruisset. Quamvis autem cùm Deus dixit, Qua die ederitis ex illo morte moriemini, intelligamus mortem istam manifestam quae fit anima à corpore separatio esse significatam, non propterea tamen id videri debet absurdum, quia non eo prorsus die à corpore sunt soluti, quo cibum interdictum mortiferumque sumpserunt. Eo quippe die mutata in deterius vitiatáque natura, atque à ligno vitae separatione iustissima, mortis in eis etiá corporalis necessitas facta est, cum qua nos necessitate nati sumus. Propter quod Apostolus non ait, corpus quidem moriturum est propter peccatum, sed ait, Corpus quidem mortuum est propter peccatum, spiritus autem vita est propter iustitiam. Mortuum appellavit corpus nostrum Apostolus, quia iam moriendi necessitate constrictum est.
Of this view was also Augustine, whom the scholastic Theologians generally follow. For he, in book 13 of the City of God, chapter 23, writes in nearly these words: “The body of Adam, which had need of food and drink lest it be killed by hunger and thirst, and which was kept from the necessity of death not by that absolute and indissoluble immortality, but by the tree of life, and was retained in the flower of youth, was not spiritual, but animal; yet by no means about to die, unless by transgressing it had fallen into the sentence of God foretelling and threatening. But although, when God said, ‘In the day you eat of it you shall die the death,’ we understand that manifest death — which is the separation of soul from body — to be signified, it ought not on that account to seem absurd that they were not loosed from the body on that very day on which they took the forbidden and death-bearing food. For on that day, the nature being changed for the worse and vitiated, and by a most just separation from the tree of life, the necessity even of bodily death was made in them — that necessity with which we are born. On account of which the Apostle does not say, ‘the body indeed is going to die because of sin,’ but says, ‘The body indeed is dead because of sin, but the spirit is life because of justice.’ The Apostle called our body ‘dead,’ because it is already constrained by the necessity of dying.”8



Legenda sunt quae scribit in eandem sententiam Augustinus, libr. 11. de Genesi ad litteram, 32. cap. POSTREMO loco ponenda est interpretatio nulli quidem priorum probabilitate cedens, eorum qui illud, Morte morieris, interpretantur de actuali morte, & non tantùm de necessitate moriendi. Verùm, mortem illi quidem intelligunt non completam, sed inchoatam: statim enim ut Adam peccavit, corpus eius spoliatum iustitia origina-[li & munere immortalitatis destitutum...]
To be read are the things which Augustine writes to the same view, in book 11 On Genesis according to the Letter, chapter 32. In the last place is to be put an interpretation that yields to none of the prior ones in probability — of those who interpret that “you shall die the death” of actual death, and not only of the necessity of dying. But they understand a death not completed, but begun: for as soon as Adam sinned, his body, despoiled of original justice [and deprived of the gift of immortality...] [continues]9



[...corpus eius spoliatum iustitia origina]li & munere immortalitatis destitutum, coepit sentire frigus, calorem, lassitudinem, aliáque incommoda & mala, quae sunt certissimi venturae mortis nuncij, coepítque paulatim corrumpi & ad interitum labi, sicut enim Philosophi alterationem quae praecedit procreationem formae substantialis, quod sit ad eam praeparatio quaedá necessaria & velut certissima quaedá via, non dubitarunt appellare generationem, ita alteratio quae paulatim praeparat & ducit ad interitum nomen corruptionis & mortis sibi vendicat. Scitè igitur mulier illa, ut est in 2. lib. Regum cap. 14. dixit Davidi: Omnes morimur & quasi aqua dilabimur. Verissimum etiam est illud B. Gregorij hom. 37. in Euang. dictum: Temporalis vita, inquit, aeternae vitae cóparata, mors est potius dicenda quàm vita. Ipse enim quotidianus defectus corruptionis, quid est aliud quàm quaedam prolixitas mortis? Corpus igitur Adae in eodem statu permansisset, nisi ipse peccasset: non enim paulatim fuisset dissolutum aut [vitiatum & ad mortem delapsum...]
[...his body, despoiled of original justice] and deprived of the gift of immortality, began to feel cold, heat, weariness, and the other discomforts and evils, which are the most certain heralds of coming death; and it began gradually to be corrupted and to slip toward destruction. For just as the Philosophers did not hesitate to call “generation” the alteration that precedes the procreation of a substantial form (because it is a necessary preparation for it, and as it were a most certain way to it), so the alteration that gradually prepares and leads to destruction claims for itself the name of corruption and death. Wisely, therefore, did that woman, as it stands in the second book of Kings [2 Samuel], chapter 14, say to David: “We all die, and like water we slip away.” Most true also is that saying of blessed Gregory, homily 37 on the Gospel: “Temporal life,” he says, “compared to eternal life, is rather to be called death than life. For the daily failing of corruption itself, what else is it than a certain prolongation of death?” The body of Adam, therefore, would have remained in the same state, had he not sinned; for it would not gradually have been dissolved or [vitiated and fallen toward death...] [continues]10



[...non enim paulatim fuisset dissolutum aut vitiatum & ad mortem delapsum: at post pecca]tum, coepit paulatim dissolui & corrumpi & ad interitum fluere, & ex eo tempore, mors ei coepit dominari.
[...for it would not gradually have been dissolved or vitiated and fallen toward death; but after his sin] it began gradually to be dissolved and corrupted and to flow toward destruction, and from that time death began to have dominion over him.11



Translator’s notes
	First question of the disputation (rule above). ↩
	Large decorated initial 'Q'. The difficulty: Adam lived 930 more years (Gen 5:5). First interpretation: the death meant was spiritual (loss of grace) — to be refuted below. Marginal gloss: 'Prima interpretatio.' ↩
	Second interpretation: the threat was comminatory (conditional), not absolute — like Jonah's 'forty days' against Nineveh (Jonah 3:4). Pererius calls this frivolous: a conditional threat goes unfulfilled only when its condition fails. Marginal gloss: 'Secunda interpretatio.' Page ends at the catchword 'id est' (signature LL 3). RESUME POINT for next batch: PDF 495, 'id est, [the condition being repentance]...'. ↩
	Completes the refutation of the 2nd interpretation (a conditional threat fails only if its subject repents — Jer 18; but Adam did not). The 3rd interpretation (Justin, Dial. with Trypho; Irenaeus, adv. Haer. 5): a divine 'day' = 1000 years (Ps 89[90]:4; 2 Pet 3:8), so Adam died within his 'day.' Marginal glosses: 'Tertia interpretatio Iustini & Irenaei'; '2. Petr. 3.' ↩
	The 3rd interpretation rejected as forced (Moses uses 'day' in the ordinary sense). The 4th interpretation: 'in whatever day' qualifies only 'you eat' (the prohibition holds always), not 'you shall die.' Marginal gloss: 'Quarta interpretatio.' ↩
	The 5th interpretation (favored by most): 'you shall die' = liability to / the debt of death (Symmachus' 'you shall be mortal,' praised by Jerome, Quaest. Hebr. in Gen.) — not natural mortality (which Adam had even in innocence) but the unavoidable necessity incurred by sin. Marginal gloss: 'Quinta interpretatio.' ↩
	Theodoret, Quaest. in Gen. 38 (block-quote, continues onto PDF 496): the 'death' threatened is the sentence/debt of death — incurred at once by eating, though carried out later. Sentence/quote runs on past the page (catchword 'HUIUS'). ↩
	Augustine, Civ. Dei 13.23 (block-quote): Adam's body was 'animal,' kept deathless by the tree of life; at sin the necessity of bodily death was incurred (the soul-body separation only later). Rom 8:10 ('the body is dead because of sin') glossed. Marginal gloss: 'Rom. 8.' ↩
	The 6th and last interpretation (Pererius' favored one): 'you shall die' of *actual* death, but death begun — decay setting in at once. Marginal gloss: 'Sexta & ultima interpretatio.' ↩
	Decay as 'death begun': the philosophers' analogy (alteration named for its term); 2 Sam 14:14 ('we all die... like water'); Gregory, Hom. in Evang. 37 ('temporal life is rather death than life'). Sentence breaks at 'dissolutum aut.' ↩
	Conclusion of the 6th interpretation: at sin the body's gradual dissolution—'death begun'—set in. (Closes QUAESTIO I; page ends with decorative asterisks and the catchword 'QVAE'.) ↩




QUESTION II. Whether the death which God threatened to Adam was only of the soul, or of the body, or of both

LatineEnglish


QUESTION II. Whether the death which God threatened to Adam was only of the soul, or of the body, or of both.1
QVAESTIO II. An mors quam Deus minatus est Adamo, fuerit tantùm animae, an corporis, an utriusque.



ALTERA iisdem ex verbis oritur quaestio: Mors quam Deus Adamo comminatus est, cùm dixit, In quocunque die comederis ex eo morte morieris, intelligendáne sit mors animae tantùm, per quam scilicet anima peccando separatur à Deo qui ei per gratiam suam, spiritualem & divinam vitam donabat: An etiam mors corporis qua separatur animus à corpore. Multi & cùm primis nobiles scriptores censuerunt, non mortem corporis, sed animae duntaxat esse significatam. Hoc affirmat Philo, quem propter admirabilem eloquentiam, Platoné Iudaeorum veteres appellarunt, idque scriptum ille reliquit libro secundo, de Allegoriis legis Mosaicae. Eandem sententiam amplexus est Eucherius in primo Commentariorum in Genesim: quibus etiam subscripsit Eugubinus in Annotationibus suis in Pentateuchum, haec Mosis verba tractans, scribensque, (dubitanter tamen suamque opinionem censurae Ecclesiae subiiciens) peccatum Adae non corporis, sed animae duntaxat mortem hominibus attulisse. Verùm posteà cùm intellexisset id adversari doctrinae sacrae Ecclesiasticae, in sua Cosmopoeia mutavit sententiam.
Another question arises from the same words: The death which God threatened to Adam, when He said, “In whatever day you eat of it, you shall die the death,” is it to be understood as the death of the soul only — by which, namely, the soul, by sinning, is separated from God, who by His grace bestowed on it the spiritual and divine life — or also as the death of the body, by which the soul is separated from the body? Many, and among the foremost, noble writers have judged that not the death of the body, but only of the soul, was signified. This Philo affirms — whom, on account of his admirable eloquence, the ancients called the Plato of the Jews — and he left this written in the second book On the Allegories of the Mosaic Law. The same view Eucherius embraced, in the first book of his Commentaries on Genesis; to which Eugubinus [Steuco] also subscribed, in his Annotations on the Pentateuch, treating these words of Moses and writing (doubtfully, however, and subjecting his opinion to the Church's judgement) that Adam's sin brought to men not the death of the body, but only the death of the soul. But afterward, when he understood that this contradicts the sacred doctrine of the Church, he changed his opinion in his Cosmopoeia.2



SED praeter caeteros huic opinioni fidem & auctoritatem adiunxit Gregorius, eam gravissimis verbis professus & tutatus, in Regist. libro sexto, capite centesimo nonagesimoquinto, & est Epistola 31. Gregorij ad Eulogium episcopum Alexandrinum, & Anastasium episcop. Antiochenum scripta, sic autem eo loci scribit Gregorius: Si Adae qui primus peccavit anima in peccato mortua non est: quomodo de ligno vetito ei dictum est, in quacunque die comederitis ex eo, morte moriemini? Et ecce comedit Adam & Eua de ligno vetito, & tamen in carne sua ultra nongentos annos postmodum vixerunt. Constat itaque quia in carne non est mortuus. Si ergo in anima mortuus non est, quod dici nefas est, falsam sententiam de illo protulit Deus, qui dixit, quia qua die comederet moreretur. Sed absit hic error, absit à vera fide. Nos enim primum hominem, qua die peccavit, anima mortuum dicimus, atque per hunc omne genus humanum in hac mortis & corruptionis poena damnatum. Per secundum verò hominem, & modò à morte animae, & postmodum ab omni corruptione carnis in aeterna resurrectione liberari nos posse confidimus. Animam verò Adae in peccato mortuam dicimus, non à substantia vivendi, sed à qualitate vivendi. Quia enim aliud est substantia atque aliud qualitas, non est eius anima ita mortua ut non esset, sed ita mortua ut beata non esset. Qui tamen Adam postmodum per poenitentiam ad vitam rediit. Haec Gregorius.
BUT beyond the rest, Gregory added faith and authority to this opinion, professing and defending it in the weightiest words, in the Register, book six, chapter one hundred and ninety-five — and it is Epistle 31 of Gregory, written to Eulogius bishop of Alexandria and Anastasius bishop of Antioch; and Gregory writes thus in that place: “If the soul of Adam, who first sinned, did not die in sin, how was it said to him concerning the forbidden tree, ‘in whatever day you eat of it, you shall die the death’? And behold, Adam and Eve ate of the forbidden tree, and yet in their flesh they afterward lived more than nine hundred years. It is agreed, therefore, that he did not die in the flesh. If, then, he did not die in the soul — which it is wicked to say — God brought forth a false sentence about him, who said that on the day he ate he would die. But away with this error, away from true faith! For we say that the first man, on the day he sinned, died in soul, and that through him the whole human race was condemned to this penalty of death and corruption. But through the second Man we trust that we can be freed — both now from the death of the soul, and afterward from all corruption of the flesh in the eternal resurrection. And we say that the soul of Adam died in sin, not as to the substance of living, but as to the quality of living. For since substance is one thing and quality another, his soul was not so dead that it did not exist, but so dead that it was not blessed. Yet Adam afterward returned to life through penance.” Thus Gregory.3



Secundùm istos igitur auctores, Adam edendo cibum sibi vetitum, in mortem animae non autem corporis incurrit.
According to these authors, therefore, Adam, by eating the food forbidden to him, ran into the death of the soul, but not of the body.4



Ex adverso autem B. Augustinus, quem Theologi Scholastici & plerique Doctores merito secuti sunt, in lib. 13. de Civitate Dei, cap. 12. confirmat, hoc loco mortis vocabulo significatam esse omnem mortem quae potest homini accidere, hoc est, tam animae quàm corporis, tam temporalem quàm aeternam. Verba Augustini eo loco, sic habent: Cùm ergo requiritur quam mortem Deus primis hominibus fuerit comminatus, si ab eo mandatum transgrederentur acceptum, nec obedientiam custodirent, utrum animae an corporis, an totius hominis, an illam quae secunda dicitur: respondendum est, omnes. Prima enim constat ex duabus: secunda ex omnibus tota. Sicut enim universa terra ex multis terris, & universa Ecclesia ex multis constat Ecclesiis, sic universa mors ex omnibus: quoniam prima constat ex duabus, una animae, altera corporis: ut sit prima totius hominis mors, cùm anima sine Deo & sine corpore ad tempus poenas luit: secunda verò ubi anima sine Deo cum corpore poenas aeternas luit. Quando ergo dixit Deus primo illi homini quem in Paradiso constituerat de cibo vetito, Quacumque die ederitis ex eo, morte moriemini: Non tantùm prima mortis partem priorem ubi anima privatur Deo, nec tantùm posteriorem ubi corpus privatur anima, nec solùm ipsam totam primam ubi anima & à Deo & à corpore separata punitur: sed quicquid mortis est usque ad novissimam quae secunda dicitur, & qua est nulla posterior, comminatio illa complexa est. Sic Augustinus.
But on the contrary, blessed Augustine — whom the Scholastic Theologians and most Doctors have deservedly followed — in book 13 of the City of God, chapter 12, confirms that in this place, by the word “death,” there is signified every death that can befall man, that is, both of soul and of body, both temporal and eternal. The words of Augustine in that place run thus: “When, therefore, it is asked with what death God threatened the first men, if they should transgress the command received from Him, and not keep obedience — whether of the soul, or of the body, or of the whole man, or that which is called the second [death] — the answer is: all. For the first consists of two; the second is whole out of all. For just as the whole earth consists of many lands, and the whole Church of many Churches, so the whole death of all: since the first consists of two, one of the soul, the other of the body — so that the first death of the whole man is when the soul, without God and without the body, pays penalties for a time; but the second is where the soul, without God, with the body, pays eternal penalties. When, therefore, God said to that first man, whom He had set in Paradise, concerning the forbidden food, ‘In whatever day you eat of it, you shall die the death’ — not only the former part of the first death, where the soul is deprived of God; nor only the latter, where the body is deprived of the soul; nor only that whole first death, where the soul, separated both from God and from the body, is punished; but whatever of death there is, up to the last, which is called the second, and than which there is none later — that threat comprehended.” Thus Augustine.5



Licet igitur, secundùm Augustinum, quadruplicem mortem distinguere: unam animae & ad tempus, cùm anima peccando separatur à Deo, alteram corporis & ad tempus: qua separatur anima à corpore: tertiam quae simul utramque complexa est, separationem dico animae à Deo & à corpore: quartam qua homo in aeternum morietur post diem iudicij, secundùm animam & corpus: quae mors secunda & novissima appellatur. Placet igitur Augustino, omnes has mortes illis Domini verbis esse comprehensas, eísque Adam post peccatum suum fuisse obnoxium.
It is permissible, therefore, according to Augustine, to distinguish a fourfold death: one of the soul and for a time, when the soul, by sinning, is separated from God; another of the body and for a time, by which the soul is separated from the body; a third, which comprehends both at once — I mean the separation of the soul from God and from the body; a fourth, by which man will die forever after the day of judgement, according to soul and body — which is called the second and last death. It pleases Augustine, therefore, that all these deaths are comprehended in those words of the Lord, and that Adam, after his sin, was liable to them.6



QVOD autem Dominus illis verbis significaverit mortem corporis, multis probatur argumentis. Primò, quia vox mortis & verbum moriendi precisè posita in narratione historica, qualis est haec Mosis, accipienda sunt secundùm propriam & apud omnes usitatam eorum significationem, id est, pro morte corporali. Deinde, ut haec Dei sententia effectum haberet, Deus eiecit Adamum ex paradiso, eíque facultatem omnem abstulit edendi ex arbore vitae, ne scilicet mortem corporis sibi destinatam effugere posset.
Now that the Lord by those words signified the death of the body is proved by many arguments. First, because the word “death” and the verb “to die,” placed precisely in a historical narration — such as this of Moses is — are to be taken according to their proper and by all customary signification, that is, for bodily death. Then, in order that this sentence of God might have its effect, God cast Adam out of paradise, and took from him every faculty of eating from the tree of life — lest, namely, he should be able to escape the bodily death destined for him.7



Hoc ipsum manifestis verbis docet Paulus, ita scribens in cap. 5. Epistolae quam misit ad Rom. Per unum hominem peccatum intravit in mundum, & per peccatum mors: & ita in omnes homines mors pertransiit. Et in lib. Sapientiae perspicuè traditur, mortem corporis homini contigisse propter peccatum. Sic enim est in cap. 1. & 2. Deus mortem non fecit, nec laetatur in perditione vivorum. Et: Deus creavit hominem inexterminabilem, & ad ima-[ginem suae similitudinis fecit illum...]
This very thing Paul teaches in manifest words, writing thus in chapter 5 of the Epistle which he sent to the Romans: “Through one man sin entered into the world, and through sin death; and so death passed unto all men.” And in the book of Wisdom it is plainly handed down that the death of the body befell man on account of sin. For thus it stands in chapters 1 and 2: “God did not make death, nor does He rejoice in the destruction of the living.” And: “God created man imperishable, and to the ima-[ge of His own likeness He made him...] [continues]8



[...Deus creavit hominem inexterminabilem, & ad ima]ginem similitudinis suae fecit illum: Invidia autem diaboli mors introivit in orbem terrarum: Denique hoc idem decretum & constitutum est in Cócilio Arausicano, can. 1. & in Tridentino, sess. 5. in decreto de peccato originali. Argumétum autem illud Philonis & B. Gregorij, quo sententiam hanc oppugnant, Adamú, non statim ut comedit cibum vetitum, esse mortuum secundùm corpus, sed ultrà nongentos annos posteà vixisse, esse infirmum nec opinioni huic officere, manifestum est ex his quae praecedenti quaestione tractavimus, disputantes quomodo Adam, statim ut comedit illum cibum vetitum, sit mortuus.
[...God created man imperishable, and to the ima]ge of His own likeness He made him: but by the envy of the devil death entered into the world. Lastly, this same thing has been decreed and established in the Council of Orange, canon 1, and in the Council of Trent, session 5, in the decree on original sin. But that argument of Philo and of blessed Gregory, by which they assail this view — that Adam did not, immediately upon eating the forbidden food, die according to the body, but lived for more than nine hundred years afterward — is weak, and does not stand in the way of this opinion, as is manifest from the things which we treated in the preceding question, disputing how Adam, as soon as he ate that forbidden food, died.9



At enim, inquit Eugubinus, Christus omnia mala sustulit qua homini propter peccatum Adae acciderant, sed non sustulit mortem corporalem: ergo ea mors non est poena peccati Adae. Verùm, deceptus est Eugubinus, non animadvertens tam in Evangelio Ioannis, quàm in epistolis Pauli, praesertim autem in cap. 15. prioris Epist. ad Corinth. apertè scriptum & testatum esse, utrumque malum, peccati nempe & mortis esse à Christo sublatum, sed illud in praesenti, & in priori suo adventu: hoc autem in consummatione saeculi, & in posteriori adventu.
“But indeed,” says Eugubinus, “Christ took away all the evils which befell man on account of Adam's sin, yet He did not take away corporeal death: therefore that death is not the penalty of Adam's sin.” But Eugubinus is deceived, not observing that both in the Gospel of John and in the epistles of Paul — and especially in chapter 15 of the former Epistle to the Corinthians — it is openly written and attested that both evils, namely of sin and of death, were taken away by Christ: but the former in the present, and in His first coming; the latter at the consummation of the age, and in His latter coming.10



SED illud nobis posset obiici, mortem esse naturalem homini, non igitur esse poenam peccati: sicut enim peccatum non est naturale, ita nec peccati poena naturalis esse potest. Esse autem naturalem homini mortem, duobus argumentis evidenter convincitur: tum quòd mors accidit homini ex naturali & substantiali eius constitutione, ea scilicet ratione ut ex materia & forma, & ex rebus contrariis, perpetuóque pugnantibus inter se constitutus est; tum etiam quòd esse mortalem & posse mori naturale est homini: ergo actus moriendi quae est mors, naturalis quoque homini erit. Illud enim apud Philosophos pervulgatum & indubitatum est, potentiam & actum ei respondentem, eiusdem esse ordinis & rationis.
But this could be objected to us: that death is natural to man, and therefore is not the penalty of sin — for just as sin is not natural, so neither can the penalty of sin be natural. That death is natural to man is evidently proved by two arguments: both because death befalls man from his natural and substantial constitution — namely, in that he is constituted of matter and form, and of contrary things perpetually at war among themselves; and also because to be mortal and to be able to die is natural to man: therefore the act of dying, which is death, will also be natural to man. For this is widely received and undoubted among the Philosophers, that a potency and the act corresponding to it are of the same order and reason.11



SED facilis est ad haec responsio. Homo enim duobus modis considerari potest, vel per se ac secundùm nudam naturae suae conditionem, remoto nempe omni Dei dono ei superaddito, & hac ratione mors naturalis est homini, non minùs quàm caeteris animantibus: vel ea ratione ut homo fuit à principio conditus à Deo, ut videlicet rectus, innocens, poténsque semper vivendi & nunquam moriendi si non peccaret, quae quidem homini contigerant non ex conditione naturae suae, sed ex Dei gratia & benignitate, atque hunc in modum considerando hominem, verè dicimus mortem fuisse ei poenam ad-[missi peccati...]
But the answer to these things is easy. For man can be considered in two ways: either in himself, and according to the bare condition of his nature — with every gift of God superadded to him, namely, removed — and in this way death is natural to man, no less than to the other animals; or in the way in which man was at the beginning founded by God, namely as upright, innocent, and able always to live and never to die if he did not sin — which things had indeed befallen man not from the condition of his nature, but from the grace and kindness of God; and considering man in this manner, we truly say that death was for him the penalty of [his committed sin...] [continues]12



[...verè dicimus mortem fuisse ei poenam admissi peccati: nisi enim peccasset, in illo foelici statu permanens à morte fuisset immunis. Posset hoc illustrari exemplo Saulis, cui ante electionem eius & promotionem ad regnum, non fuerat poena regali dignitate ac potestate carere; postquam autem creatus est Rex, regnóque per aliquot annos potitus, magna profectò fuit poena & ipsum & posteros eius regio dominatu & imperio privari. Idem quoque dici potest de summo sacerdotio posteris Heli adempto. Si quis veró nos urgere insistat, dicens omnem poenam esse à] Deo, mortem autem non esse à Deo, clamat enim Scriptura in libr. Sapientiae 1. Deus mortem non fecit, ergo mors non est poena peccati. Respondebimus, mortem ut est malum quoddam naturae esse à Deo, non quidem per se ac directè, sed consequenter & obliquè. Nam quia Deus constituit hominem ex anima rationali & corpore sensuum facultatibus & organis instructo & praedito, huiusmodi autem corpus quia constat ex qualitatibus contrariis, necesse est dissolubile ac mortale esse, hinc fit, ut ex necessitate materiae qua coagmentatus est homo, mors ei contingat. At verò mors ut est iusta poena pec-[cati...]
[...we truly say that death was for him the penalty of his committed sin: for unless he had sinned, remaining in that happy state, he would have been immune from death. This could be illustrated by the example of Saul, for whom, before his election and promotion to the kingdom, it had been no penalty to lack the royal dignity and power; but after he was made King, and had held the kingdom for some years, it was assuredly a great penalty for both him and his posterity to be deprived of the royal dominion and rule. The same too may be said of the high priesthood taken away from the posterity of Eli. But if anyone insists on pressing us, saying that every penalty is from] God, but that death is not from God — for Scripture cries out in the book of Wisdom 1, “God did not make death” — therefore death is not the penalty of sin: we shall answer that death, as it is a certain evil of nature, is from God, not indeed per se and directly, but consequently and obliquely. For because God constituted man of a rational soul and of a body furnished and endowed with the faculties and organs of the senses — and such a body, since it consists of contrary qualities, is necessarily dissoluble and mortal — hence it comes about that, from the necessity of the matter from which man is compacted, death befalls him. But death, as it is the just penalty of sin... [continues]13



[...At verò mors ut est iusta poena pec]cati, per se à Deo est, non quidem efficienter, nam cùm mors non sit res aliqua sed mera privatio non potest effectorem habere Deum, verùm eius causa Deus fuit, removendo id quod arcebat mortem, videlicet subtrahendo homini iustitiam originalem, & singularem quandam protectionem & curam hominis, qua Deus quoad in statu innocentiae perstitisset, & mortem omniáque corporis incómoda & mala ab eo propulsasset.
[...But death, as it is the just penalty of sin,] is per se from God — not, indeed, efficiently, for since death is not some thing but a mere privation, it cannot have God as its maker; but God was its cause by removing that which kept off death, namely by withdrawing from man original justice, and a certain singular protection and care of man, by which God, so long as man had stood firm in the state of innocence, would have driven death and all the discomforts and evils of the body away from him.14
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QUESTION III. Why God threatened Adam with death only, the other evils being omitted

LatineEnglish


QUESTION III. Why God threatened Adam with death only, the other evils being omitted.1
QVAESTIO III. Cur Deus Adae solùm mortem omissis aliis malis comminatus sit.



CVM Adam propter peccatum non in solá corporis mortem incurrerit, sed aliis quàm plurimis incómodis & malis corporalibus fuerit obnoxius: Cur Deus in tradendo hoc praecepto, solam mortis corporalis mentionem fecit, tacitis tot tantísque aliis malis quae violato illo praecepto non Adamo tátùm, sed omnibus eius posteris comparata erant. Equidem tres eius rei causas satis probabiles videor mihi afferre posse. Primò quidem solius mortis corporalis mentio est facta, quoniam mors omnium corporis malorú extremum, summum, maximéque formidandum est malum. Mors enim, auctore Aristotele, in cap. 6. libro 3. Moralium ad Nicomachum maximè omnium rerum est horribilis, quippe cùm terminus sit. Deinde, quia caetera mala propterea veheméter affligunt hominé, quia sunt velut quaedam mortes, ut ita dicá, partiales & in ipsam morté tandem perducunt, quaelibet enim poena corporis, si vel nimis diuturna vel nimis intensa sit, tandé homini mor-[té affert...]
Since Adam, on account of sin, ran not into the death of the body alone, but was liable to very many other discomforts and corporeal evils: Why did God, in delivering this precept, make mention only of corporeal death, with so many and such great other evils passed over in silence — which, that precept being violated, were prepared not for Adam only, but for all his posterity? Indeed I seem able to bring forward three sufficiently probable causes of this. First, mention was made of corporeal death alone, because death is the extreme, the highest, and the most to be dreaded of all the evils of the body. For death, on the authority of Aristotle, in chapter 6 of the third book of the Ethics to Nicomachus, is the most horrible of all things, since it is the terminus. Then, because the other evils vehemently afflict man for this reason — that they are, as it were, certain partial deaths (so to speak), and at last lead into death itself: for any penalty of the body, if it be either too prolonged or too intense, at last brings death to man... [continues]2



[...quaelibet enim poena corporis... tandé homini mor]té affert. Caeterae igitur poenae corporis, sunt velut lineae à circunferentia circuli ductae usque ad centrum, in quod omnes lineae terminantur & desinunt: ipsam verò mortem rectè appellaverim tanquam centrum, utpote quae terminus sit omnium malorum. Postremò, eam voluit Deus poenam tantùm exprimere, quae generatim & ex aequo omnes Adae posteros peccati eius participes comprehenderet: huiusmodi autem sola est mors, quae aequaliter cunctis hominibus accidit, quemadmodum elegans Poëta cecinit, [Pallida mors aequo pulsat pede...]
[...for any penalty of the body... at last brings] death to man. The other penalties of the body, therefore, are as it were lines drawn from the circumference of a circle to the center, in which all the lines terminate and end; but death itself I would rightly call, as it were, the center, inasmuch as it is the terminus of all evils. Lastly, God willed to express only that penalty which would generally and equally comprehend all the posterity of Adam, partakers of his sin; but of this kind death alone is, which befalls all men equally, as the elegant Poet sang: [“Pale death strikes with equal foot...] [continues]3



[...quemadmodum elegans Poëta cecinit,] Pallida mors aequo pulsat pede Pauperum tabernas, regumq́, turres. CAETERA autem corporis mala nec omnibus nec aequaliter contingunt.
[...as the elegant Poet sang:] “Pale death strikes with equal foot the huts of the poor and the towers of kings.” But the other evils of the body befall neither all, nor equally.4



Translator’s notes
	Third question of the disputation (rule above). ↩
	Large decorated initial 'C'. Three reasons for naming death alone — (1) death is the supreme, most-feared evil (Aristotle, EN 3.6); (2) the other evils are 'partial deaths' that lead to it. Marginal gloss: 'Tres causae cur Deus solam mortem comminatus fuerit Adamo.' ↩
	The third reason: only death falls equally on all Adam's posterity (the other ills do not). The circle-and-center image: death is the terminus of all evils. Sentence breaks into the Horace quotation (catchword 'Pallida'), completed on PDF 501. ↩
	The Horace quotation completed (Odes 1.4.13-14): death alone is universal and impartial. Marginal gloss: 'Horat. lib. 1. carm.' Closes QUAESTIO III (rule below). ↩




QUESTION IV. Why God did not threaten Adam with the pains of hell

LatineEnglish


QUESTION IV. Why God did not threaten Adam with the pains of hell.1
QVAESTIO IIII. Cur Deus non sit comminatus Adae poenas inferni.



ADAM propter esum interdicti cibi, non modò corporis mortem promeruit, sed etiam aeternae mortis reus fuit, & perpetuis inferni suppliciis obnoxius. Nám si eius posteri propter peccatum originale quod ex ipso generati traxerút, nascuntur filij irae & dánationi aeternae addicti, quantò magis ipse Adam qui proprio actu peccavit, & derivádi in omnes posteros peccati auctor & causa fuit? Cú igitur poena inferni multo gravior & horribilior sit quá poena mortis corporalis, quaeritur cur non illam potius quàm hanc, ad cómovendum Adamum & ab esu illius cibi deterrendum, illi Deus comminatus fuerit; Tribus de causis id factum esse reor. Licèt enim poena inferni re ipsa gravior sit quàm mors corporis, comminatio tamen corporalis mortis acrior & vehementior est ad commovendum hominem. Etenim affectus humanus erga rem aliquam plane sequitur cognitionem eius rei: quod enim pluribus modis & certius atque evidentius nobis cognitum & persuasum est, id ad nostrum affectum movendum & incitandum maiorem vim habet.
Adam, on account of eating the forbidden food, not only deserved the death of the body, but was also guilty of eternal death, and liable to the perpetual punishments of hell. For if his posterity, on account of the original sin which, generated from him, they drew, are born sons of wrath and addicted to eternal damnation, how much more Adam himself, who sinned by his own act, and was the author and cause of the sin to be derived into all his posterity? Since, therefore, the penalty of hell is much graver and more horrible than the penalty of corporeal death, it is asked why God threatened him with this rather than that, in order to move Adam and to deter him from eating that food. I judge it was done for three causes. For although the penalty of hell is in itself graver than the death of the body, yet the threat of corporeal death is sharper and more vehement for moving man. For human affection toward a thing plainly follows the cognition of that thing: for what is known and persuaded to us in more ways, and more certainly and evidently, has greater force for moving and inciting our affection.2



Poena inferni talis nempe qualis traditur nobis in sacra Scriptura, sola fide nobis nota est & persuasa: at mors corporis, tribus viis exploratè percepta & credita nobis est, Fide, Ratione, & Sensu. Fide, quia divinis litteris testatum est: statutum esse homini semel mori: & David cecinit: Quis est homo qui vixit, & non videbit mortem? Ratione, quia cùm homo compositus sit ex materia & forma & ex rebus contrariis, non potest mortem effugere: quòd si morbi aliqui & dolores ut stomachi, vesicae, capitis & dentium, adeo nos cruciant ut vix animo consistere possimus (qui tamen non sunt cum acerbitate mortis comparandi) nónne hinc satis intelligere licet, quàm sit homini formidanda & horrenda mors? Hoc denique sensibus ipsis latè superque compertum est, quotidianis videlicet tot hominum acerbissimè morientiú experimentis. Hac igitur de causa vehémentiùs afficit hominem timor mortis corporalis, quàm metus inferni: huius enim timor perpaucos à peccando, illius quamplurimos revocare solet.
The penalty of hell — such, namely, as is handed down to us in sacred Scripture — is known and persuaded to us by faith alone; but the death of the body is clearly perceived and believed by us in three ways: by Faith, by Reason, and by Sense. By Faith, because it is attested in the divine writings: “it is appointed to man once to die”; and David sang: “Who is the man that shall live, and not see death?” By Reason, because, since man is composed of matter and form and of contrary things, he cannot escape death — and if certain diseases and pains, such as of the stomach, the bladder, the head, and the teeth, so torment us that we can scarcely keep our composure (and yet these are not to be compared with the bitterness of death), can one not from this sufficiently understand how to be dreaded and how horrible death is to man? And finally, this is amply and abundantly ascertained by the senses themselves, namely by the daily experiences of so many men dying most bitterly. For this cause, therefore, the fear of corporeal death affects man more vehemently than the dread of hell: for the dread of the latter is wont to recall very few from sinning, but the fear of the former very many.3



Deinde, eam Deus poenam voluit proponere, quam si Adam praeceptum ipsius violasset necessario subiret, nec solùm ipse sed omnes item eius posteri: tametsi postea ille resipisceret & peccati sui poenitens ad Dei gratiam rediret. Huiusmodi autem [poena fuit mors corporis...]
Then, God willed to propose that penalty which, if Adam violated His precept, he would necessarily undergo — and not only he himself, but likewise all his posterity — even if afterward he came to his senses and, repenting of his sin, returned to the grace of God. And of this kind [was the death of the body...] [continues]4



[...Huiusmodi autem] poena fuit mors corporis, quam nec Adam resipiscens, nec posteri eius etiamsi aliqui fuerint sanctissimi, effugere potuerunt: poenam autem inferni & ipsi primi parentes, & plurimi posterorum evaserunt: HIs addo tertiam causam commemoratam ab Augustino, in lib. 13. de Civit. Dei, cap. 23. expressas vel aeternae vitae ac felicitatis promissiones, vel mortis aeternae ac suppliciorum inferni comminationes, reservatas fuisse gratiae novi Testamenti. Namque in veteri Testamento, praesertim verò ante Prophetas, aut nulla aut perquàm rara, nec nisi velata & tecta mentio fit aeternae vel mortis vel vitae.
[...And of this kind] was the death of the body, which neither Adam, coming to his senses, nor his posterity — even if some of them were most holy — were able to escape; but the penalty of hell both the first parents themselves and very many of their posterity have escaped. To these I add a third cause, noted by Augustine, in book 13 of the City of God, chapter 23: that the express promises of eternal life and happiness, or the threats of eternal death and of the punishments of hell, were reserved for the grace of the New Testament. For in the Old Testament — and especially before the Prophets — either no, or very rare, and only veiled and covered, mention is made of either eternal death or eternal life.5



Poná hic Augustini verba, Propterea, inquit, cóminatus Adamo Deus mortem, de secunda morte nihil dixit, quia occultam esse voluit propter dispensationem Testamenti novi, ubi secunda mors apertissimè declaratur: ut prius ista mors prima quae communis est omnibus proderetur ex illo venisse peccato, quod in uno commune factum est omnibus: mors verò secunda non utique communis est omnibus, propter eos qui secundùm propositú vocati sunt sancti, quos ante praescivit & praedestinavit, sicut ait Apostolus, conformes fieri imaginis Filij sui, ut sit ipse primogenitus in multis fratribus, quos à secunda morte per mediatorem, Dei gratia liberavit. Hactenus verba sunt S. Augustini.
Let me set down here the words of Augustine: “Therefore, when God threatened Adam with death, He said nothing of the second death, because He willed it to be hidden, on account of the dispensation of the New Testament, where the second death is most openly declared — so that first this first death, which is common to all, might be disclosed as having come from that sin which, committed in one, was made common to all; but the second death is not indeed common to all, on account of those who, according to His purpose, are called holy, whom He foreknew and predestined beforehand (as the Apostle says) to be made conformed to the image of His Son, that He might be the firstborn among many brethren — whom, from the second death, through the Mediator, the grace of God has freed.” Thus far are the words of Saint Augustine.6



Translator’s notes
	Fourth question of the disputation (rule above). ↩
	Large decorated initial 'A'. Adam deserved hell, not only death; why threaten the lesser? First cause: the threat of bodily death moves more, because affection follows the certainty of knowledge. Marginal gloss: 'Cur non poenam inferni, sed mortis Deus comminatus est Adamo, tres causae.' ↩
	Bodily death is known three ways — faith (Heb 9:27 'appointed once to die'; Ps 88[89]:49), reason (a body of contraries must dissolve; cf. lesser pains), and sense (daily deaths) — whereas hell is known by faith alone; hence death's threat moves more. Marginal glosses: 'Necessitatem moriendi tribus viis esse nobis persuasam'; 'Hebra 9. Psal. 88.' ↩
	Second cause: God named the penalty Adam would unavoidably suffer even after repentance — bodily death (whereas hell could be escaped by penance). Sentence breaks at the catchword 'autem'. ↩
	Third cause: explicit promises/threats of eternal life and the second death were reserved to the New Testament's revelation (Augustine, Civ. Dei 13.23) — the Old Testament's mention is veiled. ↩
	Augustine, Civ. Dei 13.23 (block-quote, 'Hactenus verba sunt S. Augustini'): the second death was left hidden (Rom 8:29 'conformed to the image of His Son... firstborn among many brethren') — common death revealed first, the second death reserved to the Gospel. Closes the disputation on the penalty of death (rule below). ↩




ON THE PROCREATION OF THE FIRST WOMAN, THAT IS, OF EVE FROM ADAM HIMSELF

LatineEnglish


ON THE PROCREATION OF THE FIRST WOMAN, THAT IS, OF EVE FROM ADAM HIMSELF.1
DE PROCREATIONE PRIMAE MVLIERIS, ID EST, EVAE EX IPSO ADAMO.



Translator’s notes
	New major section divider (rule above), opening the commentary on the creation of Eve (Gen 2:18ff.). ↩




GENESIS CH. 2, VERSE 18. The Lord God also said: It is not good for man to be alone

LatineEnglish


GENESIS CH. 2, VERSE 18. The Lord God also said: It is not good for man to be alone.1
GEN. C. 2. VERS. 18. Dixit quoque Dominus Deus: Non est bonum hominem esse solum.



EXPOSITA diligenter generatione Adami, deinceps ad enarrandam Evae procreationem, quae non minorem habet vel divinae potentiae sapientiaéque admirationem, vel disputationum quaestionúmque obscuritatem & difficultatem, veniendum est. Ante omnia verò Moses supradictis verbis aperit causam & necessitatem creandi mulierem, quia scilicet non erat bonum ut vir esset sine muliere, sed necessarium erat ut vir mulierem haberet sociam & adiutricem sibi congruentem, cùm ad alia permulta, tum maximè ad generandam prolem, & ea ratione propagandam conservandamque speciem humanam; tale enim adiumentum homini in nullo caeterorum animalium inveniri potuit.
Having carefully expounded the generation of Adam, we must come next to narrating the procreation of Eve, which has no less either of admiration of the divine power and wisdom, or of obscurity and difficulty of disputations and questions. But before all, Moses, by the above words, opens the cause and necessity of creating the woman — namely, because it was not good that the man should be without a woman, but it was necessary that the man have a woman as a companion and helper congruent to himself, both for very many other things and especially for begetting offspring, and by that means for propagating and conserving the human species; for such a help could be found for man in none of the other animals.2



SED quam habent illa Domini verba sententiam: Non est bonum hominem esse solum? hanc nimirum; Cum homo sua natura sit animal congregabile & sociabile, non erat bonum esse ipsum solitarium & [absque socio...]
But what sense have those words of the Lord, “It is not good for man to be alone”? This, namely: Since man by his own nature is a gregarious and sociable animal, it was not good for him to be solitary and [without a companion...] [continues]3



[...Cum homo sua natura sit animal congregabile & sociabile, non erat bonum esse ipsum solitarium &] absque cósortio aliorum hominum: fuisset enim ei vita tametsi bonis omnibus afflueret, iniucunda tamen & acerba: qua de re Cicero in libro quem scripsit de Amicitia, Laelium multa egregiè disputanté inducit. Verùm haec ratio probat Adamum sine consortio aliorum hominum esse non debuisse, quòd auté sine consortio mulieris esse non debuerit, ex eo manifestum est, quod Adam erat velut caput & seminarium humani generis, ex quo scilicet omne genus hominú propagandum & multiplicandum erat: nec multiplicatio autem hominum sine generatione, nec generatio sine mulieris societate & cóiunctione fieri poterat.
[...Since man by his own nature is a gregarious and sociable animal, it was not good for him to be solitary and] without the fellowship of other men: for his life, even though it flowed with all goods, would nevertheless have been unpleasant and bitter — concerning which matter Cicero, in the book he wrote On Friendship, introduces Laelius disputing many excellent things. But this reasoning proves that Adam ought not to have been without the fellowship of other men; that he ought not, moreover, to have been without the fellowship of a woman, is manifest from this — that Adam was, as it were, the head and seedbed of the human race, from which, namely, the whole race of men was to be propagated and multiplied; and neither the multiplication of men without generation, nor generation without the society and conjunction of a woman, could come about.4



Eo cùm perfectó opus viventiú sit, auctore Aristotele, generare sibi simile, vel imperfectus fuisset Adam si ea facultate generandi caruisset, vel ea irrita fuisset atque inanis si eam exequi non potuisset: non potuisset auté ea uti sine mulieris adiumento. Denique, sublata muliere necesse est tolli generationé hominum: hac sublata, species humana perpetuari non potest, ea verò extincta, necesse est valdè mutilum atque imperfectú remanere universum, quippe cum omniú rerum corporatarú praestantissimus sit homo, & quasi universitatis rerum pulcherrimú quoddam vinculú & decentissimus nexus. Nec bonum erat hominem esse solum propter Angelos: nimirum diminutio eorum ob ruinam malorum spirituum supplemento hominum resarcienda erat. Nec id fuisset bonum etiam propter Dominum nostrum Iesum Christum, qui ex Adamo progenerandus primus erat praedestinatorum, & primogenitus omnis creaturae. Nec profectó id bonum esse poterat, cùm aeterni Dei consilio & proposito constitutum esset, multos ex posteris Adae ad aeternae vitae ac felicitatis participationem assumere. Nec decebat Dei bonitatem & munificentiam quae per se communicabilis erat cum infinitis hominibus, ad unum duntaxat hominem restringi & coarctari.
Since the perfect work of living things is, on Aristotle's authority, to generate something like itself, either Adam would have been imperfect if he had lacked that faculty of generating, or it would have been vain and empty if he could not have carried it out — and he could not have used it without a woman's help. Finally, the woman being removed, the generation of men is necessarily removed; this removed, the human species cannot be perpetuated; and it being extinguished, the universe must remain greatly mutilated and imperfect — since man is the most excellent of all corporeal things, and, as it were, a certain most beautiful bond and most fitting link of the universe of things. Nor was it good for man to be alone, on account of the Angels: namely, the diminution of them, on account of the ruin of the evil spirits, was to be repaired by a supplement of men. Nor would it have been good, also on account of our Lord Jesus Christ, who was to be generated from Adam, the first of the predestined, and the firstborn of every creature. Nor indeed could it be good, since by the counsel and purpose of the eternal God it had been determined to take up many of Adam's posterity to a participation of eternal life and happiness. Nor did it befit the goodness and munificence of God — which was of itself communicable with infinite men — to be restricted and confined to one man only.5



CAETERVM, hac Domini sententia: Non est bonum hominem esse solum, abutuntur Haeretici nostri temporis, ad oppugnanda monastica vota virginitatis & coelibatus. Si enim, inquiunt, Non est bonum hominem esse solum, id est, sine coniugio: ergo ista vota quae coniugium excludunt mala sunt & Dei sententiae contraria. Verùm in istos haereticos verissimè dici potest quod Saducaeis dixit Dominus: Erratis nescientes Scripturas, neque virtutem Dei. Quo enim ore audent vituperare & damnare virginitatem & coelibatum quasi hominum inventa, & divinae Scripturae, Deíque voluntati contraria, cùm ea iam inde ab Apostolis usque in Ecclesia Christi fuerit usitatissima & laudatissima?
But this sentence of the Lord, “It is not good for man to be alone,” the Heretics of our time abuse, in order to attack the monastic vows of virginity and celibacy. For if, they say, “It is not good for man to be alone,” that is, without marriage, then those vows which exclude marriage are evil and contrary to the sentence of God. But against those heretics it can most truly be said what the Lord said to the Sadducees: “You err, not knowing the Scriptures, nor the power of God.” For with what face do they dare to censure and condemn virginity and celibacy as if they were inventions of men, and contrary to divine Scripture and to the will of God — when it has, from the Apostles onward, been most practiced and most praised in the Church of Christ?6



Nonne Paulus in cap. 7. prioris epistolae ad Corinthios gravissimis verbis disputat, statum virginum ac coelibum longè optabiliorem & praestabiliorem esse matrimonio. Bonum est, inquit, homini mulierem non tangere: Et: Dico autem non nuptis & viduis. Bonum est illis si sic permáserint sicut & ego: Et, solutus es ab uxore, noli quaerere uxorem: Et, qui matrimonio iungit virginem suam, bene facit: & qui non iungit, melius facit: denique: Mulier, inquit, quae vult nubat tantùm in Domino. Beatior autem [erit si sic permanserit...]
Does not Paul, in chapter 7 of the former epistle to the Corinthians, dispute in the weightiest words that the state of virgins and celibates is far more desirable and more excellent than matrimony? “It is good,” he says, “for a man not to touch a woman”; and: “But I say to the unmarried and to widows: It is good for them if they remain so, even as I”; and: “Are you loosed from a wife? Do not seek a wife”; and: “He who joins his virgin in matrimony does well; and he who does not join her does better”; and finally: “A woman,” he says, “who wishes, let her marry — only in the Lord. But more blessed [will she be if she remain so...] [continues]7



[...Beatior autem erit si sic permanserit secundùm meum consilium: Puto autem quod & ego Spiritum Dei habeam. Nec Paulus tantùm ita sentit, sed etiam Pauli magister & Dominus, Evangelicaéque legis & gratiae conditor Christus, cuius est illa in Evangelio ad commendationem virginitatis perquàm insignis sententia, Sunt Eunuchi qui seipsos castraverunt propter regnum coelorum. QVID ergo? doctrinam novi Testamenti Scripturae Vet. Testa. contrariam esse dicemus? minimè verò: sed duo tempora duósque hominis status distinguere oportet.
[...But more blessed will she be if she remain so, according to my counsel; and I think that I too have the Spirit of God.” Nor does Paul alone think thus, but also Paul's Master and Lord, and the founder of the evangelical law and grace, Christ — whose is that most remarkable sentence in the Gospel, for the commendation of virginity: “There are eunuchs who have made themselves eunuchs for the kingdom of heaven.” What then? Shall we say that the doctrine of the New Testament is contrary to the Scripture of the Old Testament? By no means: but two times and two states of man must be distinguished.8



Namque in exordio mundi propter hominum paucitatem non fuisset bonum abstinere coniugio: neque enim humanú genus aut perpetuari ut oportebat, aut usquequaque diffundi & propagari potuisset. Posteà verò infinitè propemodum facta hominum multiplicatione, nulla ratio quemquam hominum propriè urgebat & cogebat matrimoniú inire. Et verò, longè diversa ratio fuisset matrimonij in statu innocentiae, atque est nunc in statu naturae corruptae. In illo enim statu facta esset generatio & multiplicatio hominum duntaxat electorum & praedestinatorú sine ulla libidinis turpitudine, sine ullo corporis aut animi vitio & impedimento quo à cultu & obsequio Dei coniuges ulla ex parte retardarentur. In hoc autem nostrati statu, tot tantísque cú periculis, vitiis, incommodis, & rerum meliorum impedimentis coniunctum est matrimonium, ut non modò non sit vitio dandum, sed etiá magnae laudi vertendum quo expeditiori & tranquilliori animo serviatur Deo, matrimonij vinculis nolle illigari.
For in the beginning of the world, on account of the fewness of men, it would not have been good to abstain from marriage: for neither could the human race be perpetuated as it ought, nor diffused and propagated everywhere. But afterward, the multiplication of men being made well-nigh infinite, no reason properly urged or compelled any man to enter marriage. And indeed, the reckoning of marriage would have been far different in the state of innocence than it now is in the state of corrupt nature. For in that state the generation and multiplication of only the elect and predestined men would have taken place without any turpitude of lust, without any vice or impediment of body or mind by which the spouses would be retarded in any part from the worship and service of God. But in this our state, marriage is joined with so many and such great dangers, vices, discomforts, and impediments to better things, that it is not only not to be reckoned a fault, but even to be turned to great praise, to be unwilling to be bound by the bonds of marriage — that one may serve God with a freer and more tranquil mind.9



Audiat lector B. Cyprianú in Tractatu de habitu virginú, quod nunc de matrimonio diximus adversus haereticos gravissimis verbis ita confirmantem: Prima Dei sententia crescere & generare praecepit: secunda ad continentiá suasit. Cùm adhuc rudis mundus & inanis est, copia foecunditatis generante propagamur, & crescimus ad humani generis augmentum. Cùm iam refertus est orbis & mundus impletus, qui capere continentiam possunt, spadonum more viventes, castrantur ad regnum. Et caetera quae sequuntur.
Let the reader hear blessed Cyprian, in the Treatise On the Dress of Virgins, confirming in the weightiest words, against the heretics, what we have now said about marriage: “The first sentence of God commanded to increase and to generate; the second persuaded to continence. While the world is still rude and empty, we are propagated by the abundance of generating fecundity, and we grow to the increase of the human race. When the world is now filled up and full, those who can receive continence, living after the manner of eunuchs, are made eunuchs for the kingdom.” And the rest that follows.10



Translator’s notes
	Scripture lemma (marked GEN. C. 2. VERS. 18. in the margin, the verse in italic) opening the new section. ↩
	Large decorated initial 'E'. Transition from Adam to Eve; the cause of woman's creation: a fitting companion and helper, above all for generation and the survival of the species (which no animal could supply). ↩
	The sense of Gen 2:18: man is by nature social, so solitude was not good for him. Marginal gloss: 'Cur non fuit bonum esse virum sine muliere.' Page ends at the catchword 'absque' (signature MM 3). RESUME POINT for next batch: PDF 503, '...solitarium & absque [socio]...'. ↩
	Solitude was not good: man is social (Cicero, de Amicitia, on Laelius); and Adam, the 'seedbed' of the race, needed a woman for generation. ↩
	Why woman was needed: generation (Aristotle's 'perfect work'), the survival of the species and the perfection of the universe, the restoration of the fallen Angels' number, the descent of Christ, and the multitude of the predestined. ↩
	Polemic against 'the heretics of our time' (the Reformers) who abuse Gen 2:18 against celibacy: rebuked with Matt 22:29 ('You err, not knowing the Scriptures'); virginity has always been honored in the Church. Marginal glosses: 'Contra Haereticos qui abstinere matrimonio malum esse dicunt'; 'Matthaei 22.' ↩
	Paul, 1 Cor 7 (woven citations: vv. 1, 8, 27, 38, 39-40), preferring the celibate state. Sentence breaks at the catchword 'autem.' ↩
	Christ too commends virginity (Matt 19:12). The apparent OT/NT conflict resolved by distinguishing two epochs/states. Marginal glosses: 'Matth. 10' [Matt 19]; 'Duo status hominis cosiderádi in matrimonio.' ↩
	The two epochs: when men were few, marriage was a duty; once the race was multiplied, celibacy (especially given fallen nature's lusts) is praiseworthy — freeing one for God's service. ↩
	Cyprian, de habitu virginum (block-quote): the first command was to multiply; once the world is full, continence ('eunuchs for the kingdom') is the call. ↩




Let us make him a helper like himself. GENESIS CH. 2, VERSE 18

LatineEnglish


Let us make him a helper like himself. GENESIS CH. 2, VERSE 18.1
Faciamus ei adiutorium simile sibi. GEN. C. 2. VERS. 18.



LATINVS Interpres, haud dubiè secutus Septuaginta, vertit pluraliter Faciamus. Hebraicè tamen & Chaldaicè singulari numero est, Faciam. Inducitur autem Deus quasi cum ratione quadam & consilio ac deliberatione tanquam ad efficiendam mulierem accedere: ut hinc notescat dignitas operis futuri: singularis enim modus eius perficiendi, singularem quoque & eximiam eius dignitatem ostendit. Quod ergo suprà diximus, cùm disputaremus cur Deus creaturus hominem, velut deliberabundus dixisset: Faciamus hominem ad imaginem & similitudinem nostram: illud ipsum ad hunc quoque locum accommodari & applicari potest. Pro eo autem quod nos legimus, Adiutorium simile sibi: Chaldaicè ad verbum est: Sustentaculum quod sit penes eum: quae oratio valde [est emphatica...]
The Latin Interpreter, doubtless following the Septuagint, rendered it in the plural, “Let us make.” In Hebrew, however, and in Chaldee, it is in the singular number, “I will make.” But God is introduced as if approaching to make the woman with a certain reason and counsel and deliberation, so that hence the dignity of the future work may be known: for the singular manner of His perfecting it shows also the singular and exceptional dignity of it. What therefore we said above, when we disputed why God, about to create man, had said as if deliberating, “Let us make man to our image and likeness,” that very thing can be accommodated and applied to this place too. But for what we read, “A helper like himself,” in Chaldee it is, word for word: “A support which may be beside him” — which expression is very [emphatic...] [continues]2



[...quae oratio valde] est emphatica, alluditur enim ad eos qui in sublevandis oneribus mutuas sibi in auxilium manus porrigunt. Tale sustentaculum & vicarium auxilium Deus voluit uxorem esse marito, & hoc pulchrè verba exprimunt Chaldaica: nam סמך Semach, vox Chaldaica quae est hoc loco, significat sustentaculum, fulcrum, adminiculum, denique id omne quo quis niti & sustentari potest. Dictio autem Chaldaica כקבליה Chechible, significat proximè, penes aliquem, & iuxta aliquem esse, quasi dicat: Ad manum sit uxor marito, ut eum adiuvet, consoletur, & laboribus sublevet. Pro illo Simile sibi, LXX. ver-[terunt Secundum ipsum...]
[...which expression] is very emphatic, for it alludes to those who, in lifting burdens, hold out mutual helping hands to one another. Such a support and substitute help did God will the wife to be to the husband; and this the Chaldee words express beautifully: for סמך (Semach), the Chaldee word which is in this place, signifies a support, a prop, an aid — finally, everything by which one can lean and be supported. And the Chaldee expression כקבליה (Chechible) signifies to be near, beside someone, and next to someone — as if it said: Let the wife be at hand for the husband, that she may help, console, and relieve him in his labors. For that “Like himself,” the Seventy rendered [“Secundum ipsum”...] [continues]3



[...LXX. ver]terunt Secundum ipsum, id est, respondens & congruens ipsi: videlicet secundùm eandem naturae speciem, & tanquam naturaliter idoneum ex quo vir prolem suscipere queat. Rectè igitur Latinus Interpres non verba sed sensum perpendens vertit Simile sibi. Necesse autem fuit mulierem viro partim similem, partim dissimilem esse. Similem quidem, hoc est, eiusdem speciei, eiusdémque naturae humanae participem: alioqui non posset ex viro & muliere generari homo, & haec similitudo, alia multa complectitur, quibus mulier par est viro: velut est illud, habere animam immortalem, Dei similem, ab eo proximè creatam ex nihilo, & divinae felicitatis capacem. Dissimilem verò esse oportuit secundùm sexum, & secundùm ea quae sexum naturaliter ac necessariò consequuntur. Duabus enim rebus opus erat ad perficiendam hominis generationem, principio activo & passivo, efficiente & materia: & harum rerum alteram quidem solus vir habet, altera verò penes foeminam tantùm est.
[...the Seventy ren]dered “Secundum ipsum” (according to himself), that is, answering and congruent to him — namely, according to the same species of nature, and as it were naturally suitable, from which the man might receive offspring. Rightly, therefore, the Latin Interpreter, weighing not the words but the sense, rendered it “Like himself.” But it was necessary that the woman be partly like the man, partly unlike. Like, indeed — that is, of the same species, and partaker of the same human nature; otherwise a man could not be generated from man and woman; and this likeness embraces many other things in which the woman is equal to the man — such as this: to have an immortal soul, like to God, immediately created by Him from nothing, and capable of the divine happiness. But she had to be unlike according to sex, and according to the things which naturally and necessarily follow upon sex. For two things were needed for the accomplishing of man's generation: an active and a passive principle, the efficient and the matter; and of these the one the man alone has, but the other is only in the woman.4



HEBRAICE porrò, pro illo quod Latina lectio habet, Simile sibi, sic est, Cótra ipsum: quod triplicem habet interpretationem. Quidam enim Hebraei sic putant dictum, quòd mulier facta sit contraria viro, ferè enim adversatur viro, eúmque insectatur, infestat, & quoquomodo vexare non praetermittit. Sed perversa est haec interpretatio: non enim eò facta est mulier à Deo ut adversaria viro esset, nec talis ulla fuisset mulier in statu innocentiae, nec post peccatum tales sunt, nisi quae vitio & pravitate sua officia uxori debita improbè abiiciút. Tostatus hunc locum explanans, propterea existimat dictum esse, mulierem esse contra virum, quod inter foeminam & marem nonnullam esse contrarietatem necesse sit, eam nimirum quae est inter agens & patiens. Si enim mulier omnino similis esset viro, nullá planè ad efficiendam generationem hominis vim habere & operá con-[ferre posset...]
In Hebrew, moreover, for that which the Latin reading has, “Like himself,” it stands thus: “Against himself” (כנגדו) — which has a threefold interpretation. For some of the Hebrews think it was said thus because the woman was made contrary to the man — for she almost opposes the man, and harasses, vexes, and does not omit to torment him in every way. But this interpretation is perverse: for the woman was not made by God to be an adversary to the man; nor was any woman such in the state of innocence; nor after sin are they such, except those who, by their own vice and depravity, wickedly cast off the duties owed to a wife. Tostatus, explaining this passage, thinks it was said that the woman is “against the man” because between female and male there must be some contrariety — namely, that which is between agent and patient. For if the woman were entirely like the man, she could have and contribute no force at all toward the accomplishing of man's generation... [continues]5



[...vim habere & operá conferre posset]. Sed enim illud similius vero est, Contra ipsum, pro eo dictum esse quod est Coram ipso, quae locutio frequens est in Sacris litteris, ut in Psalmo 50. Et peccatum meum contra me est semper, & in Evangelio: Ite in castellum quod contra vos est: & alibi millies. QVOD autem mulier dicatur facta coram viro, nó rectè interpretantur Hebraei, quorum qui doctissimus habetur David Kimhi, in lib. Radicú, sic explanat hunc locú: Coram viro, inquit, facta est mulier, ut sit ei praesto & parata ad ministrandú atque serviédum, more scilicet servorum [astantium...]
[...have and contribute force]. But indeed this is nearer the truth: that “Against himself” was said for that which is “Before himself” (coram ipso) — an expression frequent in Holy Scripture, as in Psalm 50: “And my sin is always against me”; and in the Gospel: “Go into the village which is over against you”; and elsewhere a thousand times. But that the woman is said to have been made “before the man,” the Hebrews do not rightly interpret — of whom the one held most learned, David Kimhi, in the Book of Roots, thus explains this passage: “Before the man,” he says, “the woman was made, that she might be at hand and ready for him, to minister and to serve — namely, after the manner of servants [standing by...] [continues]6



[...more scilicet servorum] astantium coram dominis suis, eorúmque non verba modo sed nutus etiam observantium. Ministrorum enim alij remoti sunt à conspectu dominorum, alij verò semper eis assistunt: & talem viro voluit Deus esse mulierem. Verùm haec interpretatio & sententia falsa est, non enim foemina facta est ut serva, sed ut socia esset viri: atque ob eam causam non ex pedibus nec ex tergo viri, sed ex latere, quò societas eius & communitas cum viro denotaretur, fabricata est. Sane in primo libro Politicorum capite primo docet Aristoteles, longè diversam esse conditionem viri & uxoris, atque domini & servi: Et mulierem quidem datam esse sociámque viro praecipuè generationis perficiendae causa.
[...namely, after the manner of servants] standing before their masters, and observing not only their words but even their nods. For of ministers, some are removed from the sight of their masters, others always attend upon them; and such did God will the woman to be for the man.” But this interpretation and opinion is false: for the woman was not made as a servant, but to be the companion of the man; and for that cause she was fashioned not from the feet, nor from the back of the man, but from the side, so that her society and community with the man might be denoted. Indeed, in the first book of the Politics, chapter one, Aristotle teaches that the condition of husband and wife is far different from that of master and servant; and that the woman was given as a companion to the man, chiefly for the sake of accomplishing generation.7



Aristoteles quidem ita scribit: Marem & foeminam, quorum alter alterius indiget societate, copulari necesse est, procreandi causa: idque non consilio, sed natura. Quemadmodum in caeteris animantibus & stirpibus usu venit, quibus natura insita est appetitus sui simile relinquendi. Itaque foemina & servus distincti sunt natura, licèt apud Barbaros mulier & servus eodem habeantur loco. Haec Aristoteles. Caietanus illud Coram ipso, vel Contra ipsum, significare putat, mulierem dissimilem esse caeterorum animalium: erectam enim in pedes, excelso vultu, rectóque totius corporis habitu coram viro stare, ut corpore ita quoque animo ei similem ac simillimam.
Aristotle indeed writes thus: “Male and female, of whom the one needs the society of the other, must be coupled, for the sake of procreating — and this not by counsel, but by nature; just as it happens by use in the other living things and in plants, in which is implanted by nature an appetite of leaving behind something like themselves. And so the female and the servant are distinct by nature, although among the Barbarians the woman and the servant are held in the same rank.” Thus Aristotle. Cajetan thinks that “Before himself,” or “Against himself,” signifies that the woman is unlike the other animals: for, erect upon her feet, with lofty countenance and upright bearing of the whole body, she stands before the man — so that, as in body, so also in mind, she is like and most like to him.8



CAETERVM quas ob res mulier sit adiutorium viro, declarandum est. B. Augustinus libro 9. de Genesi ad litteram capite tertio & 4. non ob aliud videri sibi scribit opus fuisse muliere, quàm propter generationem prolis: siquidem ad alia omnia magis vir à viro alio, quàm à muliere adiuvari potuisset. Augustini verba haec sunt:
But it must be declared for what reasons the woman is a help to the man. Blessed Augustine, in the ninth book On Genesis according to the Letter, chapters three and four, writes that there seemed to him to have been need of the woman for no other reason than for the generation of offspring — since in all other things a man could have been helped more by another man than by a woman. The words of Augustine are these:9



Si quaeritur ad quam rem fieri oportuerit hoc adiutorium, nihil aliud probabiliter occurrit quàm propter filios procreandos: sicut adiutorium semini terra est, ut virgultum ex utróque nascatur: hoc enim & in prima rerum conditione dictum erat, Masculum & foeminam fecit eos Deus, dicens, Crescite & multiplicamini & implete terram. Quae ratio conditionis, & coniunctionis masculi & foeminae atque benedictio Dei, nec post peccatum hominis, poenámque defecit. Aut si ad hoc adiutorium gignendi filios non est facta mulier viro, ad quod ergo adiutorium facta est? Si ut simul operaretur terram, nondum erat labor ut adiumento viri indigeret: & si opus esset, melius adiutorium masculus fuisset. Hoc & desolatio dici potest, si solitudinis fortasse taedebat. Quanto enim congruentius ad convivendum & colloquendum duo amici pariter, quàm vir & mulier habitarent? Haec Augustinus.
“If it is asked for what thing this help had to be made, nothing else probably occurs than for the procreation of children — just as the earth is a help to the seed, that a shoot may be born from both; for this too was said in the first constitution of things, ‘Male and female God made them,’ saying, ‘Increase and multiply and fill the earth.’ And this reason of the constitution and conjunction of male and female, and the blessing of God, did not fail even after the sin and punishment of man. Or, if the woman was not made for the man for this help of begetting children, for what help, then, was she made? If to work the earth together with him — there was not yet labor, that he should need the help; and if there were need, the male would have been a better help. It could also be said [a remedy for] desolation, if perhaps he was wearied of solitude. For how much more fittingly would two friends, as equals, dwell together for living and conversing, than a man and a woman?” Thus Augustine.10



NOS igitur dicamus, foeminam partim fuisse necessariam viro, partim verò minimè quidem necessariam, sed valde tamen utilem. Necessaria quidem erat foemina viro duas ob causas: tum generandae prolis, tum iam genitae nutriendae alendaéque causa: quae duo munera sine muliere à viris praestari nullo modo possunt. Ad officia verò domestica commodè peragenda non quidem necessaria erat mulier, sed erat tamen perquàm utilis. Nam ut ea munera possint etiam à viris obiri, opportunius tamen ac melius perficiuntur à foemi-[na...]
We, therefore, would say that the woman was partly necessary to the man, partly not at all necessary, yet very useful. The woman was necessary to the man for two causes: both for the generating of offspring, and for the nourishing and rearing of those already begotten — which two functions can in no way be supplied by men without a woman. But for the convenient carrying out of domestic duties, the woman was not, indeed, necessary, yet she was exceedingly useful. For although those functions can also be undertaken by men, they are nevertheless more fittingly and better accomplished by a wo-[man...] [continues]11



[...opportunius tamen ac melius perficiuntur à foemi]na, quae & domi assidua est, & ad eiusmodi curas tractandas natura magis idonea & accommodata. Quamobrem rectè dixit Apostolus, prioris ad Corinthios capite vndecimo, Non est vir creatus propter mulierem, sed mulier propter virum: non enim suae sed viri causa condita est mulier, vt esset illi adiutrix ad prolem procreandam & educandam. Quo etiam pertinet quod Peripatetici mulierem appellant veluti virum occasionatum, hoc est, animal occasionatum, quasi praeter primam naturae intentionem, ex defectu & imbecillitate virtutis generatricis in semine viri, ortum & procreatum.
[...yet those functions are more fittingly and better accomplished by a wo]man, who is both constantly at home and, by nature, more fit and adapted for handling cares of this kind. Wherefore the Apostle rightly said, in the eleventh chapter of the former epistle to the Corinthians, “Man was not created for the woman, but the woman for the man”: for the woman was founded not for her own sake but for the man's, that she might be his helper for procreating and rearing offspring. To this also pertains the fact that the Peripatetics call the woman as it were a “mischanced man,” that is, an “occasioned animal” (animal occasionatum) — as though, beyond the first intention of nature, she arose and was procreated from a defect and weakness of the generative power in the man's seed.12



Verùm quamvis hoc modo mulier minùs perfecta sit quàm vir, longè tamen praestantior est & excellentior caeteris omnibus animantibus: quod inde maximè perspicuum est, quòd non ex limo terrae, sicut bruta animalia, sed ex ipso viri latere, & ex osse viri condita & efformata est, vt esset viri socia indiuidua, & vitae consors perpetua. QVAERITVR autem quo tempore, & quo in loco facta sit mulier. De tempore quidem certum est & exploratum, mulierem non simul cum viro, sed aliquanto pòst quàm vir conditus erat, fuisse à Deo procreatam: id quod aperté significatur in sacra historia, & ab Apostolo confirmatur, prima ad Timotheum secundo, Adam, inquit, primus formatus est, deinde Eua: & in libro Sapientiae capite decimo dicitur Adam protoplastus, hoc est, primus formatus omnium hominum. Restat igitur vt mulier post virum aliquandiu sit con-[dita...]
But although in this manner the woman is less perfect than the man, she is nevertheless far more excellent and more outstanding than all the other living things — which is most clearly evident from this: that she was founded and fashioned not from the slime of the earth, as the brute animals, but from the very side of the man, and from a bone of the man, that she might be the man's undivided companion and the perpetual partner of his life. But it is asked at what time, and in what place, the woman was made. Concerning the time it is certain and ascertained that the woman was procreated by God not at the same time as the man, but somewhat after the man had been founded — which is openly signified in the sacred history, and confirmed by the Apostle, in the first to Timothy, chapter two: “Adam,” he says, “was first formed, then Eve”; and in the book of Wisdom, chapter ten, Adam is called the “protoplast,” that is, the first formed of all men. It remains, therefore, that the woman was foun[ded] some while after the man... [continues]13



[...Restat igitur vt mulier post virum aliquandiu sit con]dita: intercessit enim aliqua mora temporis inter creationem viri & procreationem mulieris, eo nimirum interuallo quo Adam animalibus nomina imposuit, & sibi inter ea simile adiutorium non inuenit. Verùm haec omnia eodem die sexto facta esse oportet, intra quem absoluta est vniuersa rerum creatio: nam in fine capitis primi dicitur, Viditque Deus cuncta quae fecerat, & erant valdè bona, & facta sunt vespere & mane dies sextus: & initio capitis secundi, Igitur perfecti sunt coeli & terra, & omnis ornatus eorum, compleuitque Deus die septimo opus suum quod fecerat. Et in Exodo capite vigesimo, Sex diebus fecit Dominus coelum & terram, mare, & omnia quae in eis sunt. Quamobrem non probanda est sententia Catharini, qui mulierem die septimo conditam esse contendit, quasi septimo demùm die hominis generatio fuerit perfecta & consummata.
[...It remains, therefore, that the woman was foun]ded some while after the man: for some delay of time intervened between the creation of the man and the procreation of the woman — namely, in that interval in which Adam imposed names on the animals, and found among them no helper like to himself. But all these things must have been done on the same sixth day, within which the whole creation of things was completed: for at the end of the first chapter it is said, “And God saw all the things that He had made, and they were very good; and there was made evening and morning, the sixth day”; and at the beginning of the second chapter, “So the heavens and the earth were finished, and all their adornment; and God completed on the seventh day His work which He had made.” And in Exodus, chapter twenty: “In six days the Lord made heaven and earth, the sea, and all things that are in them.” Wherefore the opinion of Catharinus is not to be approved, who contends that the woman was founded on the seventh day, as though only on the seventh day was the generation of man perfected and consummated.14



Neque obstat quod legitur, Compleuit Deus die septimo opus suum: nam id ita intelligendum est, quòd septimo die requieuit Deus ab omni opere quod patrarat, vt eodem capite secundo statim subiungitur: complere enim opus, hoc loco non est aliquid operis efficere, sed potius opus omne penitùs absoluisse & consummasse. Atque ita hunc locum exponit D. Thomas, prima parte quaestione septuagesima tertia, articulo primo. De loco autem in quo facta sit Eua, probabilius est eam in ipso Paradiso, non extra Paradisum, fuisse formatam: nam Adam in Paradiso erat collocatus, vt eum operaretur & custodiret; & verisimile non est eum, soporis causa, extra Paradisum fuisse eiectum. Quod & Iosephus libro primo Antiquitatum, & Tertullianus, & Rupertus, & Basilius, & D. Thomas prima parte quaestione centesima secunda sentiunt: explodendóque est commentum eorum qui Adam extra Paradisum eductum, ibíque Euam ex eius latere formatam esse fabulantur.
Nor does it stand in the way that it is read, “God completed on the seventh day His work”: for that is to be understood thus, that on the seventh day God rested from all the work which He had wrought, as is at once subjoined in the same second chapter; for “to complete the work,” in this place, is not to effect some part of the work, but rather to have utterly finished and consummated the whole work. And so St. Thomas expounds this passage, in the first part, question seventy-three, article one. But concerning the place in which Eve was made, it is more probable that she was formed in Paradise itself, not outside Paradise: for Adam had been placed in Paradise, that he might work it and keep it; and it is not likely that he, for the sake of the sleep, was cast outside Paradise. Which also Josephus, in the first book of the Antiquities, and Tertullian, and Rupert, and Basil, and St. Thomas in the first part, question one hundred two, hold; and the fiction of those is to be hissed away who fable that Adam was led outside Paradise, and that there Eve was formed from his side.15



Translator’s notes
	Sub-lemma (the second clause of Gen 2:18) heading the next stretch of commentary. ↩
	Large decorated initial 'L'. The LXX/Vulgate plural 'Faciamus' renders a Hebrew/Chaldee singular 'I will make' (Heb. אעשה, Ehesche; the Targum/Chaldee form transliterated 'Eheued,' partly cut in the margin). The deliberation marks the dignity of the work. The Targum renders 'helper like himself' as 'a support beside him.' Marginal glosses: 'Hebraismus אעשה Ehesche, & Chaldaicé [Eheued]'; 'Chaldaica versio.' ↩
	Chaldee/Targum רglosses: סמך (Semach) = 'support/prop'; כקבליה (Chechible) = 'corresponding to / beside him' — the wife as the husband's 'support at hand.' (Pererius' transliterations retained.) ↩
	The woman partly like the man (same species, an immortal God-like soul — her equality), partly unlike (sex: the active vs. passive/efficient vs. material principle of generation). Marginal gloss: 'Mulier similis & dissimilis viro creari debuit.' ↩
	Hebrew כנגדו (chenegdo) = 'against him,' with three readings: (1) 'contrary/adversary' (a perverse reading, rejected); Tostatus' agent/patient contrariety. Marginal gloss: 'Lectio Hebraica est כנגדו chenegdo.' ↩
	Second/third readings of 'against him' = 'before/facing him' (Ps 51:5; Matt 21:2). David Kimhi (Sefer ha-Shorashim) takes it as servile (the woman made to wait on the man) — a reading Pererius will reject (PDF 506). Marginal gloss: 'Matth. 21.' ↩
	Pererius rejects Kimhi's servile reading: woman is the man's companion, not servant — made from his side, not feet/back (Aristotle, Politics 1.2: wife ≠ servant). Marginal gloss: 'Mulierem nó esse servá viri.' ↩
	Aristotle, Politics 1.2 (block-quote): male and female couple by nature, not counsel; the female is not the servant (only 'among barbarians' confused). Cajetan: 'before him' = the woman's upright, man-like form (unlike the beasts). Marginal gloss: 'Caietanus in Genesim.' ↩
	Augustine's striking thesis (de Gen. ad lit. 9.3-4): the woman was needed only for procreation (for anything else, a man would be a better helper). Introduces the block-quote. ↩
	Augustine, de Gen. ad lit. 9.3-4 (block-quote): woman was made for procreation alone (the earth-and-seed analogy; Gen 1:27-28); for fieldwork or companionship a man would serve better — so the unique help she gives is generation. ↩
	Pererius' own division: woman is necessary for generation and nursing (which men cannot do), but only highly useful (not necessary) for domestic work. Page ends at the catchword 'à foemi' (signature NN). RESUME POINT for next batch: PDF 507, '...perficiuntur à foemi[na]...'. ↩
	Woman is the better helper for the home (more apt by nature); 'man not made for woman but woman for man' (1 Cor 11:9). The Peripatetic tag 'vir/animal occasionatum' — woman as a 'mischanced/occasioned' product, beyond nature's first intention, from a defect of the male seed's generative virtue (Aristotle, de Gen. Anim. 2.3). Marginal gloss: '1. Cor. 11.' ↩
	Though less perfect than man, woman far excels the beasts: made not from earth's slime but from man's own rib, his undivided companion. Question of the time and place of Eve's creation begins: she was made after Adam (1 Tim 2:13 'Adam first, then Eve'; Wisdom 10:1, Adam the 'protoplast'). Marginal glosses: '1. Timoth. 2'; 'Sapient. 10.' Page breaks at catchword 'con[dita].' ↩
	A delay (the naming of the animals) fell between Adam's and Eve's making, but all within the sixth day — the whole creation finished in six days (Gen 1:31; 2:1-2; Exod 20:11). Against Catharinus, who put Eve's creation on the seventh day. Marginal glosses: 'Gen. 1. & 2.'; 'Exod. 20.'; 'Catharinus.' ↩
	'God finished on the seventh day' = He rested, having wholly consummated the work (Aquinas, ST I q.73 a.1). Eve was formed within Paradise (Josephus, Ant. 1; Tertullian; Rupert; Basil; Aquinas ST I q.102), against the fable that Adam was led outside it. Marginal glosses: 'D. Thom. 1. p. q. 73.'; 'D. Thom. q. 102.' Page breaks at catchword 'Immisit' (signature NN 2). ↩




The Lord God therefore cast a deep sleep upon Adam; and when he had fallen asleep, He took one of his ribs, and filled up flesh for it. And the Lord God built the rib …

LatineEnglish


The Lord God therefore cast a deep sleep upon Adam; and when he had fallen asleep, He took one of his ribs, and filled up flesh for it. And the Lord God built the rib, which He had taken from Adam, into a woman; and He brought her to Adam. GENESIS CH. 2, VERSES 21 & 22.1
Immisit ergo Dominus Deus soporem in Adam, cúmque obdormisset, tulit vnam de costis eius, & repleuit carnem pro ea. Et aedificauit Dominus Deus costam quam tulerat de Adam in mulierem, & adduxit eam ad Adam. CAP. 2. VERS. 21. & 22.



PRO eo quod Latina lectio habet, Immisit, Hebraicè est verbum quod proprie significat, cadere fecit, siue decidere fecit: Septuaginta verterunt ἐπέβαλεν, quod significat, iniecit vel immisit. Vox autem quae hîc à Latino sopor dicitur, Hebraicè est תרדמה Tardemah, quod sonat profundum & altum somnum: pro quo Aquila vertit καταφοράν, id est, descensum & totius vigiliae lapsum; Symmachus autem κάρος, id est, grauem & profundum somnum; Septuaginta verò, ἔκστασιν, hoc est, excessum mentis siue extasim. Cuius vocis varietatem & rationem explicat Hieronymus in libro Quaestionum Hebraicarum. Vocabulum autem תרדמה Tardemah, significans valdè grauem & altum somnum, occurrit etiam alibi in Scripturis: vt Genesis capite decimoquinto, vbi de Abrahamo dicitur, Cùm sol occumberet, sopor irruit super Abram: & primi Regum capite vigesimosexto, Sopor Domini irruerat super eos: & apud Esaiam capite vigesimonono, Miscuit vobis Dominus spiritum soporis.
For that which the Latin reading has, “He cast in” (Immisit), in Hebrew it is a verb which properly signifies “he made to fall,” or “he made to fall down”: the Seventy rendered ἐπέβαλεν, which signifies “he threw upon” or “he sent in.” But the word which here is called by the Latin “sopor” (deep sleep) is in Hebrew תרדמה (Tardemah), which sounds a profound and deep sleep — for which Aquila rendered καταφοράν, that is, “a descent and a falling-away from all wakefulness”; but Symmachus κάρος, that is, “a heavy and profound sleep”; while the Seventy rendered ἔκστασιν, that is, an excess of mind, or ecstasy. The variety and reason of which word Jerome explains in the book of Hebrew Questions. But the word תרדמה (Tardemah), signifying an exceedingly heavy and deep sleep, occurs also elsewhere in the Scriptures: as in Genesis chapter fifteen, where it is said of Abraham, “When the sun was setting, a deep sleep rushed upon Abram”; and in the first of Kings, chapter twenty-six, “A deep sleep of the Lord had rushed upon them”; and in Isaiah chapter twenty-nine, “The Lord has mingled for you a spirit of deep sleep.”2



QVAERI autem solet, vtrùm sopor ille Adae fuerit somnus naturalis, an verò extasis quaedam & mentis abstractio à sensibus. Et quidem ex eo quod Septuaginta vertunt ἔκστασιν, & ex ipsa rei magnitudine, nonnulli existimant Adam non somno corporis, sed extasi mentis fuisse correptum: tunc enim, dum corpus eius quietum & immobile iaceret, mentem eius diuinis illustrationibus illustratam, magna & arcana mysteria de Christo & Ecclesia contemplatam esse. Nobis autem probabilius videtur, soporem illum fuisse verum & naturalem somnum, cui tamen extasis quaedam & propheticus mentis excessus interuenerit: vt simul & corpus somno quiesceret, & mens diuino lumine collustrata, futura praeuideret atque praenosceret. Nam id satis indicant verba illa quae Adam expergefactus protulit, Hoc nunc os ex ossibus meis, & caro de carne mea: vt ait Paulus, idque magnum esse sacramentum in Christo & Ecclesia. Neque enim haec nisi diuinitùs edoctus, & propheticae illustrationis munere [strata...]
But it is wont to be asked whether that deep sleep of Adam was a natural sleep, or rather a certain ecstasy and abstraction of the mind from the senses. And indeed, from the fact that the Seventy render ἔκστασιν, and from the very greatness of the matter, some think that Adam was seized not by a sleep of the body but by an ecstasy of the mind: for then, while his body lay quiet and motionless, his mind, illumined by divine illuminations, contemplated great and hidden mysteries concerning Christ and the Church. But to us it seems more probable that that sopor was a true and natural sleep, to which, nevertheless, a certain ecstasy and prophetic excess of mind intervened — so that at once both the body might rest in sleep, and the mind, irradiated by the divine light, might foresee and foreknow things to come. For those words sufficiently indicate it which Adam, awakened, uttered: “This now is bone of my bones, and flesh of my flesh” — which, as Paul says, is a great sacrament in Christ and the Church. For neither could he have said these things unless taught from on high, and by the gift of prophetic illumination [strata...] [continues]3



[...propheticae illustrationis munere instructus & in]strata, & res quae id temporis gerebantur cerneret, & quae in eis latebant mysteria intelligeret. Ne quis autem existimaret somnum illum fuisse naturalem & naturalibus ex causis profectum, Moses dixit Deum immisisse illum somnum. Vt mirandum nemini accidat, tam grauem altúmque potuisse Adamo somnum contingere, vt eo correptus detractionem costae ex latere suo minimè sentiret.
[...furnished by the gift of prophetic illumination, could discern both] the things which were being done at that time, and understand the mysteries that lay hidden in them. But lest anyone should think that that sleep was natural and proceeded from natural causes, Moses said that God sent in that sleep. So that it may seem wonderful to no one that so heavy and deep a sleep could befall Adam, that, seized by it, he should not in the least feel the removal of the rib from his side.4



Translator’s notes
	Lemma (Gen 2:21-22), the formation of Eve. ↩
	Large initial 'P.' Word-study of 'Immisit' (Heb. 'made to fall'; LXX ἐπέβαλεν 'cast/threw upon') and 'Sopor' (Heb. תרדמה Tardemah = deep sleep; Aquila καταφοράν 'a sinking-down'; Symmachus κάρος 'torpor/deep sleep'; LXX ἔκστασις 'ecstasy'; Jerome, Quaest. Hebr. in Gen.). 'Tardemah' elsewhere: Gen 15:12 (Abram); 1 Sam 26:12; Isa 29:10. GLYPHS verified by magnification: ἐπέβαλεν, תרדמה (×2), καταφοράν, κάρος. Marginal glosses: 'Hebraismus.'; 'Genes. 15.'; '1. Reg. 26.'; 'Esaiae 29.' ↩
	The question: was Adam's sopor natural sleep or ecstasy? Some (from LXX ἔκστασις) say pure ecstasy. Pererius: a true natural sleep, but with an intervening prophetic ecstasy/illumination — by which Adam foresaw the mysteries and spoke prophetically ('bone of my bones'; Eph 5:32, 'a great sacrament in Christ and the Church'). Page breaks at catchword 'strata.' ↩
	Conclusion of the prior question: in the prophetic sleep Adam discerned what was being done and its hidden mysteries; Moses says God 'sent' the sleep so none would deem it merely natural — so deep that the rib's removal was painless. ↩




A DISPUTATION ON THE FORMATION OF EVE FROM ADAM

LatineEnglish


A DISPUTATION ON THE FORMATION OF EVE FROM ADAM.1
DISPVTATIO DE FORMATIONE EVAE EX ADAMO.



VERVM enimuerò, super hac historia procreationis Euae ex Adamo, nonnullae tractandae sunt quaestiones, iucundae cognitu, nec planè faciles explicatu.
But indeed, upon this history of the procreation of Eve from Adam, some questions must be treated — pleasant to know, and not quite easy to explain.2



Translator’s notes
	New disputation heading. ↩
	Decorated initial 'V.' Programmatic preface to the disputation. ↩




QUESTION I. Why God willed Eve to be formed from the sleeping Adam

LatineEnglish


QUESTION I. Why God willed Eve to be formed from the sleeping Adam.1
QVAESTIO I. Cur voluit Deus ex Adam dormiente formari Euam.



MAGISTER sententiarum, in secundo libro distinctione decimaoctaua, & ibidem Scholastici respondent, tres ob causas id esse factum. Primo quidem, vt intelligeretur quàm sine vllo doloris sensu fuisset Adae costa detracta, quippe cùm ea detractione à somno quidem eum non excitasset. Deinde vt ostenderetur admirabilis Dei potentia, qui id tam facilè & suauiter facere potuerit. Denique, vt insinuaretur magnum quoddam mysterium quod in ea re latebat: quemadmodum enim ex Adami dormientis latere formata est Eua, ita ex latere Christi dormientis, id est, in cruce mortui, profluxit sanguis & aqua, vnde condita est Ecclesia. Mortem enim suam ipsemet Dominus appellat somnum, apud Dauidem psalmo tertio. Ego, inquit, dormiui & soporatus sum, & exurrexi.
The Master of the Sentences, in the second book, distinction eighteen, and the Scholastics there, answer that this was done for three causes. First, indeed, that it might be understood how, without any sense of pain, Adam's rib was removed — since by that removal it did not even rouse him from sleep. Next, that the admirable power of God might be shown, who could do it so easily and so gently. Finally, that a certain great mystery might be insinuated which lay hidden in the matter: for just as from the side of the sleeping Adam Eve was formed, so from the side of the sleeping Christ — that is, of Him dead on the cross — flowed blood and water, whence the Church was founded. For the Lord Himself calls His own death a sleep, in David, Psalm three: “I,” He says, “slept and took my rest, and I rose.”2



Verùm hanc postremam Theologorum rationem Tostatus improbat, in quaestione trecentesima quinquagesima secunda super decimumtertium caput Geneseos, eo potissimùm argumento quòd Ecclesia potius dicenda est ex Christo viuente, quàm ex mortuo esse formata: siquidem redemptio nostra omnino fundatur ac nititur merito passionis Christi, vnde vim & efficacitatem suam omnem traxere Sacramenta. Quare sanguis qui effluxit ex latere Christi iam mortui, nihil contulit ad redemptionem humani generis, nec per eum Christus quicquam nobis meruit, cùm iam esset mortuus, atque ob eam causam extra statum merendi constitutus. Sed haec Tostatus nimis ad viuum resecans, non est assecutus Theologorum sententiam: quos equidem puto non aliud significare voluisse, nisi ex latere Christi mortui fluxisse aquam & sanguinem: quibus duabus rebus signi-[ficabantur...]
But Tostatus rejects this last reason of the Theologians, in question three hundred fifty-two on the thirteenth chapter of Genesis, by this argument chiefly — that the Church ought rather to be said to be formed from the living Christ than from the dead: since indeed our redemption is wholly founded and rests upon the merit of Christ's passion, whence the Sacraments drew all their force and efficacy. Wherefore the blood which flowed from the side of Christ already dead contributed nothing to the redemption of the human race, nor did Christ merit anything for us through it, since He was already dead, and for that cause established outside the state of meriting. But Tostatus, cutting these things too close to the quick, did not attain the meaning of the Theologians: who, I indeed think, wished to signify nothing else than that from the side of the dead Christ flowed water and blood — by which two things were sig-[nified...] [continues]3



[...quibus duabus rebus signi]ficabantur duo praecipuè legis Euangelicae Sacramenta, Baptismus à quo per aquam regeneramur ad vitam spiritualem, & Eucharistia qua spiritualiter iam regenerati alimur ad aeternitatem. His autem duobus sacramentis maximè continetur & sustentatur Ecclesia. Chrysostomus homilia decimaquinta in Genesim, & Epiphanius disputans contra haeresim quadragesimamoctauam, propterea censent tam grauem & profundum somnum Adamo esse à Deo impressum, quia voluit Deus ne Adam ex detractione costae vllum sentiret dolorem.
[...by which two things were sig]nified the two chief Sacraments of the evangelical law: Baptism, by which through water we are regenerated to the spiritual life, and the Eucharist, by which, now spiritually regenerated, we are nourished unto eternity. And by these two sacraments the Church is most of all contained and sustained. Chrysostom, in the fifteenth homily on Genesis, and Epiphanius, disputing against the forty-eighth heresy, therefore think that so heavy and deep a sleep was impressed on Adam by God because God willed that Adam should feel no pain from the removal of the rib.4



VERVM praeter has rationes, licet quasdam alias ad id vel probandum vel illustrandum afferre. Et prima quidem sit haec ratio: vt quod fieri debebat in Adamo, id fieret sine vllo eius horrore & perturbatione. Nam si costa fuisset detracta vigilanti, aut id accidisset ei sine dolore, aut cum dolore: si absque dolore, visum fuisset velut quoddam phantasma aut tanquam visio quaedam prophetica; si cum dolore, nimis profecto id Adamo durum & molestum fuisset, & valdè alienum statu innocentiae & diuino pacto, vt videlicet nihil poenae contingeret Adamo ante ipsius culpam: atque haec ipsa est argumentatio Theodoreti super hoc loco. ALTERA ratio est: vt Adam quod in ipso agebatur oculis corporeis minimè cernens, sed interiori mentis acie diuinitus illustrata intelligens, declararet magnum hoc fuisse Dei opus, magnóque nobilitatum mysterio; & vt appareret quod posteà somno excitatus Adam dixit de muliere, Hoc nunc os ex ossibus meis, &c. id non humana ratio-[ne...]
But besides these reasons, it is permitted to bring forward certain others, either to prove or to illustrate the matter. And let this be the first reason: that what had to be done in Adam should be done without any horror or disturbance of his. For if the rib had been removed while he was awake, it would have befallen him either without pain or with pain: if without pain, it would have seemed like a certain phantasm, or like some prophetic vision; if with pain, it would assuredly have been too hard and troublesome for Adam, and very alien to the state of innocence and to the divine covenant — namely, that no penalty should touch Adam before his own fault. And this very thing is the argumentation of Theodoret upon this place. The second reason is: that Adam, in no way perceiving with bodily eyes what was being done in him, but understanding with the interior edge of the mind divinely illumined, might declare this to have been a great work of God, and ennobled by a great mystery; and that it might appear that what Adam, afterward awakened from sleep, said about the woman — “This now is bone of my bones,” etc. — he knew it not by human reaso[n...] [continues]5



[...id non humana ratio]ne eum cognouisse, sed reuelatione Dei didicisse, ob idque illam eius sententiam non hominis dictam, sed oraculum Dei summa fide ac veneratione acciperetur. SI quis autem me roget, qui potuerit fieri vt sine doloris sensu Adae detracta sit costa: duobus id modis fieri potuisse intelligat. Primò quidem propter profundissimam vim illius soporis hebetantis & obstupefacientis sensum: videmus enim quosdam lethargo veheménter oppressos, vsque eo carere omni sensu, vt nec verbera, nec vulnera, nec vstiones sentiant. Narrat Tostatus super caput decimumtertium Geneseos quaestione trecentesima quinquagesimaquarta, fuisse suo tempore in Hispania mulieres quasdam maleficas, quas appellant stryges, quae genere quodam vnctionis linientes corpus suum, in tantùm ab omni sensu alienabantur, vt viderentur sibi in longinquas terras per aëra deferri, & in amoenissimis locis versari, & summis voluptatibus ac deliciis perfrui: cum tamen facta illa vnctione, [caderent...]
[...he knew it not by human reaso]n, but learned it by the revelation of God; and on that account that sentence of his might be received, not as spoken by a man, but as an oracle of God, with the highest faith and veneration. But if anyone should ask me how it could come about that the rib was removed from Adam without a sense of pain, let him understand that this could happen in two ways. First, indeed, on account of the most profound force of that sleep, dulling and stupefying the sense: for we see some men so vehemently oppressed by lethargy that they lack all sense, so as to feel neither blows, nor wounds, nor burnings. Tostatus relates, on the thirteenth chapter of Genesis, question three hundred fifty-four, that there were in his own time in Spain certain malefic women, whom they call “stryges” (witches), who, anointing their bodies with a certain kind of unguent, were so far alienated from all sense that they seemed to themselves to be carried into far lands through the air, and to dwell in most pleasant places, and to enjoy the highest pleasures and delights — when yet, that anointing being done, [they would fall...] [continues]6



[...cum tamen facta illa vnctione, caderent] in terram velut exanimes, ita vt ab his qui aderant inibi, nec verberibus excitari possent, nec acubus veheménter punctae, nec ignibus adustae. Similia legimus in ecstasi B. Catharinam Senensem pati solitam. S. Paulus in illo suo admirabili raptu adeò fuit ab omni sensu abstractus, vt posteà nesciret ipse vtrum id temporis fuisset in corpore an extra corpus. Dignum admiratione est nec celandum lectori, quod scribit Augustinus in libro decimoquarto de Ciuitate Dei, capite vigesimoquarto, his verbis: Presbyter fuit quidam nomine Restitutus, in parœcia Calamensis ecclesiae, qui quando ei pla-[cebat...]
[...when yet, that anointing being done, they would fall] to the earth like lifeless things, so that by those who were present there they could neither be roused by blows, nor were they pricked by needles vehemently, nor burned by fires. Similar things we read that blessed Catherine of Siena was wont to suffer in ecstasy. St. Paul, in that admirable rapture of his, was so far abstracted from all sense that afterward he himself did not know whether at that time he had been in the body or out of the body. Worthy of wonder, and not to be hidden from the reader, is what Augustine writes in the fourteenth book On the City of God, chapter twenty-four, in these words: “There was a certain presbyter named Restitutus, in the parish of the Calamensian church, who, whenever it plea[sed him...] [continues]7



[...qui quando ei pla]cebat, rogabatur autem vt hoc faceret ab eis qui rem mirabilem eorum scire cupiebant, ad imitatum quasi lamentantis cuiuslibet hominis voces ita se auferebat à sensibus, & iacebat simillimus mortuo, vt non solùm velicantes atque pungentes minimè sentiret, sed aliquando etiam igne vreretur admoto sine vllo doloris sensu, nisi postmodum ex vulnere; non autem obnitendo, sed non sentiendo non mouere corpus eo probabatur, quòd tanquam in defuncto nullus inueniebatur anhelitus; hominum tamen voces, si clarius loquerentur, tanquam de longinquo se audisse posteà referebat. Sic ibi Augustinus.
[...who, whenever it plea]sed him — and he was asked to do this by those who desired to know the wonderful thing about them — at the sound, as it were, of any man's lamenting voices, would so withdraw himself from his senses, and lie most like a dead man, that he not only felt not in the least those plucking and pricking him, but sometimes was even burned by fire brought near, without any sense of pain, except afterward from the wound; and that he did not move his body, not by struggling against it but by not feeling, was proved by this — that, as in a dead man, no breath was found; yet the voices of men, if they spoke more clearly, he afterward reported that he had heard, as though from afar.” Thus Augustine there.8



ALTERO modo potuit fieri, vt detractio costae nihil doloris inferret Adamo, Deo scilicet vim sentiendi Adae, eam dico vim quae est in sensu tactus, suspendente, quantum ad actum secundum. Suspendit autem Deus actum causae secundae non alia ratione, quàm quia ipse non concurrit generali suo concursu cum causa secunda ad producendum actum suum: nulla enim causa, quantumuis potens agendi, sine Dei concursu quicquam potest agere. Non igitur illum somnum Deus immisit Adamo, quia non potuisset ei vigilanti sine doloris sensu costam detrahere; sed quòd ea ratione quod agendum erat in eo, commodiùs, decentiùs, & ad significationem mysterij accommodatiùs ageretur.
In a second way it could come about that the removal of the rib should bring no pain to Adam — namely, with God suspending Adam's power of feeling (I mean that power which is in the sense of touch) as to its second act. And God suspends the act of a second cause by no other reason than because He Himself does not concur, by His general concurrence, with the second cause to produce its act: for no cause, however powerful in acting, can do anything without the concurrence of God. Therefore God did not send that sleep upon Adam because He could not have removed the rib from him, awake, without a sense of pain; but rather that, by this means, what had to be done in him might be done more conveniently, more becomingly, and more aptly for the signification of the mystery.9



Translator’s notes
	First question of the new disputation. ↩
	Decorated initial 'M.' Peter Lombard (Sentences II, dist. 18) and the Scholastics give three reasons for Eve being made from sleeping Adam: (1) the rib's painless removal; (2) display of God's gentle power; (3) the great mystery — as Eve from sleeping Adam's side, so the Church from the side of the 'sleeping' (dead) Christ (blood and water, John 19:34); Christ calls His death 'sleep' (Ps 3:6). Marginal glosses: 'Magister sent. 2. d. 18.'; 'Psalm. 3.' ↩
	Tostatus (Abulensis, quaest. 352 on Gen 13) objects: the Church is from the living, not dead, Christ, since redemption rests on the merit of the passion, and the dead Christ was 'outside the state of meriting.' Pererius: Tostatus cuts too close — the Theologians meant only that water and blood flowed from the dead Christ's side, signifying [the sacraments]. Page breaks at catchword 'signi[ficabantur]' (signature NN 3). RESUME POINT for next batch: PDF 511, '...quibus duabus rebus signi[ficabantur]...'. ↩
	The water and blood from Christ's side (concluding from p.510) signify the two chief sacraments — Baptism and Eucharist — by which the Church is sustained. Chrysostom (hom. 15 in Gen.) and Epiphanius (Panarion, haer. 48) say the deep sleep was sent so Adam felt no pain. Marginal glosses: 'Chrysost. hom. 15.'; 'Epiphan. haeres. 48.' ↩
	Two further reasons for the sleep: (1) what was done in Adam should be without horror — a waking removal would have been either a mere phantasm (if painless) or a penalty before his fault (if painful) — Theodoret's argument (Quaest. 30 in Gen.); (2) so Adam, perceiving the work only with the illumined inner mind, would know his words 'bone of my bones' came by revelation, not human reason. Marginal gloss: 'Theodoretus quaest. 30. in Genesim.' ↩
	How the rib could be removed painlessly — first way: the sleep's force deadening sense (as in deep lethargy: no feeling of blows, wounds, burns). Tostatus (on Gen 13, quaest. 354) tells of Spanish witches ('stryges') who by an unguent fell so insensible they imagined being borne through the air to pleasant places. Marginal gloss: 'Quomodo potuerit sine dolore detrahi costa Adamo. De strygibus quiddam memorabile.' ↩
	The witches fell insensible to blows, needles, fire; likewise Catherine of Siena in ecstasy; St Paul in his rapture knew not whether in or out of the body (2 Cor 12:2-3). Then begins the block-quote from Augustine (de Civ. Dei 14.24) on the presbyter Restitutus, who could withdraw from his senses at will — continues on p.471. Marginal gloss: '2. Cor. 12.' ↩
	End of the Augustine block-quote (de Civ. Dei 14.24): Restitutus could at will lie as dead — unmoved by pricking or even fire, no breath detectable — yet faintly heard loud voices 'as from afar.' ↩
	Second way: God simply suspended the act of Adam's sense of touch by withholding His general concurrence (no second cause acts without God's concurrence). So the sleep was not from necessity (God could have done it painlessly to a waking Adam) but for fitness and for signifying the mystery. ↩




QUESTION II. Why God willed the woman to be made from the man, and not — as the man had been made from earth — the woman also to be generated thus

LatineEnglish


QUESTION II. Why God willed the woman to be made from the man, and not — as the man had been made from earth — the woman also to be generated thus.1
QVAESTIO II. Cur voluit Deus mulierem fieri ex viro, & non sicut vir ex terra factus erat, ita quoque mulierem generari.



RECTE ita factum esse multis rationibus probare possumus. Principio, ita Deus fieri voluit, vt, quemadmodum sapienter disputat Augustinus libro duodecimo de Ciuitate Dei capite vigesimoprimo & vigesimosexto, & in proœmio libri decimiquarti, vehementius homini commendaretur ipsius societatis vnitas vinculúmque concordiae, si non tantùm inter se naturae similitudine, sed etiam cognationis affectu homines necterentur: quando nec ipsam foeminam ita vt virum, sed ex ipso creare Deo placuerit, vt omne ex vno homine diffunderetur genus humanum, sicut Paulus dixit Actorum decimoseptimo, Qui fecit ex vno omne genus hominum. Posteà, vt arctiori constringeret amore virum & foeminam, eo quòd ex illo esset facta: id autem propter [illa...]
We can prove by many reasons that it was rightly so done. First, God willed it to be so, that — as Augustine wisely disputes in the twelfth book On the City of God, chapters twenty-one and twenty-six, and in the preface of the fourteenth book — the unity of human society and the bond of its concord might be more strongly commended to man, if men were knit together not only by likeness of nature among themselves, but also by the affection of kinship; since it pleased God to create the woman herself not as He did the man, but from the man, so that the whole human race might be diffused from one man — as Paul said, Acts seventeen: “Who made from one all the race of men.” Then, that He might bind man and woman by a closer love, in that she was made from him: and this was, on account of [those things...] [continues]2



[...id autem propter illa] ea valdè necessarium erat, quia matrimonium viri & mulieris futurum erat indissolubile, perpetuam continens vitae societatem & consuetudinem, quod non itidem caeteris in animantibus reperire licet. Adam igitur quatuor rebus vehementer incitabatur ad diligendam Euam: propter similitudinem eiusdem naturae; propter copulam carnalem; propter generationem prolis; super omnia verò quòd Eua esset aliquid ipsius, id est, è substantia eius procreata: namque ob hanc potissimum causam parentes tantopere liberos suos diligunt. Quod si ani-[mus...]
[...and this was, on account of those things,] very necessary, because the marriage of man and woman was to be indissoluble, containing a perpetual fellowship and companionship of life — which one is not permitted to find likewise in the other living things. Adam therefore was vehemently incited to love Eve by four things: by the likeness of the same nature; by carnal union; by the generation of offspring; but above all, by the fact that Eve was something of himself — that is, procreated from his substance: for it is chiefly for this cause that parents so greatly love their children. But if the so[ul...] [continues]3



[...Quod si ani]mus Adami tanto mulieris amore non fuisset occupatus, cùm posteà eius suasu atque impulsu lapsus esset in peccatum, ob idque tot ac tantis Dei muneribus ac donis spoliatus, ingens & implacabile aduersus eam odium concepisset, sempérque animum ab ea alienum & aduersum gessisset. DEINDE, facta est mulier ex viro, vt ea ratione commendaretur dignitas viri, qui in eo quandam referebat Dei similitudinem, quod sicut Deus principium est omnium rerum, ita principium omnium hominum vnus fuit Adam: idque pertinebat ad indicandam [naturae...]
[...But if the so]ul of Adam had not been occupied with so great a love of the woman, then, when afterward by her persuasion and impulse he had fallen into sin, and on that account had been despoiled of so many and so great gifts of God, he would have conceived a vast and implacable hatred against her, and would always have borne a mind alienated and hostile toward her. Next, the woman was made from the man, that by this means the dignity of the man might be commended, who in this bore a certain likeness of God — that, just as God is the principle of all things, so the principle of all men was one, Adam: and this pertained to indicating the [excellence of human nature...] [continues]4



[...idque pertinebat ad indicandam naturae] humanae, cuius vnicum esset principium, excellentiam. Semper enim, vt est apud Aristotelem libro octauo Physicorum & libro duodecimo Metaphysicorum, melius est vnum esse principium quàm multa. Posteà, vt appareret eúndem fuisse conditorem Adami atque Euae, & vtrumque eiusdem esse naturae, virum tamen caput esse debere mulieris. Ad haec, propter figuram & mysterium: etenim coniunctio Adam & Euae continebat Sacramentum illud magnum coniunctionis Ecclesiae cum Christo, de quo Paulus scribens ad Ephesios capite quinto, cùm de coniunctione viri & vxoris, commemoratis Adami verbis quae sunt hoc loco, dixisset, subiungit: Sacramentum, inquit, hoc magnum est; Ego autem dico in Christo & in Ecclesia. At verò Ecclesia formanda erat ex Christo, sicut Eua formata ex Adamo. Ad extremum, homo media quaedam natura est inter Angelos & animalia, quocirca mediá quoque conueniebat esse rationem originis humani generis. Et Angeli qui-[dem...]
[...and this pertained to indicating the excellence of human nature], whose principle was one. For always, as it is in Aristotle, in the eighth book of the Physics and the twelfth of the Metaphysics, it is better that the principle be one than many. Then, that it might appear that the same was the Founder of Adam and of Eve, and that both were of the same nature, yet that the man ought to be the head of the woman. Furthermore, for figure and mystery: for the conjunction of Adam and Eve contained that great Sacrament of the conjunction of the Church with Christ, concerning which Paul, writing to the Ephesians chapter five, when he had spoken of the conjunction of man and wife — the words of Adam which are in this place being recalled — subjoins: “This,” he says, “is a great Sacrament; but I speak in Christ and in the Church.” But indeed the Church was to be formed from Christ, as Eve was formed from Adam. Finally, man is a certain middle nature between the Angels and the animals; wherefore it was fitting that the manner of the origin of the human race should also be a middle one. And the Angels in[deed...] [continues]5



[...Et Angeli qui]dem omnes ac singuli proximè à Deo creati sunt; nec in tanto Angelorum numero vnum aliquem reperire licet ex alio Angelo procreatum. Animalia verò ex aliis orta sunt, sed non omnia, etiam quae eiusdem sunt speciei, ex vno generata sunt: siquidem in exordio mundi Deus cuiusque speciei animalium multos mares multásque foeminas fecit, è quibus caetera facilè ac numerosè procreari possent. In homine verò medio quodam modo sese res habuit: primus enim homo proximè à Deo factus est; ex hoc fabricata est foemina; ex vtroque autem cuncta hominum soboles extitit. Quatuor igitur hoc loco productionis hominum modos annotare possumus: vnum sine viro & foemina, vt Adami; alterum ex viro sine foemina, vt Euae; tertium ex foemina sine viro, vt Christi Domini ex Virgine Maria; quartum ex viro & foemina, vt caeterorum hominum, qui est naturalis & communis generationis modus.
[...And the Angels in]deed, all and each, were created immediately by God; nor in so great a number of Angels is one to be found procreated from another Angel. The animals, however, arose from others; but not all, even those of the same species, were generated from one: since in the beginning of the world God made of each species of animals many males and many females, from which the rest could easily and numerously be procreated. But in man it stood in a certain middle way: for the first man was made immediately by God; from him the woman was fashioned; and from both arose all the offspring of men. Four modes, therefore, of the production of men can we note in this place: one without man and woman, as of Adam; a second from man without woman, as of Eve; a third from woman without man, as of Christ the Lord from the Virgin Mary; a fourth from man and woman, as of the rest of men — which is the natural and common mode of generation.6



VERVM aduersus hanc disputationem nostram tria possunt nobis opponi. Vnum est, eorum quae sunt eiusdem speciei eandem esse materiam oportere: sed mas & foemina sunt eiusdem speciei; vtrumque igitur eadem ex materia effici conueniebat: non igitur Adam ex puluere, Eua autem ex Adami costa generari debuit. Alterum est, quorum materia est nobilior, ea quoque nobiliora sunt; sed costa vnde formata est Eua nobilior erat puluere vnde Adamum effinxit Deus; ergo nobilior fuit Eua quàm Adamus. Tertium est, [magnam...]
But against this our disputation three things can be opposed to us. One is: that of things which are of the same species, the matter ought to be the same; but male and female are of the same species; therefore it was fitting that both be made from the same matter; therefore Adam ought not to have been generated from dust, and Eve from Adam's rib. The second is: that those things whose matter is nobler are themselves also nobler; but the rib from which Eve was formed was nobler than the dust from which God formed Adam; therefore Eve was nobler than Adam. The third is, [that a great...] [continues]7



[...Tertium est] magnam sanguinis propinquitatem & cognationem impedire matrimonium contrahendum: semper autem in populo Dei, quinetiam apud plerásque gentes, indecens atque illicitum fuit matrimonium inter parentes & liberos: non igitur Eua, quae vxor Adami futura erat, ex ipso generari debuit, ne indecens inter eos matrimoniú esset. SIN ad haec facilis est & in promptu responsio. Ad primum: argumentatio illa valet in generatione naturali, cui semper subest vnius modi materia; non autem in productione supernaturali, quae pendet ex omnipotentia Dei, qui, quae sunt eiusdem speciei, ea potest vel ex [nihilo...]
[...The third is,] that a great nearness of blood and kinship impedes the contracting of marriage; but always among the people of God, and indeed among most nations, marriage between parents and children was indecent and illicit; therefore Eve, who was to be the wife of Adam, ought not to have been generated from him, lest the marriage between them be indecent. But to these things the answer is easy and ready at hand. To the first: that argumentation holds in natural generation, beneath which there always lies matter of one kind; but not in supernatural production, which depends on the omnipotence of God, who can make things of the same species either from [nothing...] [continues]8



[...ea potest vel ex] nihilo, vel ex eadem, vel ex diuersa qualibet materia efficere. Ad secundum: non habet vim illa argumentatio, quia productio Adami & Euae per omnipotentiam Dei facta est, qui, vt diximus, ex quacunque materia potest quamcunque rem siue nobiliorem siue ignobiliorem procreare. Adiice, quod illa costa vnde facta est Eua erat Adami; fuit igitur Adamus principium Euae, eóque praestantior ipsa. Ad tertium: propinquitas sanguinis & cognatio impediens matrimonium tantùm contrahitur per carnalem generationem; Eua autem non sic ex Adamo producta est, sed per omnipotentiam Dei: quamobrem non poterat verè dici filia Adami, nec in aliquo gradu cognationis eum attingebat. Quinimo, si nunc ex viro aliquo crearetur foemina similiter vt ex Adamo creata est Eua, nulla esset inter eos necessitudo quae obstaret quo minus legitimum inter ipsos matrimonium iniri & contrahi posset.
[...He can make them either from] nothing, or from the same, or from any different matter whatever. To the second: that argumentation has no force, because the production of Adam and Eve was made by the omnipotence of God, who, as we said, can procreate any thing whatever, nobler or ignobler, from any matter whatever. Add that the rib from which Eve was made was Adam's; therefore Adam was the principle of Eve, and on that account more excellent than she. To the third: the nearness of blood and the kinship which impedes marriage is contracted only through carnal generation; but Eve was not so produced from Adam, but through the omnipotence of God: wherefore she could not truly be called the daughter of Adam, nor did she reach him in any degree of kinship. Nay rather, if now a woman were created from some man, just as Eve was created from Adam, there would be no bond between them which would stand in the way of a legitimate marriage being entered and contracted between them.9



Translator’s notes
	Second question of the disputation. ↩
	Decorated initial 'R.' Reasons woman was made from man, not from earth: (1) to commend the unity of human society — men knit by kinship, not just likeness — the whole race from one man (Augustine, de Civ. Dei 12.21,26 & proem to bk 14; Acts 17:26 'from one'); (2) to bind man and woman by closer love, she being made from him. Marginal gloss: 'Augustin. 12. de Ciuit. cap. 21.' ↩
	Marriage was to be indissoluble (unlike the beasts' couplings). Four things drew Adam to love Eve: likeness of nature, carnal union, generation of offspring, and above all that she was made from his own substance (as parents love their children). Marginal gloss: 'Quatuor de causis Adamus ad amorem Euae vehementer incitabatur.' Page breaks at catchword 'ani[mus].' ↩
	A further reason she was made from him: had Adam not been bound by such love, after the Fall (into which her persuasion led him, stripping him of God's gifts) he would have conceived an implacable hatred of her. Then: woman from man also commends man's dignity — as God is the one principle of all things, so Adam was the one principle of all men. ↩
	More reasons: the excellence of human nature lies in having one principle (Aristotle, Physics 8; Metaphysics 12: better one principle than many); the same Creator of both, of one nature, yet man the head of woman; and the mystery — Adam-and-Eve's union figured the great Sacrament of Christ-and-Church (Eph 5:32), the Church formed from Christ as Eve from Adam; and man, a middle nature between Angels and beasts, fittingly has a middle mode of origin. ↩
	Man's middle origin: Angels each made immediately (none from another Angel); animals from others (but each species seeded by many made at once); man between — the first immediately, the woman from him, the rest from both. Hence the four modes of human production: Adam (neither man nor woman); Eve (man, no woman); Christ (woman, no man — the Virgin); all others (man and woman). Marginal gloss: 'Modi quatuor productionis humanae.' ↩
	Three objections to the doctrine: (1) same species → same matter, so both should come from one matter (not Adam from dust, Eve from rib); (2) nobler matter → nobler thing, so Eve (from a rib) would be nobler than Adam (from dust); (3) [kinship impedes marriage — continues p.473]. Marginal gloss: 'Tres obiectiones.' ↩
	Third objection: blood-kinship bars marriage (incest between parent and child being everywhere indecent), so Eve should not have come from Adam. Solution begins — to the first objection: 'same matter' holds only in natural generation, not in the supernatural production by God's omnipotence. Marginal gloss: 'Solutio obiectionum.' ↩
	Solutions completed: (1) God's omnipotence can make same-species things from nothing or any matter; (2) likewise from any matter, noble or base — and the rib was Adam's, so he is Eve's principle and her superior; (3) kinship that bars marriage arises only from carnal generation — Eve, made by omnipotence, was not Adam's daughter nor kin, so the marriage was no incest. ↩




QUESTION III. What is the genuine and proper meaning and interpretation of those words: “He took one of his ribs, and filled up flesh for it.”

LatineEnglish


QUESTION III. What is the genuine and proper meaning and interpretation of those words: “He took one of his ribs, and filled up flesh for it.”1
QVAESTIO III. Quae sit germana & propria sententia & interpretatio illorum verborum. Tulit vnam de costis eius, & repleuit carnem pro ea.



VOx Hebraea צלע Selah, quam hic vertit Latinus Interpres Costam, vt ex Hebraeorum obseruationibus hoc loco tradit Oleaster, quatuor habet significationes. Plerumque enim significat latus; hac enim voce significantur in Scriptura latera arcae, tabernaculi, templi, & montis. Significat etiam costam, quia costae sunt in lateribus humani corporis. Significat item trabem, propter quandam proportionem quam habent trabes in aedificio cum costis humani corporis. Denique, significat etiam claudicationem, quòd claudus ad latus declinet cùm incedit. An verò hîc latus significet an costam, non multum refert. Si enim pro latere sumas, sensus erit, Tulit vnum latus, id est vnam costá de latere eius. Et quia non poterat vna costa ab vtroque latere accipi, & ne plures costas in vno latere quàm in altero haberet Adá, putat Oleaster duas aut etiam plures costas ex duobus lateribus esse sumptas.
The Hebrew word צלע (Selah), which here the Latin Interpreter renders “Costa” (rib), as Oleaster relates in this place from the observations of the Hebrews, has four significations. For mostly it signifies “side”; by this word are signified in Scripture the sides of the ark, of the tabernacle, of the temple, and of a mountain. It signifies also “rib,” because the ribs are in the sides of the human body. It signifies likewise “beam,” because of a certain proportion which beams in a building have with the ribs of the human body. Finally, it signifies also “limping,” because the lame man leans to the side when he walks. But whether here it signify “side” or “rib” matters little. For if you take it for “side,” the sense will be: “He took one side,” that is, one rib from his side. And because one rib could not be taken from both sides, and lest Adam should have more ribs on one side than on the other, Oleaster thinks that two, or even more, ribs were taken from the two sides.2



Locum autem vnde costae illae sunt detractae, existimat fuisse propè aluum, & vulgò appellatum vacuum quia est sine costis. Sicut autem vox Hebraea, vt diximus, ita & vox Graeca πλευρά, qua vsi sunt Septuaginta, ambiguae significationis est ad significandam costam & latus: nam & Medici πλευρῖτιδα vocant morbum seu dolorem laterum, & Mathematici triangulum quod aequis constet lateribus, ἰσόπλευρον nominarunt.
But the place whence those ribs were removed, he thinks was near the belly, and commonly called the “void,” because it is without ribs. And just as the Hebrew word, as we said, so also the Greek word πλευρά (pleura), which the Seventy used, is of ambiguous signification, signifying both rib and side: for physicians too call a disease or pain of the sides πλευρῖτιδα (pleuritis), and the mathematicians named the triangle which consists of equal sides ἰσόπλευρον (isopleuron, “equilateral”).3



FABVLANTVR nonnulli Hebraei, quorum tamen fabulis vt oraculis assensus est Eugubinus, Deum simul formasse Adamum & Euam, sed alternis sibi lateribus cohaerentes, posteà verò fuisse separatos. Quod videtur simile eius figmenti, quod in Symposio narrat Plato, & refert Eusebius libro 12. de Praeparatione Euangelica, capite 7. ad hunc ferè modum: Quod Moses dixit, Deum ex latere & costa dormientis Adae fabricasse mulierem, cùm non intellexisset Plato quo sensu id dictum esset, quia tamen Mosaica omnia admirabatur, noluit id omnino preterire. Itaque Aristophani comico, etiam rebus honestis illudere solito, orationem hanc tribuit in Symposio: Prisca nostra natura alia erat quàm nunc est; non enim duo genera hominú vt nunc, sed tria fuerunt: ad masculú enim atque foeminam tertium aderat vtrisque commune, cuius nomen duntaxat relictum est, res verò penitus periit; nam Androgynum tunc reipsa & nomine, ex vtrisque, mare scilicet & foemina, constabat. Haec Iupiter dixit, & incidebat homines medios, & Apollini iussit partes incisorum ita coniungere, vt facies ad casuram verteretur. Atque haec quidem ex Platone: verùm hanc fabulam [euidenter...]
Some of the Hebrews fable — to whose fables, however, as to oracles, Eugubinus assented — that God formed Adam and Eve at the same time, but cleaving to each other by their alternate sides, and that afterward they were separated. Which seems similar to that fiction which Plato narrates in the Symposium, and which Eusebius reports in the twelfth book On the Evangelical Preparation, chapter seven, in about this manner: Since Plato had not understood in what sense it was said that Moses had stated God to have fashioned the woman from the side and rib of the sleeping Adam, yet because he admired all things Mosaic, he was unwilling to pass it over entirely. And so to Aristophanes the comic poet — wont to make sport even of honorable things — he attributed this speech in the Symposium: “Our ancient nature was other than it now is; for there were not two kinds of men as now, but three: for besides male and female there was a third, common to both, of which only the name remains, the thing having utterly perished; for the Androgyne then, in fact and in name, was composed of both, namely male and female. This Jupiter said, and he cut men in the middle, and ordered Apollo so to join the parts of those cut, that the face should be turned toward the cut.” And these things indeed from Plato: but this fable [Scripture evidently...] [continues]4



[...verùm hanc fabulam euidenter] refellit diuina Scriptura, quae docet primò creatú esse Adamum, & posteà ex eius latere detracta costa factam esse Euam, de qua dixit Adam, Hoc nunc os ex ossibus meis, & caro ex carne mea: quae verba ad illam fabulam nullo modo quadrare & accommodari possunt. PRO illo verbo, Repleuit, Hebraeum verbum סגר Saghar propriè significat clausit. Sed obscuram habent sententiam illa verba: Repleuit, seu clausit, carnem pro ea. Plerique sic interpretantur, Repleuit Deus locum costae detractae carne, vt ea impleret locum eius. Verùm obstat huic interpretationi, Scripturam non dicere, Deum repleuisse carne pro ea, sed carnem. Quare melius est sic interpretari: carnem Adae ob detractionem costae interruptam & hiantem clausit, repleuit, seu continuauit: ita vt illud Pro ea significet vel propter detractionem costae, vel loco costae detractae.
[...but this fable Scripture evidently] refutes, which teaches that Adam was created first, and afterward, a rib having been removed from his side, that Eve was made, of whom Adam said, “This now is bone of my bones, and flesh of my flesh” — which words can in no way square or be accommodated to that fable. For that word “He filled up” (Replevit), the Hebrew verb סגר (Saghar) properly signifies “he closed.” But those words have an obscure meaning: “He filled up,” or “closed,” “flesh for it.” Most interpret thus: God filled the place of the removed rib with flesh, that He might fill its place. But it stands in the way of this interpretation that Scripture does not say God filled “with flesh for it,” but “flesh.” Wherefore it is better to interpret thus: the flesh of Adam, broken and gaping because of the removal of the rib, He closed, filled up, or made continuous — so that the phrase “for it” signifies either “on account of the removal of the rib,” or “in place of the removed rib.”5



Translator’s notes
	Third question, with its sub-lemma (Gen 2:21b). ↩
	Decorated initial 'V.' Word-study of Heb. צלע (Selah; properly tsela), rendered 'Costa' — four senses per Oleaster (Jerónimo de Azambuja): (1) 'side' (of ark, tabernacle, temple, mountain); (2) 'rib'; (3) 'beam/rafter'; (4) 'limping' (the lame lean sideways). Whether 'side' or 'rib' matters little; Oleaster thinks two or more ribs taken from both sides (to keep Adam symmetrical). GLYPH verified by magnification: צלע (in text and in margin gloss). Marginal gloss: 'Quatuor significationes vocis Hebraeae צלע Selah.' Page ends at catchword 'Locum' (signature OO). ↩
	The rib taken from near the flank (the 'void,' rib-less region). The Greek πλευρά (like the Hebrew) means both 'rib' and 'side' — hence πλευρῖτις (pleurisy, a 'pain of the sides') and ἰσόπλευρον (the 'equilateral' triangle). GLYPHS verified by magnification: πλευρά, πλευρῖτιδα, ἰσόπλευρον (the last printed with prothetic εἰ-, εἰσόπλευρον). Continues the discussion of Heb. צלע from p.473. ↩
	The Jewish fable (which Eugubinus = Agostino Steuco of Gubbio, in his Cosmopoeia, credited) that Adam and Eve were created joined side-to-side, then split. Pererius likens it to Plato's Androgyne myth in the Symposium (the speech given to Aristophanes), reported by Eusebius (Praep. Ev. 12.7) — Plato adapting Moses without understanding him. Marginal glosses: 'Pigmentum Hebraeorum.'; 'Eugubinus in Cosmopaeia.'; 'Figmentum Platonis.' ↩
	Scripture refutes the fable (Adam first, then Eve from the rib; 'bone of my bones'). Word-study of 'Replevit': Heb. סגר (Saghar; properly sagar) = 'he closed.' Against reading 'filled the place with flesh' (Scripture says 'flesh,' not 'with flesh'); better: God closed up Adam's gaping flesh, so 'for it' = 'because of'/'in place of' the rib. GLYPH verified: סגר. Marginal gloss: 'Hebraeum verbum סגר Saghar.' ↩




QUESTION IV. Why Eve was made from the side and rib of Adam rather than from another part of the body

LatineEnglish


QUESTION IV. Why Eve was made from the side and rib of Adam rather than from another part of the body.1
QVAESTIO IIII. Cur Eua facta sit ex latere & costa Adae potiùs quàm ex alia corporis parte.



NOLVIT Deus Euam effici ex suprema vel anteriori parte corporis Adae, ne mulier potior haberi vellet, virúmque imperio regere, & primas humanae societatis sibi vendicare. Noluit tamen ex posteriori vel inferiori corporis [parte...]
God did not will Eve to be made from the highest or front part of Adam's body, lest the woman should wish to be held the superior, and to rule the man by command, and to claim for herself the first place of human society. Yet neither did He will her made from the posterior or lower part of the body [...] [continues]2



[...Noluit tamen ex posteriori vel inferiori corporis parte] eam formari, ne vir foeminam multò inferioris & humilioris conditionis quàm ipse est aestimans, contemptui haberet ac velut ancillam duceret. Ex latere igitur, hoc est ex media corporis parte, sumpta est, vt mediocri apud virum dignatione haberetur, eámque vir quodammodo aequalem sibi & sociam atque adiutricem datam à Deo existimaret. Ex sinistro autem latere formata creditur, in quod vergit cor humanum, propter summum amorem qui inter virum & vxorem esse debet, & propter consensionem animorum & concordiam voluntatum. Quoniam autem sinistrum latus infirmius est de-[xtro...]
[...Yet neither did He will her formed from the posterior or lower part of the body], lest the man, esteeming the woman of a much lower and humbler condition than himself, should hold her in contempt and treat her as a maidservant. From the side, therefore — that is, from the middle part of the body — she was taken, that she might be held by the man in a moderate dignity, and that the man might esteem her in a way equal to himself, and given by God as a companion and helper. But she is believed to have been formed from the left side, toward which the human heart inclines, on account of the supreme love which ought to be between man and wife, and on account of the consent of minds and the concord of wills. And since the left side is weaker than the rig[ht...] [continues]3



[...sinistrum latus infirmius est de]xtro, declaratum est infirmiorem esse sexum foemineum quàm virilem. Quo fit vt temperamentú mulieris & frigidius & imbecillius, ratio quoque, animus, sensusque exilior atque infirmior sit. Mares praeterea concipiuntur in dextro latere, foeminae autem in sinistro. Quin etiam, sinistrum latus ignobilius est dextro, nec sine eius auxilio sese potest subrigere ac substentare. Ex costa porro facta est mulier, quòd in costa sit caro & os & neruus & sanguis: quapropter ex ipsa tanquam ex perfecta parte corporis formata est Eua. Non enim costam illam fuisse nudum os, sed carne vestitum, satis indicauit Adam cùm dixit, Os ex ossibus meis, & caro ex carne mea. Quemadmodum autem costae continentur infra brachia & ab ipsis proteguntur, ita mulier protectione ac defensione viri eget, sub cuius vmbra ac tutela securè viuat. Huc etiam facit mysterium perforati lateris Domini, vnde aedificata dicitur Ecclesia. In locum autem costae quae detracta est, [suffecit...]
[...the left side is weaker than the rig]ht, it is declared that the female sex is weaker than the male. Whence it comes that the woman's temperament is both colder and feebler, and her reason too, her mind, and her sense are slighter and weaker. Males, moreover, are conceived on the right side, but females on the left. Nay further, the left side is less noble than the right, nor can it raise and support itself without the right's help. From a rib, furthermore, the woman was made, because in a rib there is flesh and bone and nerve and blood; wherefore from it, as from a perfect part of the body, Eve was formed. For that the rib was not a bare bone, but clothed with flesh, Adam sufficiently indicated when he said, “Bone of my bones, and flesh of my flesh.” And just as the ribs are contained beneath the arms and protected by them, so the woman needs the protection and defense of the man, under whose shade and guardianship she may live securely. Hither also pertains the mystery of the pierced side of the Lord, from which the Church is said to be built. But in the place of the rib which was removed, [God supplied...] [continues]4



[...In locum autem costae quae detracta est, suffecit] Deus carnem, ne Adam experrectus dolore afficeretur, aut mutilus appareret; & quò significaretur mulierem ex viro accepisse robur ac firmitudinem, quam significabat costa; virum autem accepisse à muliere teneritudinem & mollitiem animi, quam denotabat caro ei, loco costae data.
[...But in the place of the rib which was removed, God supplied] flesh, lest Adam, awakened, should be afflicted with pain, or appear mutilated; and that it might be signified that the woman received from the man strength and firmness, which the rib signified, but the man received from the woman tenderness and softness of mind, which the flesh given to him in place of the rib denoted.5



Translator’s notes
	Fourth question of the disputation. ↩
	Decorated initial 'N.' Why from the side: not from the top/front (lest the woman claim superiority and rule). Page breaks at catchword 'parte.' ↩
	Not from a low part (lest he despise her as a servant), but from the side/middle — so she be a near-equal companion. From the LEFT side (toward which the heart leans) — for the love and concord of spouses. Marginal gloss: 'Cur ex sinistro latere facta sit Eua.' ↩
	The left side being weaker → the female the weaker sex (colder temperament, feebler mind; males conceived on the right, females the left). Why from a rib: a rib has flesh, bone, nerve, blood (a 'perfect part'); clothed with flesh ('flesh of my flesh'); the rib under the arm signals woman's need of man's protection; and the mystery of Christ's pierced side (the Church). Marginal gloss: 'Cur ex costa.' ↩
	God filled the gap with flesh — lest Adam wake in pain or seem maimed — and to signify the exchange: the woman gets the man's strength (the rib), the man gets the woman's tenderness (the flesh). ↩




QUESTION V. How from a rib the whole mass of the female body could be formed

LatineEnglish


QUESTION V. How from a rib the whole mass of the female body could be formed.1
QVAESTIO V. Quomodo ex costa tota moles corporis muliebris formari potuerit.



ILLVD etiam quaeritur, quo modo ex vna illa costa Adae tanta moles corporis muliebris conflari potuerit, siquidem Eua perfectam habens staturam corporis & aetatem generata est? Hugo de Sancto Victore, libro 1. de Sacramentis, & Magister sententiarum in secundo distinctione 18, atque ibi Durandus & Gabriel arbitrati sunt, costam illam Adami non per rarefactionem, nec per additionem externae materiae, sed per solam multiplicationem sui ipsius, infinita Dei virtute factam, in tantùm fuisse auctam, vt efficiendo corpori mulieris sufficeret. Namque si extrinsecus assumpta fuisset materia, & ad illam costam adiuncta, fuisset vtique materia illa maior quàm costa, ob idque veriùs diceretur Eua esse formata ex illa materia quàm ex illa costa: quod [est...]
It is also asked how from that one rib of Adam so great a mass of the female body could be wrought together, since Eve was generated having a perfect bodily stature and age. Hugh of St. Victor, in the first book On the Sacraments, and the Master of the Sentences in the second book, distinction eighteen, and there Durandus and Gabriel, thought that that rib of Adam — not by rarefaction, nor by the addition of external matter, but by the sole multiplication of itself, wrought by the infinite power of God — was so far increased that it sufficed for making the woman's body. For if matter had been taken from without, and joined to that rib, that matter would assuredly have been greater than the rib, and on that account it would more truly be said that Eve was formed from that matter than from that rib: which [is...] [continues]2



[...quod] est tamen contra Scripturam & Patrum doctrinam. VERVM hanc opinionem meritò confutat & reiicit S. Thomas prima parte, quaestione 92, non vt improbabilem modò, sed etiam vt minimè intelligibilem secúmque pugnantem. Non enim mens capere, nedum Fides admittere potest, aliquid ex minori fieri maius, nisi alterutro duorum modorum: vel per solam extensionem quantitatis, vt contingit in rarefactione; vel per accessionem & additioné nouae materiae, vt fit in accretione: extra hos duos modos, multiplicari aliquid vt ex minori fiat maius, neque credi neque fieri potest.
[...which] is nevertheless against Scripture and the teaching of the Fathers. But St. Thomas deservedly confutes and rejects this opinion, in the first part, question 92, not only as improbable, but even as scarcely intelligible and self-contradictory. For the mind cannot grasp — much less can Faith admit — that something becomes greater from smaller, except in one of two ways: either by the mere extension of quantity, as happens in rarefaction; or by the accession and addition of new matter, as happens in growth. Outside these two modes, that anything be multiplied so as to become greater from smaller can neither be believed nor done.3



Costa autem illa non fuit aucta per rarefactionem: sic enim corpus mulieris non fuisset ita plenum, densum, crassum, solidum, firmúmque, vt esse debet secundùm naturam; nec ex illa vna costa tantùm per rarefactionem amplificata potuissent fieri vigintiquatuor costae, quibus corpus muliebre constructum est, aliáque ossa foeminei corporis tantae soliditatis & firmitudinis, quanta scilicet in humano corpore ea pollere necesse est. RELINQVITVR igitur costam illam in tantam materiae molem, quanta sufficeret fabricando corpori mulieris, esse auctam non aliter quàm per additionem nouae materiae: quae quidem materia vel tunc de nihilo creata est, vt visum est B. Thomae; vel (quod magis placuit Tostato) sumpta est ex terra alióve aliquo corpore, conuersáque est in corpus mulieris. Verisimile enim est Deum in exordio mundi tantum materiae primae simul creasse, quantum sciebat satis [futurum...]
But that rib was not increased by rarefaction: for thus the woman's body would not have been so full, dense, thick, solid, and firm as it ought to be according to nature; nor from that one rib alone, amplified by rarefaction, could the twenty-four ribs have been made of which the female body is constructed, and the other bones of the female body of such solidity and firmness as must needs prevail in the human body. It remains, therefore, that that rib was increased into so great a mass of matter — as much as would suffice for fashioning the woman's body — in no other way than by the addition of new matter: which matter either was then created from nothing, as it seemed to St. Thomas; or (which pleased Tostatus more) was taken from earth or some other body, and converted into the woman's body. For it is likely that God, in the beginning of the world, created at once as much prime matter as He knew would be eno[ugh...] [continues]4



[...quantum sciebat satis futurum] omnibus operibus efficiendis quae ipse designauerat. Dupliciter autem opinari possumus materiam illam esse additá ad costam Adami, & concurrisse ad formationem corporis Euae: aut immediatè, vt ex ipsa scilicet & Adami costa compingeretur corpus Euae; aut mediatè, vt illa materia primò conuerteretur in costam Adami tantae molis, vt perficiendo mulieris corpori satis esset, & túc ex illa costa fabricaretur corpus Euae: atque hic vterque modus satis est probabilis. Nam quod Hugo de S. Victore & Magister sententiarum contra priorem modum obiiciunt, fore vt corpus mulieris verius diceretur factú ex illa materia quàm ex costa Adami, quòd materia illa longè maior esset quàm costa viri, id facilè est diluere. Propterea enim primas partes deferri costae Adami, quòd ea primò & principaliter electa & assumpta sit à Deo ad formationem corporis Euae, caetera verò materies tanquam quid adiectitium & accessorium adhibita sit. Quemadmodum multiplicatio illa quinque [panum...]
[...as much as He knew would be enough] for accomplishing all the works which He had designed. And we can opine in two ways that that matter was added to Adam's rib and concurred in the formation of Eve's body: either immediately, so that, namely, from it and Adam's rib together the body of Eve was compacted; or mediately, so that that matter was first converted into a rib of Adam of so great a mass that it would suffice for completing the woman's body, and then from that rib the body of Eve was fashioned: and each of these ways is probable enough. For as to what Hugh of St. Victor and the Master of the Sentences object against the former way — that the woman's body would more truly be said made from that matter than from Adam's rib, since that matter was far greater than the man's rib — this is easy to dissolve. For the first place is given to Adam's rib because it was first and principally chosen and assumed by God for the formation of Eve's body, while the rest of the matter was employed as something added and accessory. Just as that multiplication of the five [loaves...] [continues]5



[...Quemadmodum multiplicatio illa quinque] panum facta est à Domino per additionem materiae, quae proculdubio longè maior fuit quàm materia & substantia quinque panum, nihilominus tamen verissimè dicitur multiplicationem illam ex quinque panibus hordiaceis esse factam, quoniam illi primò & principaliter ad id destinati & adhibiti à Domino sunt.
[...Just as that multiplication of the five] loaves was done by the Lord by the addition of matter — which doubtless was far greater than the matter and substance of the five loaves — nevertheless it is most truly said that that multiplication was made from the five barley loaves, because they were first and principally destined and employed for it by the Lord.6



Translator’s notes
	Fifth question of the disputation. ↩
	Decorated initial 'I.' How one rib became a whole female body (Eve generated full-grown). One view (Hugh of St Victor, de Sacr. 1; Peter Lombard, Sent. II d.18; Durandus, Gabriel Biel): the rib was multiplied out of itself by God's infinite power, not by rarefaction or added matter — else Eve would be said made from the added matter, not the rib. Page breaks at catchword 'est.' ↩
	Aquinas (ST I q.92) refutes the 'self-multiplying rib' as unintelligible: a thing can grow only by rarefaction or by added matter — nothing becomes greater from smaller otherwise. Marginal gloss: 'Refellitur praedicta opinio.' ↩
	Not rarefaction (the body would be too thin; one rib can't yield 24 solid ribs). So the rib grew only by added matter — either created from nothing (Aquinas) or taken from earth and converted (Tostatus' preference); likely God made enough prime matter at the start for all His works. Marginal gloss: 'Costá Adami per additioné nouae materiae, sufficienté fuisse formandae mulieri.' ↩
	Two probable ways the added matter joined the rib: immediately (compacted together), or mediately (first becoming a larger rib, then Eve). Hugh's/Lombard's objection (the body would be 'from the matter,' not the rib) dissolved: the rib has primacy as God's first-chosen material, the rest accessory. ↩
	The analogy: the feeding of the five thousand (John 6) added far more matter than the loaves contained, yet is truly called a multiplication 'from the five loaves' — because they were the principal, God-chosen starting material. So too Eve 'from the rib.' Catchword 'QVAE' opens Question VI. ↩




QUESTION VI. Whether that rib was necessary to the integrity of Adam's body, or superfluous

LatineEnglish


QUESTION VI. Whether that rib was necessary to the integrity of Adam's body, or superfluous.1
QVAESTIO VI. An illa costa fuerit necessaria integritati corpori Adae, an superuacanea.



CONTROVERSVM est, An illa costa detracta Adamo fuerit ex costis necessariis integritati corporis humani: tradunt enim Physiologi & Medici corpus nostrum vigintiquatuor costis, duodenis vtrouis in latere, esse constructum & coagmentatum. An verò fuerit illa costa redundans & superuacanea, verbi gratia, vt Adam in sinistro latere tredecim costas habuerit: vtrouis autem modo dicatur, videtur res absurda. Si enim illa costa fuit ex necessariis costis, ergo post eius detractionem Adam fuit mutilus, mancus & imperfectus; sin autem superuacanea erat, ergo Adam creatus est monstrosus & deformis, habens scilicet vno latere plures costas quàm altero, quod erat insigne quid ad deformitatem, nó minus certè quàm si factus esset biceps, aut tripes, aut vtraque vel alterutra manu senos habens digitos. Hugo de S. Victore non modò facilem explicatu putauit hanc quaestionem, sed etiam perquàm leuem & futilem. Hoc, inquit, quaerere friuolum est: quia nec dentes puerorum qui posteà [mutantur...]
It is controverted whether the rib removed from Adam was one of the ribs necessary to the integrity of the human body: for the physiologists and physicians teach that our body is constructed and framed of twenty-four ribs, twelve on either side. Or whether that rib was redundant and superfluous — for example, that Adam had thirteen ribs on the left side: but said in either way, the thing seems absurd. For if that rib was among the necessary ribs, then after its removal Adam was mutilated, maimed, and imperfect; but if it was superfluous, then Adam was created monstrous and deformed, having, namely, more ribs on one side than on the other — which was a notable thing toward deformity, no less certainly than if he had been made two-headed, or three-footed, or having six fingers on each or on one of his hands. Hugh of St. Victor thought this question not only easy to explain, but even quite slight and futile. “It is frivolous,” he says, “to ask this: because neither are children's teeth which are afterward [changed...] [continues]2



[...quia nec dentes puerorum qui posteà] mutantur dicuntur superflui, nec ipsimet, quamuis nondum habeás iustum naturae augmentum, diminuti iudicantur. Sed profectò maiorem esse, Hugonis opinione, quaestionis huius difficultatem, ex his quae mox disputabimus satis intelligemus. EST igitur communis Theologorum sententia, costam illam partim fuisse superuacaneam Adae, partim necessariam. Superuacaneam quidem, si consideretur Adam vt singularis quidam homo & persona particularis: si enim iusto costarum numero supererat illa costa, ad integritatem scilicet corporis Adae minimè pertinens. Sin autem consideretur Adam vt erat primus homo futurúsque principium totius generis humani, & ex quo formanda erat Eua, necessaria fuit illa costa, non quidem simpliciter nec secundùm naturalem ordinem & rationem (potuit enim aliundè formari Eua), sed tantummodo secundùm Dei electionem & ordinationem, qui ex Adami costa corpus Euae [fabricare...]
[...because neither are children's teeth which are afterward] changed called superfluous, nor are they themselves, although they do not yet have the just increase of nature, judged diminished.” But assuredly that the difficulty of this question is greater than in Hugh's opinion, we shall sufficiently understand from the things we shall presently dispute. It is therefore the common opinion of the Theologians that that rib was partly superfluous to Adam, partly necessary. Superfluous, indeed, if Adam be considered as a certain singular man and particular person: for that rib was over and above the just number of ribs, pertaining, namely, not at all to the integrity of Adam's body. But if Adam be considered as he was the first man and the future principle of the whole human race, and from whom Eve was to be formed, that rib was necessary — not, indeed, simply, nor according to natural order and reason (for Eve could have been formed from elsewhere), but only according to the choice and ordination of God, who had determined to fashion the body of Eve from Adam's rib.3



[...qui ex Adami costa corpus Euae fabricare] constituerat. Hanc sententiam idam Theologi confirmant, vel potius declarant atque illustrant, exemplo seminis virilis, quod quidem homini, vt est quoddam indiuiduum, superuacaneum est, at generandae proli necessarium est. SED enim responsio haec non exsoluit penitus difficultaté. Saltem concedere habeant illi, Adamum, vt erat persona quaedam particularis, fuisse monstrosum, quippe qui plures vno latere costas haberet quàm fert natura corporis humani: hoc autem videtur absurdum.
[...who had determined to fashion the body of Eve from Adam's rib]. The Theologians confirm this opinion — or rather declare and illustrate it — by the example of the male seed, which to a man, as he is a certain individual, is superfluous, but for generating offspring is necessary. But this response does not entirely loose the difficulty. At the least, they must concede that Adam, as he was a certain particular person, was monstrous, since he would have more ribs on one side than the nature of the human body bears: and this seems absurd.4



Neque absurditatem eleuat aut minuit, quod ex illa costa superflua generanda esset Eua. Non enim si Adam factus esset biceps aut tripes, quamuis ex altero illorum capitum, aut ex vno illorum trium pedum voluisset Deus Euam facere, non fuisset tamen propterea Adam non monstrosus. Nec iuuat istorum opinionem allatum seminis exemplum: siquidem longè diuersa ratio est seminis atque illius costae. Etenim semen naturaliter generatur in homine, & per se datum est à natura ad generationem hominis, nec est pars integralis hominis, nec propter ipsum dicitur homo aliqua ratione monstrosus: Illa ve-[rò...]
Nor does it raise or lessen the absurdity that Eve was to be generated from that superfluous rib. For if Adam had been made two-headed or three-footed, although God had willed to make Eve from one of those heads, or from one of those three feet, Adam would nevertheless not on that account fail to be monstrous. Nor does the adduced example of the seed help their opinion: since the reckoning of the seed and of that rib is far different. For the seed is naturally generated in man, and is of itself given by nature for the generation of man, nor is it an integral part of man, nor is a man called monstrous in any respect on its account: but that ri[b...] [continues]5



[...Illa ve]rò costa praeter naturam erat Adae, nec per se referebatur ad formationem mulieris, sed ex sola Dei electione, qui tamen vt ex costa sic ex alia qualibet materia Euam procreare potuisset. ERGO, probabilius dici posset (sequendo hanc opinionem) costam illam simpliciter fuisse superuacuam Adae secundùm eius naturam, & si in eo permansisset, proculdubio Adamum deformem ac monstrosum reddidisset. Nam vt quaeque res optimè fieri apta est, sic fit natura, vt Aristoteles disputat in libro 2. Physicorum text. 78. & vt quaeque res fit à natura, sic ea optimè fieri apta est: natura autem vel nunquam vel rarissimè, & tunc non nisi per accidens & per errorem & defectum virtutis generantis, plures costas facit quàm humani corporis constitutio & constructio postulat. Erat igitur superflua illa costa Adae. Nec tamen deformem reddidit Adam, quia latebat sub carne decenter cum reliquis costis composita & concinnata, [vt...]
[...but that ri]b was beyond nature for Adam, nor was it of itself referred to the formation of the woman, but by the sole choice of God — who, however, could have procreated Eve as from a rib, so from any other matter whatever. Therefore it could more probably be said (following this opinion) that that rib was simply superfluous to Adam according to his nature, and that, had it remained in him, it would doubtless have rendered Adam deformed and monstrous. For as each thing is apt to be made best, so nature makes it (as Aristotle disputes in the second book of the Physics, text 78); and as each thing is made by nature, so it is apt to be made best: but nature either never, or very rarely — and then only by accident and by error and defect of the generative power — makes more ribs than the constitution and construction of the human body demands. That rib, therefore, was superfluous to Adam. Yet it did not render Adam deformed, because it lay hidden beneath the flesh, decently composed and arranged with the other ribs, [so that...] [continues]6



[...vt] nullum redderet aspectum deformitatis, & quia breuissimo tempore eam gessit Adam, eaque detracta, deinceps per totam vitam iustum costarum numerum habuit, nulla ratione dici potest Adam fuisse monstrosus & praeter naturam hominis à Deo creatus, siquidem coelum etiam primò factum est imperfectum, videlicet sine astris & motu proprio: & lux Solis primo creata est informis & imperfecta: quin etiam mundus ipse cùm primò est conditus, erat vsquequaque tenebrosus, incompositus, & inordinatus. His adde, quod illa costa non fuit Adamo superfluè generata per errorem naturae, sed Dei voluntate & consilio, in formationem corporis muliebris ad necessarias Adae costas adiuncta. Et hac quidem ratione si communis haec Theologorum sententia explicetur, satis probabiliter teneri & facile defendi potest.
[...so that] it gave no appearance of deformity; and because Adam bore it for a very short time, and, it being removed, thereafter through his whole life had the just number of ribs, in no way can it be said that Adam was created monstrous and beyond the nature of man — since the heaven too was at first made imperfect, namely without stars and proper motion; and the light of the Sun was at first created formless and imperfect; nay, even the world itself, when first founded, was everywhere dark, uncomposed, and disordered. Add to these that that rib was not generated superfluously in Adam by an error of nature, but by the will and counsel of God, joined to Adam's necessary ribs for the formation of the woman's body. And by this reasoning, if this common opinion of the Theologians is explained, it can be held with sufficient probability and easily defended.7



CATHARINVS hoc loco propensior est in sententiam cuiusdam Doctoris, cuius nomen ipse tacet, affirmantis costam illam non fuisse superuacaneam Adae, sed fuisse vnam de costis ei necessariis, qua tamen detracta non remansit mutilus & mancus Adam, quia in locum costae detractae mox alia costa ei similis suffecta est, ita vt nec antè Adam habuerit costam aliquam superfluam, nec posteà caruerit aliqua de necessariis. Licèt enim Scriptura dicat, locum illius costae detractae impleuisse Deum carne, non est tamen intelligendum [solam...]
Catharinus in this place is more inclined to the opinion of a certain Doctor, whose name he himself is silent about, affirming that that rib was not superfluous to Adam, but was one of the ribs necessary to him — which, however, being removed, Adam did not remain mutilated and maimed, because in the place of the removed rib another rib similar to it was soon supplied; so that Adam neither beforehand had any superfluous rib, nor afterward lacked any of the necessary ones. For although Scripture says that God filled the place of that removed rib with flesh, it is nevertheless not to be understood [that only flesh...] [continues]8



[...non est tamen intelligendum] solam carnem esse substitutam, sed costam carne vestitam & contectam; certi tamen cuiusdam mysterij, quod nos suprà indicauimus, significandi causa, maluit Scriptura supplemétum illud appellare carnem quàm costam. Nam etiam Scriptura narrat, Deum sumpsisse ex Adamo costam vnde formaret Euam, nullum de carne verbú faciens, cùm tamé ex illis verbis Adami, Os ex ossibus meis, & caro ex carne mea, dubitari non possit quin simul cum costa caro etiam sumpta fuerit. Quod si animum aduertamus ad Scripturam Hebraicam, planè intelligemus id quod paulò supra monuimus, eo loco non significari [pro...]
[...it is nevertheless not to be understood] that only flesh was substituted, but a rib clothed and covered with flesh; yet for the sake of signifying a certain mystery, which we indicated above, Scripture preferred to call that supplement “flesh” rather than “rib.” For Scripture also narrates that God took from Adam a rib whence He might form Eve, making no word of flesh — although from those words of Adam, “Bone of my bones, and flesh of my flesh,” it cannot be doubted that, together with the rib, flesh too was taken. But if we attend to the Hebrew Scripture, we shall plainly understand what we noted a little above: that in that place it is not signified [that for the rib...] [continues]9



[...eo loco non significari pro] costa suffectam esse carnem, sed carnem Adae ob detractionem costae hiátem & interruptam esse repletam, vel, vt est in Hebraeo, esse clausam & continuatam; quali autem re sit clausa & continuata, non exprimitur in Scriptura. Fuisse autem costam vnde facta est Eua ex necessariis costis Adae ad naturalem corporis eius constitutionem & integritatem pertinentibus, hunc in modum licet argumentari: Si fuisset illa costa superflua Adamo & extra naturam eius, non posset verè dici Euá esse formatá ex Adamo, nec verò dixisset Adam, Euam fuisse os de ossibus eius: costa enim illa non erat naturale & propriú eius os, sed quantum ad eum pertinebat, praeter naturam & per accidens & ad breuissimum tempus ei fuerat inditum. Certè ad significandam coniunctionem arctissimam Adami & Euae, & mulieris ex viro naturalem originem & dependentiam, congruentius & conuenientius erat formari Euam ex costa quae esset pars naturalis & neces-[saria...]
[...that in that place it is not signified that for the rib] flesh was substituted, but that the flesh of Adam, gaping and interrupted because of the removal of the rib, was filled up — or, as it is in the Hebrew, was closed and made continuous; but by what thing it is closed and made continuous is not expressed in Scripture. And that the rib whence Eve was made was one of Adam's necessary ribs, pertaining to the natural constitution and integrity of his body, may be argued in this way: If that rib had been superfluous to Adam and beyond his nature, it could not truly be said that Eve was formed from Adam, nor indeed would Adam have said that Eve was bone of his bones: for that rib was not his natural and proper bone, but, as far as concerned him, had been put in him beyond nature and by accident and for a very short time. Certainly, to signify the closest conjunction of Adam and Eve, and the woman's natural origin and dependence from the man, it was more congruous and fitting that Eve be formed from a rib which was a natural and neces[sary part...] [continues]10



[...pars naturalis & neces]saria Adamo, quàm quae esset superuacua & praeter naturam eius. AT enimuero, Tostatus q. 393. super c. 13. Gen. eam opinioné (ne quis recens putet esse huius téporis inuemtú) refellit his argumentis: Absurdú videri costam illá, si primo fuit de necessariis costis Adę & ad integritatem eius pertinens, ablatam fuisse Adamo, & in eius vicem repositá esse aliam costá, quae non fuerat ex primęua corporis Adami integritate. Sed leue est argumentú: breuissimo enim tépore priorem illam costam habuit Adam, & quę in eius locú successit & per totam vitá in Adamo permansit, similis eius omnino fuit, & vtriusque idem fuit opifex Deus; neutraq́; naturali modo, sed per omnipotentiá Dei supernaturali ratione facta & Adamo inserta est. Sanè quod de posteriori costa Tostatus opponit, idem aduersus eú posset obiici de carne quam Deus in locum costae detractae suffecit: ea siquidem ab initio non fuerat in Adamo, nec ad integritatem eius quicquam pertinebat. Nec verò firmum est alterum eiusdem Tostati argumentum: In [resurrectione...]
[...a natural and neces]sary part to Adam, than one which was superfluous and beyond his nature. But indeed, Tostatus (question 393 on chapter 13 of Genesis) refutes that opinion — lest anyone think it a recent invention of this time — with these arguments: that it seems absurd that that rib, if it was first among Adam's necessary ribs and pertaining to his integrity, was taken away from Adam, and in its stead another rib placed which had not been part of Adam's primeval bodily integrity. But the argument is light: for Adam had that prior rib for a very short time, and the one which succeeded in its place and remained in Adam through his whole life was entirely similar to it, and God was the maker of both — neither made in a natural manner, but by the omnipotence of God made and inserted in Adam by a supernatural manner. Indeed, what Tostatus objects concerning the later rib, the same could be objected against him concerning the flesh which God supplied in place of the removed rib: for that too was not in Adam from the beginning, nor did it pertain anything to his integrity. Nor indeed is the other argument of the same Tostatus firm: In [the resurrection...] [continues]11



[...In] resurrectione, inquit, vtri, Adamóne, an Euae redderetur ea costa quae detracta est Adamo, & ex qua formata est Eua, siquidem illa fuisset de costis Adamo necessariis? nam neque neutri reddéda est, nec vtrique reddi potest. Vtri igitur redderetur? Videtur quidem Adamo reddenda, quia ab initio fuit Adami vt pars eius integralis: contrà, videtur reddenda Euae, quod ex illa principaliter formata sit Eua. At si costa illa fuit Adamo superuacanea, nihil incommodi sequetur: non enim [Adamo...]
[...In] the resurrection, he says, to which of the two — Adam or Eve — would that rib be restored which was removed from Adam, and from which Eve was formed, if it had been among Adam's necessary ribs? For it must be restored to neither, and cannot be restored to both. To which, then, would it be restored? It seems indeed that it should be restored to Adam, because from the beginning it was Adam's as his integral part; on the contrary, it seems it should be restored to Eve, because Eve was principally formed from it. But if that rib was superfluous to Adam, no inconvenience will follow: for not [to Adam...] [continues]12



[...non enim Adamo] ad cuius integritatem minimè pertinebat, sed Euae cuius corpus ex illa formatum est, restituetur. Verùm facilis est huius argumentationis dissolutio: quae quidem valida esset, si loco eius costae quae detracta est, non esset alia planè aequiualens suffecta: cùm autem simul vt illa dempta est, altera sit eiusdem rationis subdita, inualidum est argumentum: dicimus enim costam illam in resurrectione, non Adamo, quippe qui loco eius alteram habuit, sed Euae cuius ex ea corpus conflatum est, esse reddendam. Si enim Tostatus contendat, quicquid vllo tempore fuit pars integralis alicuius, id totum in [resurrectione...]
[...for not to Adam], to whose integrity it pertained least, but to Eve, whose body was formed from it, will it be restored. But the dissolution of this argument is easy: it would indeed be valid, if in place of the rib that was removed no other quite equivalent had been supplied; but since, as soon as it was taken away, another of the same kind was put under it, the argument is invalid: for we say that that rib, in the resurrection, is to be restored not to Adam — who had another in its place — but to Eve, whose body was formed from it. For if Tostatus should contend that whatever at any time was an integral part of anyone, that whole, in [the resurrection...] [continues]13



[...id totum in] resurrectione reddi ei debere; resurgeret profectò corpus hominis enorme & monstrosum: quippe certum est partes carnis per totum vitae tempus, ab ortu scilicet vsque ad obitum, continenter fluere & deperdi, earúmque in locum alias & alias subinde per nutritionem aggenerari. Mihi quidem haec sententia, quae tantopere displicuit Tostato, valdè placet, nec aliud in ea praeter grauem aliquem & nobilem Auctorem desidero.
[...that whole, in] the resurrection, must be restored to him, then surely the human body would rise enormous and monstrous: for it is certain that the parts of the flesh, throughout the whole time of life — namely from birth even to death — continually flow and are lost, and in their place others and others are successively generated by nutrition. To me, indeed, this opinion, which so greatly displeased Tostatus, is very pleasing; nor do I desire anything in it except some grave and noble Author.14



Translator’s notes
	Sixth question of the disputation. ↩
	Decorated initial 'C.' The dilemma: the body has 24 ribs (12 a side). If Adam's removed rib was necessary, he was left maimed; if superfluous (e.g. a 13th on the left), he was created deformed/monstrous (like being two-headed or six-fingered). Hugh of St Victor calls the question frivolous (the analogy of children's milk-teeth begins). ↩
	End of Hugh's quote (milk-teeth: not 'superfluous'). Pererius: the difficulty is greater than Hugh allows. The common Theological view: the rib was partly superfluous (to Adam as an individual — a rib above the normal count), partly necessary (to Adam as head of the race and source of Eve — necessary not by nature but by God's free ordination). Marginal gloss: 'Prima opinio. illam costam fuisse Adamo superfluam.' ↩
	The Theologians illustrate the 'partly superfluous, partly necessary' view by the male seed (superfluous to the individual, necessary for offspring). Pererius objects (SED): this still leaves Adam, as an individual, monstrous (more ribs on one side) — which is absurd. Marginal gloss: 'Excutitur opinio.' Page breaks at catchword 'Neque' (signature OO 3). ↩
	Pererius presses the objection: making Eve from the superfluous part would not save Adam from being monstrous (a two-headed man is monstrous even if Eve came from one head). The Theologians' seed-analogy fails: the seed is natural and not an integral part, whereas the extra rib was beyond nature. ↩
	The defense of the 'superfluous rib' view: it was beyond Adam's nature, retained by God's free choice; had it stayed, Adam would have been deformed (nature, per Aristotle Phys. 2, makes things best, and produces extra ribs only by error). Yet hidden under the flesh it caused no visible deformity. Marginal gloss: 'Probabilior interpretatio firmiorúsque defensio supradictae opinionis.' ↩
	Adam not monstrous: the rib was hidden, borne briefly, then removed (leaving the normal count); and creation's other works were first made imperfect (heaven without stars, the Sun's light formless, the world dark and disordered); and the rib came by God's counsel, not nature's error. So defended, the common view holds. ↩
	The second opinion (Catharinus, following an unnamed Doctor): the rib WAS one of the necessary ribs, but God at once supplied a similar rib in its place — so Adam was never either deficient or excessive. Scripture's 'filled with flesh' is not to be taken as 'flesh only.' Marginal gloss: 'Altera opinio, fuisse illam costam ex necessariis costis Adae.' Page breaks at catchword 'solam.' ↩
	Reply: 'flesh' substituted means a rib clothed in flesh, not flesh alone; Scripture says 'flesh' (not 'rib') for a mystery's sake. As with the rib, so flesh was taken too ('flesh of my flesh'). The Hebrew clarifies the sense. Marginal gloss: 'Euam non ex nuda costa, sed etiam ex carne Adae esse factam.' ↩
	The Hebrew means Adam's gaping flesh was 'closed/made continuous,' not 'flesh substituted for the rib.' An argument that the rib was necessary: if superfluous, Eve could not truly be 'formed from Adam' nor 'bone of his bones'; and a necessary rib better signifies the close Adam–Eve bond. Marginal gloss: 'Egregia Argumentatio.' ↩
	Tostatus (quaest. 393 on Gen 13) objects: absurd that a necessary rib was swapped for a non-original one. Pererius rebuts: brief tenure, an identical replacement, both made supernaturally by the same God — and Tostatus' own point rebounds on the substituted flesh. A second Tostatus argument (the resurrection) is also weak. Marginal gloss: 'Tostati Argumentatio discutitur, contra praedictam opinionem.' ↩
	Tostatus' resurrection argument: if the rib was Adam's necessary part, whose is it at the resurrection? — owed to neither, restorable to both impossible; owed to Adam (his integral part) yet to Eve (formed principally from it). On the 'superfluous' view no such problem arises. Page breaks at catchword 'Adamo.' ↩
	Pererius answers the resurrection dilemma: the rib is restored to Eve (her body came from it), not Adam (who received a replacement). The dilemma would bite only if no equivalent rib had been supplied. ↩
	Tostatus' principle (every former part restored at the resurrection) would make the risen body monstrous, since flesh is continually lost and replaced by nutrition. Pererius endorses the 'necessary rib + replacement' view warmly — his only reservation is that it lacks a weighty patristic authority. ↩




QUESTION VII. Why Eve is said to have been built from Adam

LatineEnglish


QUESTION VII. Why Eve is said to have been built from Adam.1
QVAESTIO VII. Cur Eua dicatur aedificata ex Adamo.



CVR autem Scriptura dicat Euam esse aedificatam ex costa Adami, & non dicat eam esse formatam vel fictam, explicandum est: non enim putandum est sine causa diuinam Scripturam diuerso vocabulo in formatione Euae atque in creatione Adami vti voluisse. Respondet Chrysostomus: Quia factus est Adam ex limo, idcirco propriè dicitur eum Deus formasse vel finxisse; quoniam autem facta est Eua ex costa, re scilicet iam formata, & cui tantùm deerat perfectio & absolutio, propterea dicta est aedificata. Caietanus hanc reddit causam: Mulier, inquit, conceptae ac generatae proli est quasi domus eam continens, protegens, & fouens: rectè igitur velut instar domus aedificata dicitur. Catharinus ait, mulierem non per modum naturae, sed per modum artis esse procreatam; nec per generationem naturalem esse productam, sed per artificiosam Dei operationem esse formatam: quocirca non dicitur Adae filia; rectè igitur dicitur aedificata.
But why Scripture says that Eve was “built” from Adam's rib, and does not say that she was “formed” or “fashioned,” must be explained: for it is not to be thought that divine Scripture without cause willed to use a different word in the formation of Eve and in the creation of Adam. Chrysostom answers: Because Adam was made from slime, therefore God is properly said to have “formed” or “fashioned” him; but because Eve was made from a rib — a thing, namely, already formed, and to which only perfection and completion were lacking — therefore she is said to have been “built.” Cajetan gives this cause: The woman, he says, is to the conceived and generated offspring as it were a house, containing, protecting, and cherishing it: rightly, therefore, she is said to be “built,” as it were after the likeness of a house. Catharinus says that the woman was procreated not by the way of nature but by the way of art; and was not produced by natural generation, but formed by the artful operation of God: wherefore she is not called the daughter of Adam; rightly, therefore, she is said to be “built.”2



Rabbi Salomon, cuius sententia perplacet Lyrano, putat scienter ita locutum esse Mosen, quod mulier secundùm constructionem & conformationem corporis sui similitudinem quandam habeat aedificij, cuius inferior pars amplior & crassior est, videlicet vt firma sit ad sustinendam molem aedificij; pars autem superior angustior & tenuior est: ad eundem modum foeminei corporis pars inferior crassior & amplior est, superior verò tenuior & angustior, ob imbecillitatem nempe caloris mulieris, qui multam materiam sursum tollere ac dilatare non potest. Ve-[rùm...]
Rabbi Solomon, whose opinion greatly pleases Lyranus, thinks that Moses spoke thus knowingly, because the woman, according to the construction and conformation of her body, has a certain likeness to a building, whose lower part is wider and thicker — namely, that it may be firm for sustaining the mass of the building; but the upper part is narrower and thinner: in the same way the lower part of the female body is thicker and wider, but the upper thinner and narrower, on account, namely, of the weakness of the woman's heat, which cannot lift up and dilate much matter upward. But [...] [continues]3



[...Ve]rùm hanc interpretationem refellit locus ille Scripturae qui est in cap. 16. Geneseos, vbi Sara dixit Abrahae, Ingredere ad ancillam meam, si forte saltem ex illa suscipiam filios: vbi in Hebraeo est, Si forte aedificabo ex illa. Quo ex loco patet, verbum aedificandi non ad mulieres tantùm, sed ad viros etiam pertinere. Tostati huiusmodi est interpretatio: Vt aedificia fiunt ex materia rudi, quae per operationem artificis accipit figuram quam antea non habebat, sic illa costa non habens figuram mulieris, ita est à Deo conformata & concinnata, vt in speciem & naturam corporis muliebris euaderet.
[...But] that interpretation is refuted by that place of Scripture which is in the sixteenth chapter of Genesis, where Sarah said to Abraham, “Go in to my maidservant, if perhaps at least from her I may receive sons”: where in the Hebrew it is, “If perhaps I shall be built from her.” From which place it is evident that the verb “to build” pertains not only to women, but also to men. Tostatus' interpretation is of this kind: As buildings are made from rough material, which through the operation of the craftsman receives a figure which it did not have before, so that rib, not having the figure of a woman, was so conformed and arranged by God that it emerged into the species and nature of the female body.4



Translator’s notes
	Seventh question of the disputation (on Gen 2:22, 'aedificavit ... in mulierem'). ↩
	Decorated initial 'C.' Why 'built' (aedificata) of Eve, not 'formed/fashioned' as of Adam. Three answers: Chrysostom (hom. 15) — Adam from slime is 'formed,' Eve from an already-formed rib is 'built'; Cajetan — the woman is like a 'house' for offspring; Catharinus — she was made by art (God's operation), not natural generation, so not Adam's 'daughter' but 'built.' Marginal gloss: 'Chrysost. Homil. 15.' ↩
	A fourth answer (Rabbi Solomon = Rashi, favored by Nicholas of Lyra): Moses said 'built' deliberately, since the female body resembles a building — broader/heavier below for stability, narrower above — owing to woman's weaker innate heat, which cannot raise much matter upward. Page breaks at catchword 'Ve[rùm].' ↩
	Rabbi Solomon's view is refuted by Gen 16:2 (Sarah: Hebrew 'I shall be built from her,' i.e. get children) — 'build' applies to men too. Tostatus' answer: as a craftsman gives rough material a new figure, so God shaped the figureless rib into the female body. ↩




QUESTION VIII. Why Moses does not mention the creation of the woman's soul

LatineEnglish


QUESTION VIII. Why Moses does not mention the creation of the woman's soul.1
QVAESTIO VIII. Cur Moses non memoret creationem animae mulieris.



SED quaerat aliquis, Cur, quemadmodum de formatione corporis Euae facta est mentio, non itidem fiat de insufflatione spiritus vitae in eam, per quam significatur creatio animae rationalis, vti suprà de Adamo traditum est? Ad hoc responderi potest, id quo differebat productio Adae & Euae, modum scilicet quo vtriusque corpus effectum est, separatim ac distinctè fuisse explicatum; creandi verò vtriusque animam [ratio...]
But someone may ask: Why, just as mention is made of the formation of Eve's body, is the same not made of the inbreathing of the spirit of life into her — by which the creation of the rational soul is signified — as was related above of Adam? To this it can be answered: that wherein the production of Adam and Eve differed — namely, the manner in which the body of each was made — was explained separately and distinctly; but the [manner] of creating the soul of each [continues]2



[...creandi verò vtriusque animam ratio], quia plane similis fuerat ratio, propterea nihil attinebat bis hoc edocere, sed erat satis in generatione viri semel indicasse. Nec sinit nos Scriptura dubitare quin Eua animam rationalem aequè habuerit atque Adamus: id enim non obscurè ipsa demonstrat, cú inducit Deum dicentem, Faciamus ei adiutorium simile sibi: neque enim mulier aut similis Adamo fuisset, aut idoneum ei adiutorium, si anima rationali caruisset. Similitudo quoque vtriusque corporum similitudinem animorum declarauit. Quomodo ité Euae, si expers rationis fuisset, à Deo esset lex imposita, vel legis violatae tam grauis poena fuisset irrogata? Vtrum verò, quemadmodum corpus Euae ex corpore Adami factum est, ita ex huius anima illius anima sit creata, Eucherius super hoc loco scribit quaestionem esse ad definiendum difficilem, cùm nihil super ea sit vel à Patribus definitum, vel Ecclesiae auctoritate constitutum. At enim, creationem cuiusque animae rationalis à solo Deo immediatè proficisci, iampridem apud Theologos & in Ecclesia Catholica extra controuersiam est.
[...but the manner of creating the soul of each], because the manner had been quite similar, therefore it was not needful to teach this twice, but it was enough to have indicated it once in the generation of the man. Nor does Scripture allow us to doubt that Eve had a rational soul equally with Adam: for it demonstrates this not obscurely, when it introduces God saying, “Let us make him a helper like himself”: for the woman would neither have been similar to Adam, nor a suitable helper for him, if she had lacked a rational soul. The likeness, too, of the bodies of both declared the likeness of their souls. Likewise, how, if Eve had been devoid of reason, would a law have been imposed on her by God, or so grave a penalty for the violated law have been inflicted? But whether, just as Eve's body was made from Adam's body, so from his soul her soul was created — Eucherius, on this place, writes that the question is difficult to determine, since nothing concerning it is either defined by the Fathers or established by the authority of the Church. But indeed, that the creation of each rational soul proceeds immediately from God alone has long been beyond controversy among the Theologians and in the Catholic Church.3



Translator’s notes
	Eighth question of the disputation. ↩
	Decorated initial 'S.' The question: why no inbreathing-of-life narrated for Eve (signifying the rational soul) as for Adam? Answer begins: what differed (the making of each body) was told distinctly, but the soul-creation... ↩
	Soul-creation was told once (in Adam) since identical for both; that Eve had a rational soul is plain ('a helper like himself'; bodily likeness shows soul-likeness; law and penalty presuppose reason). Whether her soul came from Adam's soul (as her body from his body) Eucherius calls undetermined — but that every rational soul is created immediately by God alone is settled doctrine. Catchword 'QVAE' opens Question IX (signature PP). ↩




QUESTION IX. What it signifies that Eve was led to Adam

LatineEnglish


QUESTION IX. What it signifies that Eve was led to Adam.1
QVAESTIO IX. Quid significet, Euam esse adductam ad Adamum.



CVR porró dictum sit, Deum adduxisse Euam ad Adamum, cùm iuxta eum formata sit, variae possunt rationes afferri. Prima ratio: Eua condita est vt esset Adae socia, dixit enim Deus, Non est bonum hominem esse solum: ad ineundam igitur & contrahendam hanc mulieris & viri societatem & consortium, Eua dicitur ad Adamum adducta. Altera ratio: Adducta sunt animalia ad Adamum, vt is consideraret num aliquod eorum sibi commodum & idoneú ad societatem & generationem prolis esse posset: nullo autem reperto, creata est Eua & adducta ad Adamum, vt cognosceret illam fore sibi adiutorium maximè idoneum, & ad societatis iucúditatem, & ad opus generationis: id quod Adam, cùm primùm Euam vidit, apertis verbis confessus & testatus est. Tertia ratio: Significatum est virum non esse propter foeminam, sed foeminam esse propter virum, & idcircò non vir ad foeminam ductus est, sed ad virum foemina. Quarta ratio: Ea deductio mulieris ad virum significauit quasi desponsationem & contractum matrimonij inter praesentes: nam inter absentes vix bene ac prospero succes-[su...]
But why it was said that God led Eve to Adam, when she was formed beside him, various reasons can be brought. First reason: Eve was founded to be Adam's companion — for God said, “It is not good for man to be alone”; in order, therefore, to enter and contract this society and fellowship of woman and man, Eve is said to have been led to Adam. Second reason: the animals were led to Adam, that he might consider whether any of them could be fit and suitable for him for society and the generation of offspring; but none being found, Eve was created and led to Adam, that he might know she would be for him a most suitable helper, both for the pleasantness of society and for the work of generation — which Adam, when he first saw Eve, confessed and testified in open words. Third reason: it was signified that the man is not for the sake of the woman, but the woman for the sake of the man; and therefore not the man was led to the woman, but the woman to the man. Fourth reason: that leading of the woman to the man signified, as it were, a betrothal and a contract of matrimony between parties present: for between absent parties scarcely with good and prosperous succe[ss...] [continues]2



[...vix bene ac prospero succes]su contrahitur matrimonium. Cum enim neuter coniugum alteri notus est, fit plerunque vt statim, detectis contrariis moribus & studiis, vel alterum, vel vtrumque coniugum subeat poenitentia coniugij, quae deinceps multorum incommodorum, molestiarum, atque offensionum seminariú est. Quintam rationé affert Caietanus: ea re significatum esse, vxorem ad habitandum cum viro, non autem virum ad domum vxoris accedere debere; atque hoc omnium nationum mos, qui certus est naturalis propensionis testis, & eius quod fieri decet index, manifestè demonstrat. His addit Catharinus, ex eo tempore fuisse inter Adam & Euam copulam matrimonij omnino indissolubilem, quae non talis est in aliis coniugibus ante copulam carnalem, quia non sunt vna caro sicut Adam & Eua. Huius autem primi coniugij velut conciliator & paranymphus ipse Deus fuit. Ponam hic verba Catharini: Et adduxit eam ad Adam, id est, hoc ipsum [in eius mentem inspirauit...]
[...scarcely with good and prosperous succe]ss is matrimony contracted. For when neither of the spouses is known to the other, it mostly happens that at once, contrary morals and pursuits being detected, either one or both of the spouses falls into regret of the marriage, which thereafter is a seedbed of many discomforts, troubles, and offenses. Cajetan brings a fifth reason: that by this it was signified that the wife ought to come to dwell with the husband, but not the husband to the house of the wife; and this the custom of all nations — which is a sure witness of natural propensity, and an index of what is fitting — manifestly demonstrates. To these Catharinus adds, that from that time there was between Adam and Eve a wholly indissoluble bond of matrimony, which is not such in other spouses before carnal union, because they are not one flesh as Adam and Eve. And God Himself was, as it were, the conciliator and paranymph of this first marriage. I will put here the words of Catharinus: “And He led her to Adam,” that is, this very thing [He inspired into her mind...] [continues]3



[...hoc ipsum in eius mentem inspirauit], vt ad suum ex quo sumpta erat accederet, tanquam ad virum suum & coniugem inseparabilem; quamobrem & ipse quoque agnouit eam ex se ipso esse, & idcirco diligendam quae ad ipsum veniebat, tanquam suam recognoscens originem. Et denique complectenda erat consummandúmque matrimonium, quod ipse Deus tanquam conciliator & paranymphus miris modis instituit & firmauit, & tanquam pater & Dominus iussit, vt hoc exemplo intelligeretur, matrimonia liberorum non esse à turpibus personis, sed à propriis parentibus honestisve ac probatis ho-[minibus...]
[...He inspired this very thing into her mind], that she should come to her own [man], from whom she had been taken, as to her own man and inseparable spouse; wherefore he too recognized her to be from his very self, and therefore that she who came to him was to be loved, recognizing his own origin. And finally the marriage was to be embraced and consummated, which God Himself, as conciliator and paranymph, in wondrous ways instituted and confirmed, and, as father and Lord, commanded — that by this example it might be understood that the marriages of children are not to be procured by base persons, but by their own parents, or by honest and approved me[n...] [continues]4



[...or by honest and approved me]n, to be procured and arranged. And from that time there was between Adam and Eve a wholly indissoluble bond of matrimony, which is not such in others before they are carnally united, because they are not one flesh as those were. Thus Catharinus.5
[...honestisve ac probatis ho]minibus procuranda & concilianda. Ex illo autem tempore fuit inter Adam & Euam copula matrimonij omnino indissolubilis, quae non talis est in aliis priusquam carnaliter copulentur, quia non sunt vna caro sicut illi erant. Haec Catharinus.



Translator’s notes
	Ninth question of the disputation (on Gen 2:22b, 'and He brought her to Adam'). ↩
	Decorated initial 'C.' Why Eve was 'led' to Adam though formed beside him — reasons 1–4: (1) to inaugurate the man–woman society ('not good for man to be alone'); (2) the animals were paraded as possible helpers, none fit, then Eve led to him as the fit one (he confessed it on first sight); (3) woman is for the man's sake (so she is led to him, not he to her); (4) it signified a betrothal/marriage-contract between present parties (marriages of absent parties seldom prosper). Marginal gloss: 'Cur Eua ad Adamum dicatur adducta, variae rationes.' ↩
	Reason 5 (Cajetan): the wife should come to the husband's house, not vice versa (the custom of all nations). Catharinus adds: from that moment an indissoluble bond (unlike others before carnal union, since these are not 'one flesh' as Adam and Eve); God Himself was the 'conciliator and paranymph' (best-man) of this first marriage. Begins the block-quote from Catharinus. Marginal gloss: 'Caietanus in Genesim.' ↩
	Catharinus block-quote (continuing): God inspired Eve to come to Adam as inseparable spouse; he recognized her as from himself; God instituted and confirmed the marriage as conciliator/best-man, and as father/Lord — a model that children's marriages should be arranged by their own parents or honest men, not base persons. Page breaks at catchword 'ho[minibus].' ↩
	End of the Catharinus block-quote: marriages should be arranged by parents/honest men; and the Adam–Eve bond was indissoluble from the start (unlike others, who are not yet 'one flesh' before carnal union). ↩




QUESTION X. Why God at first created only one woman

LatineEnglish


QUESTION X. Why God at first created only one woman.1
QVAESTIO X. Cur vnam tantùm mulierem Deus primò creauerit.



SED cur (nam & hoc quispiam fortasse quaerat) vnam duntaxat mulierem Deus fecit, & non potiùs multas? Nimirum multas ob causas id rectissimè factú esse à Deo licet animaduertere. Primò, vna mulier satis erat ad id cuius gratia est condita, vt socia esset viri, & simul cum eo generationis opus consummaret. Vna item facta est, vt vitaretur polygamia, quae per se non est bona nec probanda, nisi singulari Dei permissu concessa sit hominibus, vel in principio mundi ad multiplicationem generis humani, vel Hebraeis ad propagationem populi fidelis, vel in remedium aduersus adulteria & fornicationes iis qui ad libidines vehementer procliues essent. Adhaec, quo viri amor erga vxorem ardentior & constantior esset, qui multas in vxores diuisus, erga singulas remissior & instabilior est: quo argumento vsus est Aristoteles in libris Politicorum ad refellendam vxorum communionem, quam Socrates ad conciliandam conglutinandámque maiorem inter ciues ar-[ctioremque...]
But why (for perhaps someone may ask this too) did God make only one woman, and not rather many? Surely for many causes it may be observed that this was most rightly done by God. First, one woman sufficed for that for whose sake she was founded: to be the man's companion, and together with him to consummate the work of generation. She was made one also, that polygamy might be avoided, which is not of itself good or to be approved, unless it has been granted to men by God's singular permission — whether in the beginning of the world for the multiplication of the human race, or to the Hebrews for the propagation of the faithful people, or as a remedy against adulteries and fornications for those who were vehemently prone to lusts. Besides this, that the man's love toward his wife might be more ardent and more constant — which, divided among many wives, is more remiss and unstable toward each: which argument Aristotle used in the books of the Politics to refute the community of wives, which Socrates [judged] would be most useful for procuring and cementing a greater and clo[ser...] [continues]2



[...maiorem inter ciues ar]ctiorémque charitaté perquam vtilem fore arbitratus est: quasi omnes maiores natu amaturi essent minores, vt filios suos, & minores reuerituri maiores, quasi parentes. Sed contrà planè euenturum validissimis rationibus probauit Aristoteles. Denique vna mulier tantùm creata est, quo maior esset vnitas generis humani, vt pote quod ex iisdem parentibus primis omne propagatum esset. Vt omittam, etiam hac re adumbratum esse magnum illud mysterium coniunctionis Ecclesiae cum Christo: Ecclesia verò vna tantùm est.
[...a greater and clo]ser charity among the citizens, judging it would be most useful — as if all the elder would love the younger as their sons, and the younger revere the elder as parents. But Aristotle proved by the strongest reasons that quite the contrary would happen. Finally, only one woman was created, that the unity of the human race might be greater, inasmuch as all was propagated from the same first parents. Not to omit that by this thing too is foreshadowed that great mystery of the conjunction of the Church with Christ: and the Church is only one.3



Translator’s notes
	Tenth question of the disputation. ↩
	Decorated initial 'S.' Why one woman, not many: (1) one sufficed for her end (companion + generation); (2) to avoid polygamy (not good of itself, allowed only by God's special permission — early multiplication, the Hebrews, or a remedy for lust); (3) so the man's love be undivided and constant (Aristotle, Politics, against Plato's Socrates' community of wives). Continues on next page. ↩
	Socrates' aim (a citywide kinship-charity) Aristotle refuted as counterproductive. (4) One woman → the greater unity of the race (all from the same first parents); and it foreshadows the one Church's union with Christ. Marginal gloss: 'Cur una tantùm creata sit mulier.' ↩




QUESTION XI. Against Cajetan, who held that what Moses wrote concerning the procreation of Eve from Adam is to be taken not historically, but parabolically

LatineEnglish


QUESTION XI. Against Cajetan, who held that what Moses wrote concerning the procreation of Eve from Adam is to be taken not historically, but parabolically.1
QVAESTIO XI. Aduersus Caietanum, qui censuit, quae scripsit Moses de procreatione Euae ex Adam, non historicè, sed parabolicè accipienda esse.



NEc illa quaestio hoc loco praetermittenda est: An haec narratio Mosis, qua traditur Euam ex Adami latere & costa factam esse, sit historica & vt verba ipsa propriè significant intelligenda; an potiùs figurata sit & parabolica, nec nisi secundùm mysticum sensum interpretanda. Hanc nos quaestionem vnus Caietani causa tractandam hoc loco suscepimus.
Nor is that question to be passed over in this place: Whether this narration of Moses, by which it is delivered that Eve was made from the side and rib of Adam, is historical and to be understood as the words themselves properly signify; or rather is figurative and parabolic, and to be interpreted only according to the mystical sense. This question we have undertaken to treat in this place for the sake of Cajetan alone.2



[...Is enim] posthabita omnium Patrum doctrina omniúmque Interpretum sententia, noua quadam & inaudita & omnibus contraria commentatione locum hunc interpretari ausus est, & interpretationem suam obnixè defendere. Non erit igitur alienum nouam eius interpretationem & opinionem propriis ipsius verbis primùm exponere, tum refutare.
[...For he,] having set aside the doctrine of all the Fathers and the opinion of all Interpreters, dared to interpret this place with a certain new and unheard-of commentary, contrary to all, and to defend his interpretation obstinately. It will not, therefore, be amiss first to expound his new interpretation and opinion in his own words, then to refute it.3



AIT Caietanus: cogi se hanc narrationem de productione Euae ex Adamo, non secundùm litteram, sed secundùm mysterium, non quidem allegoria, sed parabola tamen intelligere atque interpretari: ne scilicet, si litteraliter intelligatur, ineuitabile illud absurdum incurratur: Aut enim illa costa vnde formata est Eua erat ex necessariis costis Adae, quare ea sublata mutilus & mancus extitisset Adam; aut erat Adae superflua, ex quo sequitur necessariò, ante detractionem eius costae Adam fuisse deformem atque monstrosum. Vtrúuis dicatur de Adamo, qui fuit omnium hominum pulcherrimus & absolutissimus, perabsurdum est.
Cajetan says: that he is compelled to understand and interpret this narration of the production of Eve from Adam, not according to the letter, but according to a mystery — not, indeed, by allegory, but yet by parable: lest, namely, if it be understood literally, that inevitable absurdity be incurred: For either that rib whence Eve was formed was among the necessary ribs of Adam — wherefore, it being taken away, Adam would have stood mutilated and maimed; or it was superfluous to Adam, from which it necessarily follows that before the removal of that rib Adam was deformed and monstrous. Whichever be said of Adam — who was the most beautiful and most perfect of all men — is utterly absurd.4



Verùm haec ratio non debuit tantopere Caietanum mouere, eam quippe nos paulò supra, tractando sextam quaestionem, planissimè dissoluimus. Adiicit praeterea Caietanus: satis insinuasse Mosem, quae narrat de productione mulieris ex Adamo, ea per metaphoram & parabolam esse accipienda, cùm dixit, Euam esse adductam ad Adamum. Nam si verè mulier ex viro formata esset, iuxta illum fuisset, nec ex alio loco ad eum fuisset adducta. Oportet igitur orationem Mosis non propriè, sed mysticè ac parabolicè interpretari. Sed hoc quoque leuissimum est. Nam, cur dictum sit Euam esse adductam ad Adamú, suprà nos abúdè docuimus, cùm in explanáda septima quaestione versaremur.
But this reasoning ought not to have moved Cajetan so much, since we dissolved it most plainly a little above, in treating the sixth question. Cajetan adds besides: that Moses sufficiently insinuated that the things he narrates of the woman's production from Adam are to be taken by metaphor and parable, when he said that Eve was led to Adam. For if the woman had truly been formed from the man, she would have been beside him, and would not have been led to him from another place. Therefore the speech of Moses must be interpreted not properly, but mystically and parabolically. But this too is most trivial. For why it was said that Eve was led to Adam, we taught abundantly above, when we were engaged in explaining the seventh question.5



QVAE igitur est istius Doctoris super hac narratione commentatio & sententia? Arbitratur Caietanus simul à Deo creatos esse Adam & Euam, nec Euam ex Adamo factam esse; propterea quòd in primo capite Geneseos dixit Deus, Faciamus hominem ad imaginé & similitudinem nostram, & mox subiecit Moses, Masculum & foeminam fecit eos, Benedixítque illis Deus, & ait, Crescite & multiplicamini. Simul igitur vtérque sexus est à Deo conditus. Nec officit intelligentiae, narrationem Mosis hoc loco videri esse historicam, ob idque, vt verba eius sonant, sic esse accipiendam. Namque narratio etiam sex dierum creationis mundi videtur historica, cùm tamen constet mundum & vniuersitatem rerum vno temporis puncto esse factá. Narratio item Mosis de sermocinatione serpentis cum Eua, & de poena quam serpenti Deus inflixit, videtur historica: sed esse figuratam eo patet, quòd se-[cundùm historiam...]
What, then, is this Doctor's commentary and opinion upon this narration? Cajetan thinks that Adam and Eve were created by God at the same time, and that Eve was not made from Adam — because in the first chapter of Genesis God said, “Let us make man to our image and likeness,” and Moses soon subjoined, “Male and female He made them, and God blessed them, and said, Increase and multiply.” At the same time, therefore, both sexes were founded by God. Nor does it hinder the understanding that Moses' narration here seems to be historical, and that on that account it is to be taken as his words sound. For the narration also of the six days of the creation of the world seems historical, although it is nevertheless agreed that the world and the universe of things were made in one point of time. Likewise the narration of Moses concerning the conversation of the serpent with Eve, and concerning the penalty which God inflicted on the serpent, seems historical: but that it is figurative is evident from this, that ac[cording to history...] [continues]6



[...quòd se]cundùm historiam verum sensum habere nó possit. Ergo oratio Mosis de productione mulieris ex viro parabola quaedam est, similis earum quibus frequenter vsum esse Dominum in docendo legimus apud Euangelistas. QVID autem ea parabola Moses significare voluerit, & cur ea sit vsus, húc in modum enarrat Caietanus: Principio, grauis ille & profundus somnus à Deo immissus Adae ex quo formata est Eua, metaphoricè significat defectum virtutis virilis, ex quo defectu accidit vt generétur foemina. Homo [enim dormiens...]
[...that ac]cording to history it cannot have a true sense. Therefore the speech of Moses concerning the production of the woman from the man is a certain parable, similar to those which we read the Lord frequently used in teaching, in the Evangelists. But what Cajetan meant that parable should signify, and why he used it, he relates in this manner: “In the first place, that heavy and deep sleep sent by God upon Adam, from which Eve was formed, metaphorically signifies the defect of the virile power, from which defect it happens that a female is generated. For a sleeping man [is a half-man...] [continues]7



[...Homo] enim dormiens semihomo est, & similiter principium generans mulierem semiuirile est, quocirca mulier à Philosophis nominatur vir laesus & imperfectus. Quoniá autem talis defectus virtutis virilis non est per accidens respectu naturae vniuersalis, sed est ex intentione diuina ad propagandá & conseruandam speciem, ideò describitur ille somnus immissus esse à Deo, vt intelligatur Deum esse auctorem deficientium modorum producendi. Ablatio verò costae ex viro ad formandam mulierem, quatenus costa est os, similitudo est diminutionis roboris ex animo viri ob vxorem. Quatenus autem est costa, similitudinem gerit socialis vitae inter virum & vxoré degendae, & quod vxor nec domina nec serua, sed socia & collateralis viri esse debeat. Quatenus auté vna tantùm fuit costa, denotauit minimum robur quod est tum in corpore, tum in animo mulieris: ita vt proportio virium muliebrium ad vires & robur virile talis sit, qualis est proportio vnius costae ad reliquas omnes costas. Postremò, caro restituta Adamo pro costa ei detracta significauit repensationem quae fit viro, dando ei carnalem generationem & propagationem filiorum loco roboris ei ob coniugium ablati & diminuti. Excusatur enim vir incurrens diminutionem virilis animi ducendo vxorem, eo quòd dat operam carnali propagationi & conseruationi speciei humanae. Atque haec quidem iisdem propemodum Caietani verbis ex commentario eius super hoc loco Geneseos descripta, ad ipsius opinionem enucleatè ac fideliter exponendam commemorare voluimus.
[...For a sleeping man] is a half-man, and likewise the principle generating a woman is half-virile; wherefore the woman is named by the Philosophers a ‘damaged and imperfect man.’ But because such a defect of the virile power is not by accident, in respect of universal nature, but is from the divine intention for propagating and preserving the species, therefore that sleep is described as having been sent by God, that it may be understood that God is the author of the deficient modes of producing. But the removal of a rib from the man to form the woman — insofar as a rib is a bone — is a likeness of the diminution of strength from the mind of the man on account of a wife. But insofar as it is a rib, it bears a likeness of the social life to be led between man and wife, and that the wife ought to be neither mistress nor servant, but the companion and ‘collateral’ of the man. But insofar as there was only one rib, it denoted the least strength, which is both in the body and in the mind of the woman: so that the proportion of womanly powers to virile powers and strength is such as is the proportion of one rib to all the rest of the ribs. Lastly, the flesh restored to Adam in place of the rib removed from him signified the recompense which is made to the man, by giving him carnal generation and the propagation of sons in place of the strength removed and diminished from him on account of marriage. For the man, incurring a diminution of virile mind by taking a wife, is excused, because he devotes effort to the carnal propagation and preservation of the human species.” And these things, described in nearly the same words of Cajetan, from his commentary upon this place of Genesis, we have wished to recount, in order to expound his opinion clearly and faithfully.8



SED aduersatur Caietano concors omnium Patrum ac Theologorum, qui ex Adamo re vera formatam esse Euam & senserunt & scriptis prodiderunt, sententia: aduersatur etiam communis Ecclesiae Catholicae populíque Christiani sensus & iudicium. Beatus quidem certè Hieronymus super epistolam Pauli ad Philemonem, scribens & interpretans locum illum Exodi, Credidit populus Deo & Moysi seruo eius, inter alia multa quae omnibus credenda esse affirmat, & hoc commemorat, Euam ex costa & latere Adami esse fabricatam. Vult igitur Hieronymus, qui hoc de Eua non credit, eum nequaquam in Deum credere. Ex quo licet concludere, sententiam Caietani rectae fidei esse contrariam. Innocentius item Papa huius nominis tertius, extrà, de Diuortiis, cap. Gaudemus, decernens diuino iure prohibitum esse plures vxores simul habere, eam sententiam vt firmissimo argumento confirmat, eo quòd ab initio vna costa viri in vnam foeminam sit conuersa.
But against Cajetan stands the concordant opinion of all the Fathers and Theologians, who both held and handed down in their writings that Eve was truly formed from Adam: against him stands also the common sense and judgment of the Catholic Church and of the Christian people. Blessed Jerome, indeed, certainly, on Paul's epistle to Philemon, writing and interpreting that place of Exodus, “The people believed God and Moses His servant,” among many other things which he affirms must be believed by all, mentions this too — that Eve was fashioned from the rib and side of Adam. Jerome holds, therefore, that he who does not believe this concerning Eve in no way believes in God. From which it may be concluded that Cajetan's opinion is contrary to right faith. Likewise Pope Innocent III, in the Decretals, On Divorces, the chapter Gaudemus, decreeing that by divine law it is forbidden to have several wives at once, confirms that opinion as by a most firm argument — namely, that from the beginning one rib of the man was converted into one woman.9



VERVM, super omnia euidenter Caietano aduersatur diuina Scriptura, quae multis in locis apertè docet non simul esse creatos Adamum & Euam, sed prius quidem Adamum, posteriùs verò Euam ex Adamo esse factam. In libro Sapientiae cap. 10. scriptum est, Adamum primum & solum esse à Deo creatum: & in libro Ecclesiastici cap. 17. sic est, Deus creauit de terra hominem, & secundùm imaginem suam fecit illum: & quibusdam interiectis, deinde subiungit, Creauit ex ipso adiutorium simile sibi. Paulus quóque in Actis Apostolorum cap. decimoseptimo, Deus, inquit, fecit ex vno omne genus hominum: & prioris [epistolae...]
But, above all, divine Scripture evidently opposes Cajetan, which in many places openly teaches that Adam and Eve were not created at the same time, but that Adam was first, and Eve afterward made from Adam. In the book of Wisdom, chapter 10, it is written that Adam was the first and alone created by God; and in the book of Ecclesiasticus, chapter 17, it is thus: “God created man from earth, and made him according to His own image”; and, certain things being interposed, then He subjoins, “He created from him a helper like himself.” Paul also, in the Acts of the Apostles, chapter seventeen, “God,” he says, “made from one all the race of men”; and of the former [epistle...] [continues]10



[...prioris] epistolae ad Corinthios, capite 11. Non vir, ait Paulus, ex muliere est, sed mulier ex viro. Idemque in capite 2. prioris epistolae quam misit ad Timotheum: Adam, inquit, primus formatus est, deinde Eua. Denique hoc ipsum meridiana luce clarius est ex narratione Mosis, qua procreatio Euae describitur: traditur enim Deum Adamo dormienti exemisse costam, ex eáque conformatam esse Euam, Adamúmque vaticinando dixisse, Hoc nunc os ex ossibus meis, & caro ex carne mea: haec vocabitur Virago, quoniam de viro sumpta est. Quid potuit apertiùs dici, quo Euam ex Adamo factam esse intelligi posset? Est enim, vt supe-[rius...]
[...of the former] epistle to the Corinthians, chapter 11: “Not the man,” says Paul, “is from the woman, but the woman from the man.” And the same in chapter 2 of the former epistle which he sent to Timothy: “Adam,” he says, “was first formed, then Eve.” Finally, this very thing is clearer than the midday light from the narration of Moses, by which the procreation of Eve is described: for it is delivered that God took a rib from sleeping Adam, and from it Eve was formed, and that Adam, prophesying, said, “This now is bone of my bones, and flesh of my flesh: she shall be called Virago, because she was taken from man.” What could be said more openly, by which it might be understood that Eve was made from Adam? For it is, as ab[ove...] [continues]11



[...Est enim vt supe]rius dixi de aliorum rerum quas commemorauit Moses, sic & huius rei narratio planè historica: quamobrem verba eius propriè, non autem figuratè sunt accipienda. Nec aliam ob causam Origenes tam grauiter ab Epiphanio reprehensus est in epistola quam scripsit ad Ioannem Hierosolymitanum Episcopum, & ab Hieronymo in epistola quam misit ad Pammachium, nisi quod tria prima libri Geneseos capita non historicè, sed allegoricè intelligenda & interpretanda esse censuerit: qua etiam de causa damnatus est in sexta Synodo generali.
[...For it is, as ab]ove I said of the other things which Moses recorded, so the narration of this matter too is plainly historical: wherefore his words are to be taken properly, and not figuratively. Nor for any other cause was Origen so gravely reproved by Epiphanius, in the epistle which he wrote to John, Bishop of Jerusalem, and by Jerome, in the epistle which he sent to Pammachius, than that he judged the first three chapters of the book of Genesis were to be understood and interpreted not historically, but allegorically: for which cause also he was condemned in the sixth general Synod.12



NAM quod nobis obiecit Caietanus, distinctionem sex dierum mundani opificij, tametsi modo historico tradatur, non propriè tamen & historicè, sed figuratè intelligi oportere, id nos pernegamus: & falsum esse, suprà in primo huius Operis libro multis argumentis peruicimus. Quod autem deinde opponit de colloquio serpentis & eius poena, quasi haec non aliter quàm figuratè possint verè intelligi, etiam falsum esse ostendemus, cùm ad explanationem eius historiae ventum erit. Sed vt hoc daremus Caietano, non propterea tamen consentaneum & aequum esset, vt si quid in omni narratione Mosis sit eiusmodi vt id ratio veritatis & pietatis Christianae figuratè interpretari cogat, omnia quae in ea narratione traduntur similiter accipi & explanari debeant.
For what Cajetan objected to us — that the distinction of the six days of the world's making, although delivered in a historical manner, should yet be understood not properly and historically, but figuratively — this we utterly deny; and that it is false we have proved above, in the first book of this Work, by many arguments. And what he next opposes concerning the conversation of the serpent and its penalty, as if these could not truly be understood otherwise than figuratively, we shall likewise show to be false, when we come to the explanation of that history. But even were we to grant this to Cajetan, it would not therefore be consistent and fair that, if anything in the whole narration of Moses be of such a kind that the reason of truth and of Christian piety compels it to be interpreted figuratively, all the things delivered in that narration ought likewise to be taken and explained figuratively.13



Sanctus Augustinus in exordio libri 11. de Genesi ad litteram, explicaturus historiam illam de colloquio serpentis & Euae in tertio capite libri Geneseos à Mose scriptam, haec praefatus: Antequam huius proposita Scriptura textum ex ordine pertractemus, admonendum arbitror quod iam me & alibi in hoc opere memini praelocutum, illud à nobis esse flagitandum, vt ad proprietatem litterae defendatur quod gestum narrat ipse qui scripsit. Si autem in verbis Dei, vel cuiusquam persona in officium propheticum assumpta, dicitur aliquid quod ad litteram, nisi absurdè, non possit intelligi, proculdubio figuratè dictum, ob aliquam significationem accipi debet: dictum tamen, dubitare fas non est; hoc enim à fide narratoris & pollicitatione expositoris exigitur. Sic Augustinus.
St. Augustine, in the opening of the eleventh book On Genesis according to the Letter, about to explain that history of the conversation of the serpent and Eve, written by Moses in the third chapter of the book of Genesis, prefaced these things: “Before we treat in order the text of this proposed Scripture, I think it should be admonished — what I remember I have already premised elsewhere in this work — that this must be demanded by us: that what he who wrote it narrates as done be defended according to the propriety of the letter. But if in the words of God, or of any person assumed into a prophetic office, something is said which according to the letter cannot be understood except absurdly, doubtless, being said figuratively, it ought to be taken as for some signification; that it was said, however, it is not lawful to doubt: for this is required by the faith of the narrator and the promise of the expositor.” Thus Augustine.14



INFIRMVM quoque est illud Caietani argumentum: in primo capite Geneseos Mosem, cùm induxisset Deum ita loquentem, Faciamus hominem ad imaginem & similitudinem nostram, proximè subiecisse, Creauit Deus hominem ad imaginem suam, masculum & foeminam creauit eos: ex quo vult Caietanus intelligi simul esse factos Adam & Euam, & non vnum post alterum, nec vnum ex altero. At enim, Scriptura [...]
Weak too is that argument of Cajetan: that in the first chapter of Genesis Moses, having introduced God speaking thus, “Let us make man to our image and likeness,” next subjoined, “God created man to His image, male and female He created them”: from which Cajetan wishes it to be understood that Adam and Eve were made at the same time, and not one after the other, nor one from the other. But indeed, Scripture [...] [continues]15



[...At enim,] Scriptura non dicit eos simul esse factos. Nam cú Moses eo loco sexti diei opera commemoraret, strictim & sub compendio posuit creationem viri & foeminae, vt quae ad opus sexti diei pertineret. Creati igitur sunt simul, id est, eodem die sexto, sed non simul, id est, eodé temporis puncto. Absoluta verò operú omniú quae sex illis primis diebus à Deo facta sunt expositione, Moses c. 2. reuertitur ad enarrandá productionem viri & foeminae, declarás quàm diuerso modo vtriusque corpus à Deo factum sit: viri scilicet ex puluere terrae, mulieris autem ex costa viri. Et verò, frequens est in Scriptura primùm rem breuiter ac pressè [narrari...]
[...But indeed,] Scripture does not say that they were made at the same time. For when Moses, in that place, recorded the works of the sixth day, he set down briefly and in summary the creation of man and woman, as pertaining to the work of the sixth day. They were created, therefore, at the same time — that is, on the same sixth day — but not at the same time, that is, at the same point of time. But the exposition of all the works which God made in those first six days being completed, Moses in chapter 2 returns to narrate the production of man and woman, declaring how diversely the body of each was made by God: the man's, namely, from the dust of the earth, but the woman's from the rib of the man. And indeed, it is frequent in Scripture for a thing first to be narrated briefly and concisely, [then...] [continues]16



[...primùm rem breuiter ac pressè narrari], posteà verò per singulas partes & circunstantias subtiliùs, distinctiùs, & explicatiùs declarari. Et vt hanc disputationé concludam, illud contédo aduersus Caietanum: Si quae narrat Moses de procreatione mulieris ex viro non sint historicè accipienda, sed parabolicè, ex eo necessariò effici, nusquá tradi in Scriptura modú quo generata sit Eua: nam extra hunc locú, nusquam alibi ea de re sit mentio. Parabolica verò Caietani interpretatio non singularé & propriam Euae procreationem demonstrat, sed generalem omnium mulierum quae naturali modo fit generationem ostendit. Denique illud sciat lector, Caietano non solos hac in re Doctores omnes Catholicos, sed etiam Hebraeorum omnium, ingenio & doctrina facilè principem, Iosephum, in primo libro de antiquitatibus Iudaicis, praecipuósque Iudaeorú Rabbinos qui librum hunc Geneseos interpretati sunt, aduersarios esse.
[...for a thing first to be narrated briefly and concisely], but afterward to be declared more subtly, more distinctly, and more explicitly through its individual parts and circumstances. And, to conclude this disputation, I contend this against Cajetan: If the things which Moses narrates concerning the procreation of the woman from the man are not to be taken historically, but parabolically, it necessarily follows that the manner in which Eve was generated is nowhere delivered in Scripture: for outside this place, nowhere else is there mention of that matter. But Cajetan's parabolic interpretation does not demonstrate the singular and proper procreation of Eve, but shows the general generation of all women, which happens in the natural way. Finally, let the reader know that against Cajetan in this matter are not only all the Catholic Doctors, but also Josephus — easily the chief of all the Hebrews in talent and learning — in the first book of the Jewish Antiquities, and the principal Rabbis of the Jews who have interpreted this book of Genesis, are his adversaries.17



Translator’s notes
	Eleventh question — a polemic against Cardinal Cajetan's parabolic reading of Gen 2:21-22. ↩
	Decorated initial 'N.' The question stated: is the Eve-from-Adam narrative historical/literal, or figurative/parabolic (mystical only)? Undertaken solely because Cajetan raised it. Catchword 'Is enim' (signature PP 2). ↩
	Cajetan set aside all the Fathers and interpreters with a novel, contrary reading, defended stubbornly. Pererius will state it in Cajetan's own words, then refute. ↩
	Cajetan's own words (block-quote): the account must be read as a parable (not allegory), lest the literal sense force the dilemma already met in Q.VI — a necessary rib (→ Adam maimed) or a superfluous one (→ Adam deformed beforehand) — both absurd of the most beautiful of men. ↩
	Pererius rebuts both supports of Cajetan: the dilemma was already dissolved in Q.VI; and 'led to Adam' (Cajetan's second proof of parable) was explained literally in Q.IX (Pererius says 'the seventh question'). ↩
	Cajetan's positive view: Adam and Eve created together (from Gen 1:26-28, 'male and female'), Eve not made from Adam. A historical-seeming narrative need not be literal — cf. the six-days account (though the world, he holds, was made in one instant) and the serpent's speech and sentence (figurative, since literally untenable). Marginal gloss: 'Caietani opinio.' ↩
	Cajetan: the narrative is a parable like the Lord's Gospel parables. Begins Cajetan's allegorical decoding (block-quote): the deep sleep = the defect of male generative power, from which a female (rather than a male) is generated. Page breaks at catchword 'Homo.' ↩
	End of Cajetan's allegory (block-quote): woman as the 'damaged man' (the sleep = generative defect, sent by God who authors even deficient modes); the rib-as-bone = the man's strength diminished by marriage; the rib-as-rib = the wife as companion, neither mistress nor servant; one rib = woman's lesser strength (one rib : all ribs); the restored flesh = the man's recompense (offspring for lost strength). Pererius notes he has reported Cajetan faithfully. ↩
	The refutation: against Cajetan stands the unanimous Fathers, the Church's common sense, Jerome (on Philemon, on Exod 14:31 — Eve from Adam's rib is among things all must believe, so denying it is not believing in God → Cajetan's view contrary to right faith), and Innocent III (Decretals X 4.19.8 'Gaudemus' — monogamy proved from one rib → one woman). Marginal glosses: 'Refellitur Caietanus.'; 'Exodi 14.' ↩
	Scripture itself refutes Cajetan: Adam was made first, Eve after, from him — Wisdom 10:1 (Adam first and alone created); Ecclesiasticus/Sirach 17:1-6 ('God created man from earth ... created from him a helper like himself'); Acts 17:26 ('from one, all the race of men'); and 1 Cor[inthians...] (continues p.486). Page breaks at catchword 'epistolae' (signature PP 3). ↩
	Scripture refuting Cajetan (continuing): 1 Cor 11:8; 1 Tim 2:13 ('Adam first formed, then Eve'); and Moses' own narration (the rib, and Adam's prophetic 'bone of my bones ... Virago, because taken from vir'). Gen 2:23's 'Virago' renders the Hebrew pun ishshah/ish. ↩
	This narrative, like the rest Moses recorded, is plainly historical — words taken properly, not figuratively. Origen was reproved (Epiphanius to John of Jerusalem; Jerome to Pammachius) and condemned at the Sixth Ecumenical Council precisely for reading Genesis 1–3 allegorically rather than historically. Marginal gloss: 'Origenes damnatur.' ↩
	Cajetan's objections dissolved: the six-days account is not merely figurative (refuted in Book 1); the serpent's speech and sentence will be shown literal at Gen 3. And even granting some figurative passages, it does not follow that the whole of Moses must be read figuratively. Marginal gloss: 'Diluuntur obiectiones Caietani.' ↩
	Augustine block-quote (de Genesi ad litteram 11, opening): defend the literal sense of what is narrated as done; only where the literal sense is absurd take it figuratively — but never doubt that it was said. The hermeneutical rule against Cajetan's wholesale parabolizing. ↩
	Cajetan's last argument (Gen 1:26-27, 'male and female He created them' → simultaneous creation) is weak. Pererius' rebuttal continues on the next page. Catchword 'Scriptura.' ↩
	Rebuttal: Gen 1 only summarizes the sixth-day creation; 'created together' means on the same day, not the same instant. Gen 2 then returns to detail how each body was made (man from dust, woman from rib) — Scripture's habit of stating briefly first, then expounding. ↩
	Two closing arguments against Cajetan: (1) on his reading, Scripture nowhere tells how Eve was made (this is the only mention); (2) a parable would describe all women's natural generation, not Eve's unique making. Against Cajetan stand all Catholic Doctors, Josephus (Ant. 1), and the chief Jewish Rabbis. ↩




And Adam said: This now is bone of my bones, and flesh of my flesh: she shall be called Virago, because she was taken from man. CHAPTER 2, VERSE 23

LatineEnglish


And Adam said: This now is bone of my bones, and flesh of my flesh: she shall be called Virago, because she was taken from man. CHAPTER 2, VERSE 23.1
Dixítque Adam: Hoc nunc os ex ossibus meis, & caro de carne mea: haec vocabitur Virago, quoniam de viro sumpta est. CAPITE 2. VERS. 23.



EXPERRECTVS Adam, spiritu prophetico quo in illo somno & ecstasi fuerat afflatus, nec modò viderat rem quae tunc in ipso gesta fuerat, sed abditissimum etiam & diuinum eius rei mysteriú, erupit in eam quá posuimus sententiam, quamq́; hoc loco explanaturi sumus. Pro illo, Nunc, alij legút Semel: vox Hebraea propriè significat, Hac vice. Sed cur dixit Adam, Hoc núc os ex ossibus meis? Audiat lector absurdissimam Thalmudistarum interpretationem, quam apud solum equidem legi Tostatum, in Commentariis eius super caput 13. libri Geneseos, quaestion. 404. Dixerunt illi, Adam habuisse alteram vxorem ante Euam, cui nomen erat Lilis, & cum ea fuisse per centum triginta annos, nec eo tempore genuisse ex ea homines aliquos, sed generasse tamen daemones.
Adam, awakened, by the prophetic spirit with which in that sleep and ecstasy he had been inspired, had seen not only the thing which was then done in him, but also the most hidden and divine mystery of that matter, and burst forth into that sentence which we have set down, and which we are here about to explain. For “Now,” others read “Once” (Semel): the Hebrew word properly signifies “This time.” But why did Adam say, “This now is bone of my bones”? Let the reader hear the most absurd interpretation of the Talmudists, which I have read only in Tostatus, in his Commentaries on chapter 13 of the book of Genesis, question 404. They said that Adam had another wife before Eve, whose name was Lilis (Lilith), and that he was with her for a hundred and thirty years, and in that time begot no men from her, but yet generated demons.2



Quis non rideat has Iudaeorum nugas, figmenta, & deliraméta, vel etiam aduersus diuinam Scripturam blasphemias? Nullam enim cum Adamo fuisse mulierem ante procreationem Euae, manifestum facit narratio Mosis, indicans necessarium fuisse generari Euam, quòd nullum esset Adamo adiutorium simile ipsi: non [fuisset...]
Who would not laugh at these trifles, figments, and ravings of the Jews — or even blasphemies against divine Scripture? For that there was no woman with Adam before the procreation of Eve, the narration of Moses makes manifest, indicating that it was necessary that Eve be generated, because there was no helper like to Adam himself: there would not [have been...] [continues]3



[...non] fuisset autem opus generatione Euae, si Adam aliam priorem habuisset vxorem. Deinde statim vt Paradiso eiectus est Adam, cognouit vxorem suam Euam, ex eáque suscepit duos liberos, priorem quidem Cain, posteriorem autem Abel, vt traditur in quarto capite libri Geneseos: falsum igitur est, Adam per centum triginta annos non attigisse Euam. Iam verò cuius est amentiae daemones putare ex Adamo & illa priori vxore generatos esse? Ex viro enim & foemina non nisi homo generari potest; daemon autem cùm sit incorporeus, certè carnem & ossa non habeat, & diuersae speciei sit, quinetiam generis [diuersi...]
[...there would not] have been any need of the generation of Eve, if Adam had had another prior wife. Then, as soon as Adam was cast out of Paradise, he knew his wife Eve, and from her received two children — the elder, indeed, Cain, but the later, Abel — as is delivered in the fourth chapter of the book of Genesis: it is false, therefore, that Adam for a hundred and thirty years did not touch Eve. Now, of what madness is it to think that demons were generated from Adam and that prior wife? For from man and woman nothing but a man can be generated; but the demon, since it is incorporeal, certainly has no flesh and bones, and is of a different species — nay, of a different gen[us...] [continues]4



[...quinetiam generis diuersi] atque homo, generationem & originem ex hominibus habere nullo modo potest. ERGO illud Nunc dupliciter potest accipi: primò vt referatur ad animalia quae Deus adduxit ad Adam, in quibus nullum ille reperit sui simile. Illud enim, Os ex ossibus meis, & caro ex carne mea, denotat similitudinem speciei ex materiae corporis humani similitudine petitam. Cùm autem Adam vidit mulierem sibi secundùm naturam similem, dixit, Hoc nunc os ex ossibus meis: quasi diceret, Domine Deus, quae prius ad me adduxisti animalia non erant mihi similia, haec autem mulier quam nunc ad me adduxisti est planè similis mei. Potest etiam illud Nunc referri ad formationem primae mulieris ex costa Adami, vt sit hic sensus: Haec mulier nunc, id est, hac prima vice, sic formata est, ex viro scilicet: nam quae deinceps futurae sunt mulieres, earum nulla sic generabitur, sed per naturalem tantùm generationem [ex mare...]
[...nay, of a different gen]us than man, and can in no way have generation and origin from men. Therefore that “Now” can be taken in two ways: first, that it be referred to the animals which God led to Adam, among which he found none like himself. For that, “Bone of my bones, and flesh of my flesh,” denotes a likeness of species, sought from the likeness of the matter of the human body. But when Adam saw a woman like to himself according to nature, he said, “This now is bone of my bones”: as if he said, Lord God, the animals which Thou earlier didst lead to me were not like me, but this woman whom Thou hast now led to me is plainly like me. That “Now” can also be referred to the formation of the first woman from Adam's rib, so that this be the sense: This woman now — that is, on this first occasion — was thus formed, namely from a man: for of the women who shall hereafter exist, none will be so generated, but only by natural generation [from male...] [continues]5



[...sed per naturalem tantùm generationem ex mare] & foemina. Illud autem, Ex ossibus meis, pluraliter dictum est pro Ex osse meo, non enim Adae nisi os vnum est ablatum; sed abusus numeri pluralis pro singulari, & vicissim singularis pro plurali, frequens est in Scriptura.
[...but only by natural generation from male] and female. But that, “Of my bones,” is said in the plural for “Of my bone,” for only one bone was taken from Adam; but the use of the plural number for the singular, and in turn of the singular for the plural, is frequent in Scripture.6



VERVM audi quemadmodum Caietanus, suae quam supra exposuimus insistens commentationi ac sententiae, haec verba interpretetur: Manifestè, inquit, Moses his verbis mulieris naturam simul & productionem indicauit. Mulier enim qualibet, cum sit vir laesus, est os de ossibus virilibus, & caro de carne virili. Intendit enim virile semen producere virum: sed defectu interueniente, cùm non valeat facere virum integrum, facit virum laesum, hoc est, mulierem: quare mulier est os de ossibus viri intentis, & caro de carne virili intenta. Dicitur autem pluraliter, ex ossibus, vt significetur minimum virilis roboris seruari in muliere. Dicitur autem singulariter, De carne mea, vt significetur, quamuis imperfectior sit caro mulieris quàm viri, non tamen minorem esse carnalem eius affectum, immo verò tanto maiorem quanto minori corporis robori coniunctus est.
But hear how Cajetan, persisting in his commentary and opinion which we expounded above, interprets these words: “Manifestly,” he says, “Moses by these words indicated at once the woman's nature and her production. For any woman, since she is a damaged man, is bone of virile bones, and flesh of virile flesh. For the virile seed intends to produce a man; but a defect intervening, since it is not able to make a whole man, it makes a damaged man — that is, a woman: wherefore the woman is bone of the intended bones of the man, and flesh of the intended virile flesh. It is said in the plural, ‘of bones,’ that it may be signified that the least of virile strength is preserved in the woman. It is said in the singular, ‘Of my flesh,’ that it may be signified that, although the woman's flesh is more imperfect than the man's, yet her carnal affection is not less — nay rather, so much the greater as it is joined to a lesser strength of body.”7



Verùm haec, praeter falsitatem & absurditatem sententiae vnde fluxerunt, etiam ipsa tam obscura, perplexa, dura, & violenta eorum tractatio, meras esse nugas & Caietani figmenta declarat. CIRCA illa verba, Haec vocabitur virago, quia de viro sumpta est, sciédum est consonantiam & conuenientiam huius denominationis mulieris ex viro cum re ipsa quae gesta est — quia mulier scilicet de viro [sumpta...]
But these things, besides the falsity and absurdity of the opinion whence they flowed, even their very treatment — so obscure, perplexed, hard, and violent — declares them to be mere trifles and figments of Cajetan. Concerning those words, “She shall be called Virago, because she was taken from man,” it must be known that the consonance and agreement of this derivation of “woman” from “man” with the very thing that was done — because the woman, namely, was taken from man — [continues]8



[...quia mulier scilicet de viro sumpta est], in sola Hebraea lingua manifestè cerni. In ea quippe vir dicitur אִישׁ Is; mulier verò vnius duntaxat litterae adiectione appellatur אִשָּׁה Issah, vt sicut mulier sumpta est ex viro, ita nomen mulieris ex viri nomine ductum sit: velut si Latinè mulier diceretur Vira, quod ex viro sumpta sit. Nam Virago, quod nomen in sua versione posuit Hieronymus, in vsu Latinae linguae nó significat simpliciter & praecisè mulierem, sed mulierem fortem, prudentem, magnanimam, virilíque animo & virtute praeditam. Nec benè Pagninus in sua tráslatione posuit Virissam: nam si nomen fingere libebat, satius erat po-[nere...]
[...because the woman, namely, was taken from man], is manifestly seen in the Hebrew tongue alone. For in it the man is called אִישׁ (Is); but the woman, by the addition of only one letter, is named אִשָּׁה (Issah) — so that, just as the woman was taken from the man, so the name of the woman is derived from the name of the man: as if in Latin the woman were called “Vira,” because she was taken from “vir.” For “Virago,” which name Jerome put in his version, in the usage of the Latin language does not simply and precisely signify a woman, but a woman who is strong, prudent, magnanimous, and endowed with a virile spirit and virtue. Nor did Pagninus do well to put “Virissa” in his translation: for if he wished to coin a name, it was better to pu[t...] [continues]9



[...satius erat po]nere Vira quàm Virissa. Symmachus autem pulchrè voluit etymologiam Hebraicá etiam in Graeco aemulari; nam vt refert Hieronymus in lib. de Traditionibus Hebraicis in Genesim, ita vertit: Ipsa vocabitur ἀνδρίς, quòd ἐκ τοῦ ἀνδρὸς sumpta sit. Porró, Theodotion aliam etymologiam suspicatus est dicens: Haec vocabitur Assumptio, quia ex viro sumpta est. Potest enim vox Issah, secundùm varietatem accentus, etiam significare assumptionem. Sic ferè Hieronymus. Sed periti linguae Hebraeae negant vsquam reperiri vocem Issa significare assumptionem. At verò LXX. Interpretes qui hoc loco transtulerunt, Ipsa vocabitur γυνή, quia ἐκ τοῦ ἀνδρὸς sumpta est, nullam denominationis foeminae ex viro rationem aperuerunt. Sapienter autem huiusmodi nomen mulieri est impositum, vt mulierum quaeque disceret ex sui nominis notione ac significatione, quátopere virum obseruare ac reuereri deberet, nimirum vt suae principium & seminariú substantiae.
[...it was better to pu]t “Vira” than “Virissa.” But Symmachus beautifully wished to emulate the Hebrew etymology even in Greek; for, as Jerome reports in the book On Hebrew Traditions on Genesis, he thus rendered: “She shall be called ἀνδρίς (andris), because she was taken ἐκ τοῦ ἀνδρὸς (from the man).” Furthermore, Theodotion suspected another etymology, saying: “She shall be called Assumption, because she was taken from man.” For the word “Issah,” according to a variety of accent, can also signify “assumption.” So, nearly, Jerome. But those skilled in the Hebrew tongue deny that the word “Issa” is anywhere found to signify “assumption.” But the Seventy Interpreters, who translated this place “She shall be called γυνή (gynē, woman), because she was taken ἐκ τοῦ ἀνδρὸς (from the man),” opened no reason of the woman's derivation from the man. But wisely was such a name imposed upon the woman, that each of women might learn, from the notion and signification of her name, how greatly she ought to observe and revere the man — namely, as the principle and seedbed of her substance.10



Translator’s notes
	Lemma (Gen 2:23), Adam's first words on seeing Eve. ↩
	Decorated initial 'E.' Adam, by prophetic ecstasy, saw the deed and its mystery and uttered the verse. 'Now' (Heb. 'this time'; some read Semel, 'once'). The 'most absurd' Talmudic legend (via Tostatus, Gen 13 q.404): Adam's first wife Lilith, 130 years, begetting only demons. Marginal gloss: 'Absurda Thalmudistarum opinio.' ↩
	Pererius derides the Lilith legend as Jewish trifling, even blasphemy: Moses' narrative shows no woman was with Adam before Eve (Eve was needed precisely because no fit helper existed). Page breaks at catchword 'non fuisset.' ↩
	The Lilith tale refuted: Eve would be needless had Adam a prior wife; and after the expulsion Adam knew Eve and begot Cain and Abel (Gen 4), so the '130 years' claim is false. And demons cannot be begotten of man and woman (only a man can be), the demon being incorporeal, of another species. ↩
	Two senses of 'Now' (hoc nunc): (1) contrasting Eve with the animals just paraded — they were unlike Adam, she is like him ('bone of my bones' = likeness of species); (2) 'on this first occasion' — Eve uniquely formed from a man, all later women being by ordinary generation from male and female. ↩
	'Of my bones' (plural) stands for 'of my bone' (one rib only taken) — the plural-for-singular idiom being common in Scripture. ↩
	Cajetan block-quote (his allegorical reading of Gen 2:23): woman as the 'damaged man' (vir laesus) of failed male seed; 'of bones' (plural) = the least virile strength kept in her; 'of my flesh' (singular) = her flesh weaker but her carnal appetite stronger. Marginal gloss: 'Caietani commentitia interpretatio.' ↩
	Pererius dismisses Cajetan's reading as obscure, forced trifling. Turns to the etymology of 'Virago, because taken from vir': the woman-from-man wordplay. Page breaks at catchword 'sumpta.' Marginal gloss: 'Denominationem mulieris ex viro, in sola Hebraea lingua cerni.' ↩
	The woman-from-man pun survives only in Hebrew: man = אִישׁ (ish), woman = אִשָּׁה (ishshah), differing by one added letter. Latin 'Vira' from 'vir' would capture it. Jerome's 'Virago' means a manly/heroic woman, not just 'woman'; Pagninus' coinage 'Virissa' is faulted ('Vira' better). GLYPHS verified by magnification: אִישׁ, אִשָּׁה. Marginal gloss: 'Denominationem mulieris ex viro, in sola Hebraea lingua cerni.' ↩
	The versions on the pun: Symmachus coined Greek ἀνδρίς from ἀνήρ/ἀνδρός (matching Hebrew); Theodotion read 'Assumption' (Issah by accent = 'taking'), which Hebrew experts reject; the LXX's γυνή loses the derivation entirely. The name teaches the woman to revere the man as her source. GLYPHS verified: ἀνδρίς (Symmachus), ἐκ τοῦ ἀνδρὸς (×2), γυνή (LXX). Marginal gloss: 'Symmachus.' ↩




Wherefore a man shall leave his father and his mother, and shall cleave to his wife: and they shall be two in one flesh. CHAPTER 2, VERSE 24

LatineEnglish


Wherefore a man shall leave his father and his mother, and shall cleave to his wife: and they shall be two in one flesh. CHAPTER 2, VERSE 24.1
Quamobrem relinquet homo patrem suum & matrem, & adhaerebit vxori suae: & erunt duo in carne vna. CAP. 2. VERS. 24.



QVO referri debeat illud Quamobrem, siue vt est apud Matt. cap. 19. Propter hoc, ex hac quidem narratione Mosis non facilè est dispicere. Quidam ita iungút cum superioribus: Quia mulier adeo coniuncta est viro, vt sit os de ossibus eius & caro de carne eius, & de viro sumpta, propter hanc mulieris tantam cum viro naturae coniunctionem derelinquet homo patrem & matrem suam, & adhaerebit vxori suae, id est, magis sociari debet cum vxore quàm cum parentibus. At secundùm hanc interpretationem, verba hęc ad solum primorum hominum coniugium pertinerent, in quo scilicet tantummodo mulier ex viro sumpta est, cùm tamen Dominus Matth. 19. ad omne coniugium ea verba referat. Ve-[runtamen...]
To what that “Wherefore” ought to be referred — or, as it is in Matthew chapter 19, “For this” — from this narration of Moses is not easy to discern. Some join it thus with what precedes: Because the woman is so joined to the man, that she is bone of his bones and flesh of his flesh, and taken from the man, on account of this so great a conjunction of the woman's nature with the man, a man shall leave his father and his mother, and shall cleave to his wife — that is, he ought to be more associated with his wife than with his parents. But according to this interpretation, these words would pertain only to the marriage of the first humans, in which alone the woman was taken from the man, whereas the Lord, in Matthew 19, refers these words to every marriage. But [...] [continues]2



[...Ve]runtamen, quorsum spectet illa particula Quamobrem, seu propter hoc, liquidius cernitur ex huius loci interpretatione quae à Domino nostro tradita est, & cómemoratur à Matthaeo c. 19. Cùm enim Dominus praemisisset Deum ab initio fecisse masculú & foeminá: Et quidé foeminá Deus fecit ex masculo, eosq́; inter se coniunxit & benedixit illis dicés, Crescite & multiplicamini, ex his rectè infertur: Propter hoc dimittet homo patré & matrem, & adhaerebit vxori suae. Huius enim illa-[tionis...]
[...But] nevertheless, to what that particle “Wherefore,” or “for this,” looks, is more clearly discerned from the interpretation of this place which was delivered by our Lord, and is recorded by Matthew chapter 19. For when the Lord had premised that God from the beginning made male and female — and indeed God made the female from the male, and joined them together between themselves, and blessed them, saying, Increase and multiply — from these it is rightly inferred: For this a man shall leave his father and mother, and shall cleave to his wife. For of this infer[ence...] [continues]3



[...Huius enim illa]tionis & cóclusionis haec est sententia & vis. Necessitudinem & coniunctionem mariti & vxoris esse omnium maximam, satis declarauit Deus, cùm primos homines fecit marem & foeminam, & foeminam quidem ex mare, eósque arctissimo vinculo inter se constrinxit, tum ad intimá societatem, tum ad prolis generationem. Quare huic tátae coniunctioni etiam necessitudo parentum meritò posthabenda est. ATQVE hoc Rupertus eo probat argumento, quòd vt quis Deo seruiat, votis se monasticis obstringens, potest non modò licitè sed etiam laudabiliter parentes vel inuitos deserere, at vxorem consen-[tire...]
[...For of this infer]ence and conclusion this is the meaning and force: that the bond and conjunction of husband and wife is the greatest of all, God sufficiently declared, when He made the first humans male and female — and the female, indeed, from the male — and bound them together by the closest bond, both for intimate society and for the generation of offspring. Wherefore to this so great a conjunction even the bond of parents is deservedly to be set after. And this Rupert proves by this argument: that, in order to serve God by binding himself with monastic vows, one can not only licitly but even laudably forsake one's parents, even unwilling, but a wife who consen[ts...] [continues]4



[...at vxorem consen]tire ei nolentem nullo modo potest derelinquere. Sic autem scribit Rupertus, in cap. 38. libri tertij de Trinitate & eius operibus: Hoc pro lege habetur, vt patrem & matrem homini relinquere liceat poscente causa idonea: vxorem autem nemini nisi volentem relinquere, nec humana concedit lex nec diuina, nisi pro sola (vt superiùs dictum est) fornicationis causa. Proinde cum dicit lex Deuteronomij 33. de tribu Leui, quae dixit Patri suo & matri suae, Nescio vos, & fratribus suis, Ignoro illos, & nescierunt filios suos, hi custodierunt eloquium tuum, & pactum tuum seruauerunt: cùm, inquam, haec dicit lex sancta & iusta, notandum est quod solam vxorem praeterit, quia videlicet patrem & matrem, fratres & filios, nescire licet ei qui custodire eloquium & pactum Dei cupit, eósq́; vel reclamátes & inuitos relinquere; sola autem vxor est, quam nisi volentem & idem propositum amplectentem, dimitti fas non est. Ergo dum dicit, Quamobrem relinquet homo patrem & matrem, & adhaerebit vxori sua, & erunt duo in carne vna, coniugij copulam omnium carnalium necessitudinum maximá atque fortissimam fore pronuntiat; adeò vt semel copulati iam non sint duo, sed vna caro. Sic Rupertus.
[...but a wife who con]sents not to him, he can in no way forsake. Thus Rupert writes, in chapter 38 of the third book On the Trinity and its works: “This is held for a law, that it is permitted for a man to leave father and mother when a fitting cause demands it; but to leave a wife, unless willing, neither human nor divine law grants to anyone, except for the sole cause (as was said above) of fornication. Hence, when the law of Deuteronomy 33 says of the tribe of Levi — which said to his father and his mother, ‘I know you not,’ and to his brothers, ‘I am ignorant of them,’ and they knew not their own sons — ‘these kept Thy word, and guarded Thy covenant’: when, I say, the holy and just law says this, it is to be noted that it passes over the wife alone, because, namely, it is permitted to one who desires to keep the word and covenant of God to disregard father and mother, brothers and sons, and to leave them even protesting and unwilling; but the wife alone is she who, unless willing and embracing the same purpose, may not lawfully be dismissed. Therefore when it says, ‘Wherefore a man shall leave his father and his mother, and shall cleave to his wife, and they shall be two in one flesh,’ it pronounces the bond of marriage to be the greatest and strongest of all carnal bonds — so much so that, once joined, they are now not two, but one flesh.” Thus Rupert.5



OBSERVANDVM autem est haec verba, Quamobrem relinquet homo patrem, &c. posse accipi vel vt ab Adamo pronuntiata, vel vt à Mose adiuncta suae narrationi. Sed quia siue ab Adamo dicta sint, siue à Mose scripta, Dei tamen afflatu inspiratuque edita sunt: propterea Dominus in Euangelio ea verba vt à Deo dicta commemorat. Augustinus & Hugo de sancto Victore in suis Annotationibus super Genesim, & Caietanus super 19. caput Matthaei interpretantur, Deum illis verbis, Propter hoc relinquet homo patrem & matrem, interdixisse coniugia inter parentes & filios, cùm caetera coniugia non sint ita vetita: nam in exordio mundi propter hominum paucitatem, inter fratres & sorores licitè matrimonia contracta esse constat. Atque huic expositioni quidem suffragari putant etiam Scripturam Chal-[daicam...]
But it must be observed that these words, “Wherefore a man shall leave his father,” etc., can be taken either as pronounced by Adam, or as added by Moses to his narration. But since, whether spoken by Adam or written by Moses, they were nevertheless brought forth by the breathing and inspiration of God, therefore the Lord in the Gospel records those words as spoken by God. Augustine and Hugh of St. Victor, in their Annotations on Genesis, and Cajetan on the 19th chapter of Matthew, interpret that by those words, “For this a man shall leave father and mother,” God forbade marriages between parents and children, since other marriages are not so forbidden: for at the beginning of the world, on account of the fewness of men, it is agreed that marriages between brothers and sisters were licitly contracted. And to this exposition they think the Chal[dee] Scripture also gives support [...] [continues]6



[...suffragari putant etiam Scripturam Chaldaicam, quae sic habet hoc loco: Propter hoc relinquet homo lectum patris sui & matris suae; sed fortasse ea locutione significatur, quondam solitos filios in parentum cubiculis aut etiam cubilibus cubare, quoad scilicet emanciparentur, & patris tutela potestatéque dimissi, fierent ipsi ducta vxore patresfamilias: tunc enim à consuetudine & conuictu parentum separabantur, ita vt nouam domum & familiam instituerent; quem ad morem pertinet illud quod Dominus dixit apud] Lucam c. 11. de pueris in cubili cum patre quiescétibus. Verùm simplicior & planior horum verborum interpretatio est, hisce verbis significati maiorem & magis indissolubilem esse debere coniunctionem viri cum vxore sua, quàm cum propriis parentibus. Pro illo, Adhaerebit vxori suae, Septuaginta verterút, Agglutinabitur vxori suae. Chaldaicè ad verbum est, Haerebit in vxore sua.
[...they think the Chaldee Scripture also gives support, which has thus in this place: “For this a man shall leave the bed of his father and of his mother”; but perhaps by that expression it is signified that sons were once accustomed to lie in their parents' chambers, or even beds, until, namely, they were emancipated, and, dismissed from the father's guardianship and power, became, having taken a wife, fathers of families themselves: for then they were separated from the custom and living-together of their parents, so as to establish a new house and family — to which custom pertains that which the Lord said in] Luke chapter 11, about the children resting in bed with their father. But a simpler and plainer interpretation of these words is, that by these words is signified that the conjunction of a man with his wife ought to be greater and more indissoluble than with his own parents. For that, “He shall cleave to his wife,” the Seventy rendered, “He shall be glued to his wife.” In Chaldee, word for word, it is, “He shall stick fast in his wife.”7



Translator’s notes
	Lemma (Gen 2:24), the institution of marriage. ↩
	Decorated initial 'Q.' To what 'Wherefore' (Matt 19 'for this') refers is unclear. One reading: because of the woman's bodily union with the man (taken from him), the man leaves his parents and cleaves to his wife (loving wife above parents). But that would limit it to the first marriage, whereas Christ (Matt 19:5) applies it to all marriage. ↩
	The clearer sense (from Christ's exposition, Matt 19:4-5): since God made male and female, made the female from the male, joined and blessed them ('Increase and multiply'), it follows — 'For this a man shall leave father and mother and cleave to his wife.' Page breaks at catchword 'tionis' (illationis). RESUME PDF 531 with '...Huius enim illa[tionis]...'. ↩
	The force of Christ's inference (Matt 19): the husband–wife bond is the greatest, instituted by God; the parental bond yields to it. Rupert's argument: for God's service one may even laudably leave unwilling parents, but not an unwilling wife. ↩
	Rupert of Deutz block-quote (de Trinitate III.38): one may leave parents for cause, but not a wife (except for fornication). Deut 33:9 (Levi disowning kin for God's covenant) pointedly omits the wife — she alone cannot be left unless willing. So Gen 2:24 makes marriage the strongest carnal bond ('no longer two, but one flesh'). ↩
	Gen 2:24's words, whether Adam's or Moses', are God-inspired (so Christ cites them as God's, Matt 19). Augustine, Hugh of St Victor, and Cajetan: the words forbid parent–child marriage specifically (sibling marriage being licit at the start, when men were few). Page breaks mid-sentence (the Targum's support). Catchword 'Lucam.' ↩
	The Targum reads 'leave the bed of his father and mother' — perhaps alluding to grown sons leaving the parental household to found their own (cf. Luke 11:7). But the plainer sense: the marital bond exceeds the parental. 'Cleave': LXX 'be glued'; Targum 'stick fast in.' ↩




And they shall be two in one flesh

LatineEnglish


And they shall be two in one flesh.1
Et erunt duo in carne vna.



NEc Hebraicè nec Chaldaicè est vox illa, Duo, & est in accusatiuo nomen carnis, ad hunc scilicet modú, Erunt in carnem vnam. Septuaginta tamen addiderunt illud Duo: & ita commemoratur à Domino nostro, vt est apud Matt. cap. 19. quapropter bene illud Duo addit Latinus Interpres. Illud porro, In carne vna, dictum est phrasi Hebraica pro eo quod est, erunt duo vna caro, vt patet ex conclusione Domini in praedicto Euangelij loco: nam cùm dixisset, Et erunt duo in carne vna, infert illud, Itaque iam non sunt duo, sed vna caro. Sicut igitur suprà dictum est Adam factum esse in animam viuentem, pro eo quod est Adam factum esse hominem viuentem: ita dictum est hoc loco, Erunt duo in carne vna, vel in carnem vnam, pro eo quod est, Erunt duo vna caro. Quatuor autem de causis coniuges intelligi possunt esse vna caro. Primò quidem propterea quòd inuicem coniunguntur ad agendam vnam vi-[tam...]
Neither in Hebrew nor in Chaldee is that word, “Two,” and the noun “flesh” is in the accusative, in this manner, namely: “They shall be into one flesh.” The Seventy, however, added that “Two”; and so it is recorded by our Lord, as it is in Matthew chapter 19: wherefore the Latin Interpreter rightly adds that “Two.” Furthermore, that “In one flesh” is said by a Hebrew idiom for what is, “they shall be two one flesh,” as appears from the conclusion of the Lord in the aforesaid Gospel place: for when He had said, “And they shall be two in one flesh,” He infers this: “Therefore now they are not two, but one flesh.” As, therefore, it was said above that Adam was made into a living soul, for that which is, Adam was made a living man, so it is said in this place, “They shall be two in one flesh,” or “into one flesh,” for that which is, “They shall be two one flesh.” And for four causes the spouses can be understood to be one flesh. First, indeed, because they are joined to one another to lead one li[fe...] [continues]2



[...ad agendam vnam vi]tam communem, externam, carnalem seu corporalem, cum inter illos sit omnium rerum communitas. Deinde, propter copulam carnalem, propter quam solam dixit Paulus 1. Corinth. 6. Qui adhaeret meretrici, vnum corpus efficitur. Adhaec, propter vnius carnis, id est, prolis generationem: vna enim caro, id est, vna carnalis proles ab vtrisque efficitur, à foemina quidem materialiter, à viro autem efficienter. Denique, propter vnam & communem ac mutuam vtriusque coniugis potestatem corporis. Caro enim mulieris est etiam viri, & caro viri est etiam mulieris. Mulier enim, vt Paulus scribit ad Corinthios prioris epistolae capite septimo, sui corporis potestatem non habet sed vir; similiter autem & vir sui corporis potestatem non habet, sed mulier.
[...to lead one] common, external, carnal or corporal life, since between them there is a community of all things. Next, on account of carnal union — on account of which alone Paul said, 1 Corinthians 6, “He who cleaves to a harlot is made one body.” Besides, on account of the generation of one flesh, that is, of offspring: for one flesh, that is, one carnal offspring, is produced by both — by the woman, indeed, materially, but by the man efficiently. Finally, on account of the one and common and mutual power of each spouse over the body. For the flesh of the woman is also the man's, and the flesh of the man is also the woman's. For the woman, as Paul writes to the Corinthians in the seventh chapter of the former epistle, has not power of her own body, but the man; and likewise the man has not power of his own body, but the woman.3



SANCTVS THOMAS, super quintum caput epistolae ad Ephes. lection. 10. tractans hunc ipsum locum Mosis, Quamobré relinquet homo patrem suum & matrem, &c. ita scribit: His verbis triplex coniunctio viri & mulieris designatur: prima per affectum dilectionis, quia tantus est affectus vtriusque inter ipsos, vt parentes suos relinquant. Nam licèt quoad reuerentiam, obedientiá, & subuentionem plus debeat quisque diligere patrem quàm vxorem, attamen quoad domesticam societatem, adhaesionem, & cohabitationé, plus debet diligere vxorem. Legenda sunt quae hac ipsa de re luculenter disputat idem Thomas, in secunda secundae quaestione 26. Huc etiam facit quod scriptum est in quarto capite libri tertij Esdrae, his verbis: [Homo...]
St. Thomas, on the fifth chapter of the epistle to the Ephesians, lecture 10, treating this very place of Moses, “Wherefore a man shall leave his father and his mother,” etc., writes thus: “By these words a threefold conjunction of man and woman is designated: the first, by the affection of love, because so great is the affection of both between themselves, that they leave their own parents. For although, as to reverence, obedience, and support, each ought to love his father more than his wife, yet, as to domestic society, adhesion, and cohabitation, he ought to love his wife more.” The things which the same Thomas luminously disputes on this very matter, in the second part of the second part, question 26, should be read. Hither also pertains what is written in the fourth chapter of the third book of Esdras, in these words: [A man...] [continues]4



[...Homo] patrem suú relinquit qui enutriit illum, & suam regioné, & ad mulierem se cóiungit. Et cú muliere remittit animam. Et neque patrem meminit, neque matrem, neque regioné. Et diligit homo vxorem suam magis quàm patrem aut matré. Et multi dementes facti sunt propter vxores suas, & serui facti sunt propter illas, & multi perierunt & iugulati sunt, & peccarút propter mulieres. Sic est eo loci.
[...A man] leaves his father who nourished him, and his own region, and joins himself to a woman. And with the woman he releases his soul. And he remembers neither father, nor mother, nor region. And a man loves his wife more than his father or mother. And many have been made demented because of their wives, and have become servants because of them, and many have perished and been slaughtered, and have sinned because of women. Thus it is in that place.5



Peccasse autem multos propter nimium atque immoderatum erga vxores amorem, exemplo suo rex Salomon abundè comprobauit. Altera coniunctio viri & vxoris est in arctissima eorú conuersatione, vnde dicitur, Et adhaerebit vxori sua. In singulari auté numero dicitur, Vxori sua, vt intelligatur pluralitas vxorú per se nó esse bona, nec congruens perfecte rationi matrimonij, vti fuit à Deo primitus institutú. Tertia cóiunctio est per carnalé copulá, quod significatur illis verbis, Et erút duo in carne vna, id est, in carnali opere. In qualibet enim generatione est virtus actiua & passiua: sed in plantis vtraque simul est in eodem subiecto, in perfectis auté viuentibus distinguútur; quapropter eo tépore quo animalia sunt in actu generationis, ita sunt vnum sicut omni tépore sunt plantae. Hactenus ex Beato Thoma.
That many have sinned because of an excessive and immoderate love toward their wives, king Solomon abundantly proved by his own example. The second conjunction of man and wife is in their closest converse, whence it is said, “And he shall cleave to his wife.” It is said in the singular number, “his wife,” that it may be understood that a plurality of wives is not of itself good, nor congruous to the perfect reason of matrimony, as it was first instituted by God. The third conjunction is by carnal union, which is signified by those words, “And they shall be two in one flesh,” that is, in the carnal work. For in every generation there is an active and a passive power; but in plants both are together in the same subject, while in perfect living things they are distinguished; wherefore at the time when animals are in the act of generation, they are one just as plants are at every time. Thus far from Blessed Thomas.6



Obseruandum est, quae hactenus narrata sunt à Mose de generatione Adami & Euae eorumáque coniunctione, ea pulchrè à Patribus & interpretibus per allegoriam ad Christum & Ecclesiam accommodari, cuius allegoriae tractationem videre poterit lector in Catena Lippomani in Genesim, & in Ioannis Feri Commentariis in librum Geneseos super hunc ipsum locum. Eadem quoque per interpretationem tropologicam possunt commodè ad rationem & sensum, spiritum & carnem, vel ad superiorem hominis rationem atque inferiorem applicari. Quae quidem nos, tum breuitati studentes, tum obscuriorum grauiorúmque rerum curae tractationíque insistentes, consultò praetermittimus.
It is to be observed that the things hitherto narrated by Moses concerning the generation of Adam and Eve and their conjunction are beautifully accommodated by the Fathers and interpreters, through allegory, to Christ and the Church — the treatment of which allegory the reader will be able to see in the Catena of Lippomani on Genesis, and in the Commentaries of John Ferus (Wild) on the book of Genesis upon this very place. The same things, too, can fittingly, through tropological interpretation, be applied to reason and sense, spirit and flesh, or to the higher reason of man and the lower. Which things, indeed, we — both studying brevity, and insisting on the care and treatment of more obscure and weighty matters — deliberately pass over.7



Translator’s notes
	Sub-lemma (the close of Gen 2:24). ↩
	Decorated initial 'N.' The Hebrew/Targum lack 'Two' and put 'flesh' in the accusative ('into one flesh'); the LXX (and Christ, Matt 19:5-6) add 'Two,' so the Vulgate rightly does too. 'In one flesh' = 'they shall be two, one flesh' (cf. the idiom 'made into a living soul'). Introduces the four senses in which spouses are 'one flesh.' ↩
	The four senses of 'one flesh': (1) one shared bodily life (all things common); (2) carnal union (1 Cor 6:16, the harlot); (3) one offspring of both (woman material, man efficient cause); (4) mutual power over each other's body (1 Cor 7:4). Marginal gloss: 'Ob quatuor causas coniuges dicuntur una caro.' ↩
	Aquinas block-quote (on Eph 5, lect. 10): the words mark a threefold man–woman union; the first is the affection of love (so strong they leave parents) — though parents are owed more reverence/obedience, the wife more domestic society and cohabitation. Cf. Aquinas, ST II-II q.26. Introduces a citation of 3 Esdras 4 (continues on next page). Page breaks at catchword 'Homo.' ↩
	Block-quote, 3 Esdras (1 Esdras LXX) 4:20-27 — on the power of woman over man (from Zerubbabel's speech): a man leaves all and cleaves to a woman, loving her above his parents; and many have been ruined through women. ↩
	Solomon proved by his own fall how excessive uxoriousness ruins men. Aquinas resumes (second union: 'cleave to his wife' — singular, so polygamy is not of itself good; third union: 'one flesh,' carnal generation — in plants active/passive powers coincide, in animals they unite only in the act). End of the Aquinas material. Marginal gloss: '3. Reg. 11.' (1 Kings 11, Solomon's wives). ↩
	The Adam/Eve narrative is allegorized to Christ-and-Church (see Lippomani's Catena; John Ferus' Commentary) and tropologically to reason/sense, spirit/flesh, higher/lower reason — which Pererius deliberately omits for brevity and weightier matters. ↩




And God created man to His own image and likeness: male and female He created them. CHAPTER 1, VERSE 27

LatineEnglish


And God created man to His own image and likeness: male and female He created them. CHAPTER 1, VERSE 27.1
Et creauit Deus hominem ad imaginem & similitudinem suam: masculum & foeminam creauit eos. CAP. 1. VERS. 27.



CAETERA quae homini à Deo sunt data, vel ad eius dignitatem, vel ad salutem & incolumitatem pertinent: distinctio autem sexus in marem & foeminam, ad conseruationem speciei & propagationem humani generis conducit. Licèt autem hoc loco Moses simpliciter dicat factum esse è Deo marem & foeminam, non est tamen intelligendum vtrumque factum esse simul atque eadem ratione: namque ipse cap. 2. narrat, & à nobis suprà explicatum est, priùs factum esse virum ex limo terrae, posterius autem foeminam ex viri costa. Sed quia vterque factus est die sexto, cuius diei opera hic describit Moses, propterea strictè & compendiosè creationem vtriusque simul commemorauit. In solo autem homine expressa est distinctio maris & foeminae, quòd vtriusque coniunctio ad generationem prolis habeat multa eximia & singularia, quae in caeteris animantibus minimè insunt. Gene-[ratio...]
The other things which are given to man by God pertain either to his dignity, or to his health and safety: but the distinction of sex into male and female conduces to the conservation of the species and the propagation of the human race. But although in this place Moses simply says that male and female were made by God, it is nevertheless not to be understood that both were made at the same time and in the same manner: for he himself in chapter 2 narrates, and it has been explained by us above, that the man was made first, from the slime of the earth, but the woman later, from the man's rib. But because each was made on the sixth day, whose works Moses here describes, therefore he strictly and compendiously commemorated the creation of both together. But in man alone is the distinction of male and female expressed, because the conjunction of both for the generation of offspring has many excellent and singular things, which are by no means in the other living creatures. Gene[ration...] [continues]2



[...Gene]ratio enim carnalis à solo homine fieri potest vel cum vitio vel cum laude; & praeter communem cum caeteris animantibus finem, conseruationem scilicet atque propagationem speciei, alium habet singularem multóque praestantiorem, complementum dico numeri electorum & praedestinatorum. Humanú praeterea coniugium in noua lege sacramentum est gratiam conferens, habetáque singularem educandae prolis curam & necessitatem, ex eoque longa cognationis & affinitatis series deducitur. Denique, ad actum generationis vir & mulier conuenire debent, non tam incensi libidine voluptatéque [tracti...]
[...For carnal gene]ration can be performed by man alone either with vice or with praise; and, besides the common end with the other living creatures — namely, the conservation and propagation of the species — it has another singular and far more excellent end: I mean the completion of the number of the elect and the predestined. The human marriage, moreover, in the new law is a sacrament conferring grace, and has a singular care and necessity of rearing offspring, and from it a long series of kinship and affinity is deduced. Finally, for the act of generation the man and the woman ought to come together, not so much inflamed by lust and drawn by pleasure [...] [continues]3



[...non tam incensi libidine voluptatéque tracti], quàm honesta suscipiendae prolis cupiditate, & multiplicandi generis humani amore, adhibita rationis moderatione, aliisque adiunctis circumstantiis quae actum illum honestum & laudabilem acceptúmque Deo reddant. Dixit autem plurali numero, Masculum & foeminam creauit eos, ne quis putaret (vt monet Augustinus c. 22. lib. 3. de Genesi ad litteram) eundem hominem marem & foeminam esse factum, quales nimirum à Graecis appellantur ἀνδρόγυνοι, & quales in Africa reperiri tradit Plinius lib. 7. c. 2. Supra Nasamonas, inquit, confinesq́ illis Machlyas, Androgynos esse vtriusque natura, inter se vicibus coeuntes, Calliphanes tradit. Aristoteles adiicit, dextram mammam iis virilem, laeuam muliebrem esse. Plato etiam in Symposio, vt suprà memorauimus, fabulatur à principio fuisse tria hominum genera, marem, foeminam, & tertium vtriusque particeps, idque fuisse valentissimum ac diis bellum intulisse: quamobrem praecidendae multiplicationis eius [causa...]
[...not so much inflamed by lust and drawn by pleasure], as by the honest desire of receiving offspring, and the love of multiplying the human race, with the moderation of reason applied, and with other adjoined circumstances which render that act honest and laudable and acceptable to God. But He said in the plural number, “Male and female He created them,” lest anyone should think (as Augustine warns, On Genesis according to the Letter, book 3, chapter 22) that the same man was made male and female — such as are indeed called by the Greeks ἀνδρόγυνοι (androgynes), and such as Pliny relates are found in Africa (book 7, chapter 2): “Above the Nasamones,” he says, “and bordering on them the Machlyae, Calliphanes relates that there are Androgynes of both natures, coupling among themselves by turns.” Aristotle adds that their right breast is virile, the left womanly. Plato too, in the Symposium, as we mentioned above, fables that in the beginning there were three kinds of men — male, female, and a third sharing both — and that this was most powerful and made war on the gods: wherefore, for the sake of cutting off its multiplication, [...] [continues]4



[...quamobrem praecidendae multiplicationis eius causa], à Ioue fuisse diuulsum atque diuisum.
[...wherefore, for the sake of cutting off its multiplication], it was torn asunder and divided by Jove.5



Translator’s notes
	Lemma — the commentary now returns to Genesis 1:27 (deferred from Book I), on the creation of the two sexes. ↩
	Decorated initial 'C.' Sex-distinction serves species-conservation. 'Male and female He made them' (Gen 1:27) does not mean simultaneously/identically — Gen 2 shows man first (from earth), woman after (from the rib); both on the sixth day, hence Gen 1's brief joint mention. The sexual distinction is expressed of man alone because human generation has singular excellences. Page breaks at catchword 'Gene[ratio].' ↩
	Carnal generation in man may be virtuous or vicious; beyond the shared natural end (species-survival), it has a higher one — filling up the number of the elect. In the new law marriage is a grace-giving sacrament, with the duty of rearing children, and the source of kinship/affinity. Spouses should unite not for lust but... ↩
	Spouses should unite for offspring and the race, with reason's moderation, making the act acceptable to God. 'Male and female He created them' (plural) guards against thinking man was a single androgyne (Gk. ἀνδρόγυνοι) — Pliny (NH 7.2, from Calliphanes) on the African Machlyae; Aristotle (right breast male, left female); Plato's Symposium myth of the three sexes split by Jove. GLYPH verified by magnification: ἀνδρόγυνοι. ↩
	Conclusion of the Platonic myth: the powerful androgyne was split in two by Jove to curb its multiplying. ↩




A DISPUTATION ON THE PROPAGATION of the human race in the state of Innocence

LatineEnglish


A DISPUTATION ON THE PROPAGATION of the human race in the state of Innocence.1
DISPVTATIO DE PROPAGATIONE humani generis in statu Innocentiae.



SI Deus igitur ab initio creauit marem & foeminam, proculdubio etiam in statu innocentiae multiplicatio hominum per commistionem vtriusque sexus & carnalem generationem futura fuisset. Verùm quia nonnulli Patrum contrà sensisse videntur, tractanda est haec quaestio.
If God, therefore, from the beginning created male and female, doubtless even in the state of innocence the multiplication of men would have been through the commingling of both sexes and carnal generation. But because some of the Fathers seem to have thought the contrary, this question must be treated.2



Translator’s notes
	Major new section heading — the disputation on how mankind would have been propagated had Adam not fallen. ↩
	Decorated initial 'S.' The disputation's thesis: since God made the two sexes from the start, propagation in innocence would still have been by carnal generation — but some Fathers demur, so the question is opened. ↩




QUESTION I. Whether in the state of innocence men would have been multiplied by carnal generation

LatineEnglish


QUESTION I. Whether in the state of innocence men would have been multiplied by carnal generation.1
QVAESTIO I. An in statu innocentiae multiplicati fuissent homines per generationem carnalem.



NON me fugit, nonnullos de antiquis Patribus magnísque Doctoribus contrà sensisse, & scriptis prodidisse, si Adam non peccasset, multiplicationem hominum non vt nunc fit per carnalem copulam, sed ad eum modum quo facta est in Angelis esse futuram. Et propter hoc [verum...]
It does not escape me that some of the ancient Fathers and great Doctors thought the contrary, and handed down in writing, that if Adam had not sinned, the multiplication of men would not have been, as now it is, through carnal union, but would have been in that manner in which it took place among the Angels. And on account of this [...] [continues]2



[...Et propter hoc] verum esse quod dixit Dauid: Homo cùm in honore esset non intellexit, & comparatus est iumentis insipientibus, & similis factus est illis. Huius senténtie fuit Gregorius Nyssenus in libro de Homine, cap. 28. quem secutus est Damascenus de fide orthodoxa, lib. 4. cap. 25. & lib. 2. cap. 30, quibus consona sunt quae scribit Chrysostomus homil. 18. in Genesim super illa verba capitis 4. Adam cognouit vxorem suam, & super eo ipso loco Procopius Gazaeus, necnon & Euthymius super Psal. 50. His annumerari posset Augustinus lib. 1. de Genesi contra Manichaeos, cap. 19. & libro primo de sermone Domini in monte, exponens illa verba, Quicumque dimiserit vxorem suam, &c. scribit consanguinitates & necessitudines ex peccato & morte primorum parentum accidisse.
[...And on account of this it is] true what David said: “Man, when he was in honor, did not understand; he was compared to the senseless beasts, and was made like to them.” Of this opinion was Gregory of Nyssa, in the book On Man, chapter 28, whom Damascene followed (On the Orthodox Faith, book 4, chapter 25, and book 2, chapter 30); with which agree the things Chrysostom writes (homily 18 on Genesis, on those words of chapter 4, “Adam knew his wife”), and, on that very place, Procopius of Gaza, and also Euthymius on Psalm 50. To these could be reckoned Augustine (book 1 On Genesis against the Manichees, chapter 19, and in the first book On the Lord's Sermon on the Mount), who, expounding those words, “Whoever shall dismiss his wife,” etc., writes that consanguinities and kinships arose from the sin and death of the first parents.3



VERVM tamen haec opinio diuinae Scripturae & rectae rationi contraria est. Narrat Moses hoc loco Deum ab initio creando hominem fecisse marem & foeminam: quorsum, nisi ad generandam prolem? Huius enim rei causa instituta à Deo est discretio sexus in marem & foeminam. Addit praeterea Moses, Deum benedixisse illis & dixisse, Crescite & multiplicamini; pro illo autem Crescite, Hebraeú verbum propriè significat Fructificate. Deinde Adam conspecta Eua, diuino afflatu dixit, Hoc nunc os ex ossibus meis, &c. Et erunt duo in carne vna; id autem fit per copulam carnalem, vt interpretatur Paulus in cap. 6. prioris epist. ad Corinth. Iam verò si Philosophiam rectámque rationem consulamus, ea quoque falsam esse istam opinionem docebit atque conuincet. Siquidem distinctio sexus & conformatio mem-[brorum...]
But nevertheless this opinion is contrary to divine Scripture and to right reason. Moses narrates in this place that God, in creating man from the beginning, made male and female: to what end, unless to generate offspring? For it is for the sake of this thing that the distinction of sex into male and female was instituted by God. Moses, moreover, adds that God blessed them and said, “Increase and multiply”; and for that “Increase,” the Hebrew verb properly signifies “Bear fruit.” Then Adam, having beheld Eve, by divine inspiration said, “This now is bone of my bones,” etc. “And they shall be two in one flesh” — and that comes about by carnal union, as Paul interprets in chapter 6 of the former epistle to the Corinthians. Now indeed, if we consult Philosophy and right reason, they too will teach and convince that this opinion is false. For the distinction of sex and the conformation of the mem[bers...] [continues]4



[...conformatio mem]brorum quae natura generationi destinauit, naturaliter insunt homini nec data sunt propter peccatum. Quemadmodú autem homo naturaliter & substantialiter est animal, ita est viuens: Naturalissimum autem opus viuentium, auctore Aristotele lib. 2. de Anima, est generare sibi simile: idemque in 4. lib. Meteororum tradit, perfectum esse vnumquodque cum simile sibi producere potest. Quid plura? Satis argumenti est ad id probandum, necessariam rationem & causam creandi foeminam in statu innocentiae non aliam fuisse perhiberi à Mose, capit. 2. nisi vt esset viro adiutorium: ad quid? non ad aliud sanè quàm ad generationem prolis: namque ad alia omnia vel melius vel certè non minus bene vir à viro iuuari posset. SED quid eos doctores in eam sententiam adduxit? Turpitudo videlicet & foeditas quae in ipso generationis actu nunc inest ac sentitur propter deformitaté libidinis & sensum immoderatae volupta-[tis...]
[...the conformation of the mem]bers which nature destined for generation are naturally in man, and were not given on account of sin. And just as man is naturally and substantially an animal, so he is a living thing: but the most natural work of living things, on Aristotle's authority (de Anima, book 2), is to generate its like; and the same he teaches (Meteorologica, book 4), that each thing is perfect when it can produce its like. What more? It is argument enough to prove this, that the necessary reason and cause of creating a woman in the state of innocence is reported by Moses (chapter 2) to have been no other than that she be a helper to the man: for what? surely for nothing other than the generation of offspring; for in all other things a man could be helped by a man either better, or certainly no less well. But what led those doctors into that opinion? Namely, the turpitude and foulness which now is, and is felt, in the very act of generation, on account of the deformity of lust and the sense of immoderate plea[sure...] [continues]5



[...immoderatae volupta]tis, quam primi nostri parentes statim post peccatum (vt verbis vtar Augustini) senserunt, erubuerunt & se operuerunt. Verùm hic ardor libidinis turpificans & deformans actum generationis non fuisset in statu innocentiae. Siquidem in eo animus fuisset omnino subiectus Deo, & pars inferior hominis perfectè subdita fuisset & obediens rationi, ita vt qua facilitate ac moderatione nunc mouemus caetera membra corporis, pedes ad ambulandum, manus ad capiendum, os & linguam ad loquendum, eadem tunc facilitate in eo statu absque pertur-[batione...]
[...immoderate plea]sure, which our first parents, immediately after sin (to use Augustine's words), felt, blushed at, and covered themselves. But this ardor of lust, defiling and deforming the act of generation, would not have existed in the state of innocence. For in it the mind would have been wholly subject to God, and the lower part of man would have been perfectly subdued and obedient to reason — so that, with the same facility and moderation with which we now move the other members of the body (the feet for walking, the hands for grasping, the mouth and tongue for speaking), with the same facility then, in that state, without distur[bance...] [continues]6



[...absque pertur]batione rationis, sine ardore libidinis, & citra omnem foeditatem mouebat homo, regebat, & moderabatur ea membra corporis quae ad generandum natura comparauit. AVGVSTINVM verò non fuisse in contraria sententia, nemo negabit qui legerit ea quae de hoc ipso copiosè & accuratè pro nostrae opinionis confirmatione ab eo disputata sunt, in lib. 9. super Genesim ad litteram, cap. 10. sed in primis lib. 14. de Ciuit. Dei, à cap. 21. vsque ad 27. & in lib. 1. Retract. cap. 10. 13. & 19. Nam quod aliubi dixit, consanguinitates & cognationes carnales profluxisse ex [peccato...]
[...without distur]bance of reason, without the ardor of lust, and free from all foulness, man would move, rule, and moderate those members of the body which nature prepared for generating. And that Augustine was not of the contrary opinion, no one will deny who reads the things copiously and accurately disputed by him on this very matter, in confirmation of our opinion, in book 9 On Genesis according to the Letter, chapter 10, but especially in book 14 On the City of God, from chapter 21 to 27, and in book 1 of the Retractations, chapters 10, 13, and 19. For as to what he said elsewhere, that consanguinities and carnal kinships flowed forth from [sin...] [continues]7



[...profluxisse ex peccato], hanc habet sententiam, eas non coepisse nisi post peccatum, post quod scilicet Adam primùm cognouit vxorem suam: in paradiso enim generationi operam non dederút, vel quòd breuissimo tempore ibi fuerint, vel quod ad id mandatum Dei expectarent, cum nec ardore libidinis vel titillatione vlla voluptatis ad maturandum generationis actum incitarentur.
[...flowed forth from sin], this is its meaning: that they did not begin except after sin, after which, namely, Adam first knew his wife: for in paradise they did not give effort to generation, either because they were there for a very short time, or because they were awaiting God's command for it, since they were not incited by the ardor of lust, or by any titillation of pleasure, to hasten the act of generation.8



Translator’s notes
	First question of the new disputation. ↩
	Decorated initial 'N.' The opposing view of some Fathers/Doctors: had Adam not sinned, men would have multiplied not carnally but in an angel-like manner. Page breaks at catchword 'verum' (signature QQ 3). RESUME PDF 535 with 'Et propter hoc [verum]...'. ↩
	The opposing view (continued): had Adam not sinned, propagation would be angel-like — confirmed (they say) by Ps 48/49:13. Its holders: Gregory of Nyssa (de Hom. Opif. 28), John Damascene, Chrysostom (hom. 18), Procopius of Gaza, Euthymius Zigabenus; and Augustine (de Gen. c. Manich. 1.19; de Serm. Dom.) — kinship began only after the Fall. Marginal gloss: 'Psalm. 48.' ↩
	Refutation: Scripture and reason are against the angel-like view. God made the sexes precisely for offspring; 'Increase and multiply' (Heb. = 'bear fruit'); 'two in one flesh' = carnal union (1 Cor 6). Philosophy agrees. Marginal gloss: 'Refellitur supradicta opinio.' ↩
	The generative members are natural, not penal; the most natural act of the living is to beget its like (Aristotle, de Anima 2; Meteor. 4). Moses gives no reason for the woman but 'a helper' — i.e. for generation (else a man would help better). What misled those Fathers: the shamefulness now felt in the act, from disordered lust. ↩
	After sin the first parents felt lust, blushed, and covered themselves (Augustine). But in innocence no such defiling ardor: mind subject to God, the lower part obedient to reason — the generative members would be moved as freely and calmly as we now move feet, hands, tongue. Page breaks at catchword 'pertur[batione].' ↩
	In innocence the generative members would be governed calmly, free of lust. Augustine in fact holds the same view (de Gen. ad lit. 9.10; de Civ. Dei 14.21-27; Retract. 1.10,13,19) — his remark that kinship 'flowed from sin' must be reconciled. Marginal gloss: 'Augustinum sensisse, in statu innocentiae futuram generationem carnalem.' ↩
	Augustine's 'kinship from sin' = it only began after the Fall, when Adam first knew Eve; in paradise they had not yet generated (whether for shortness of time, or awaiting God's command), not being driven by lust. ↩




QUESTION II. Whether in the state of innocence there would have been an equal number of women and of men

LatineEnglish


QUESTION II. Whether in the state of innocence there would have been an equal number of women and of men.1
QVAESTIO II. An in statu innocentiae fuisset par numerus foeminarum atque marium.



SCIENDVM autem est fecisse Deum à principio in humana natura vnum marem & vnam foeminam: quod in aliis animalibus non est factum, cuiuslibet enim speciei animalium multi mares & multae foeminae creati sunt: in homine autem originem speciei in duobus constituit, imò verò in vno duntaxat Adam, nam ex ipso posteà facta est Eua; idque factum est ob singularem hominis dignitatem, & ad conciliandum inter homines maiorem concordiam & charitatem, omnibus ex vno parente procreatis. Quemadmodum igitur ab initio Deus fecit vnum marem & vnam foeminam, ita deinceps in statu innocentiae pari numero foeminae ac mares multiplicati fuissent: tot igitur fuissent mares quot foeminae. Quin opinio est quorundam, tunc qualibet generatione ac partu geminam prolem, foemineam scilicet ac masculinam, editum iri. Nec difficile est huius rei rationem afferre fidémque astruere. In illo enim statu innocentiae nullus coelibem [vitam...]
But it must be known that God made at the beginning, in human nature, one male and one female: which was not done in the other animals, for of each species of animals many males and many females were created; but in man He constituted the origin of the species in two — nay rather in Adam alone, for from him Eve was afterward made; and this was done for the singular dignity of man, and to conciliate a greater concord and charity among men, all being procreated from one parent. As, therefore, God from the beginning made one male and one female, so afterward in the state of innocence women and men would have been multiplied in equal number: there would, therefore, have been as many males as females. Indeed, it is the opinion of some that then, at every generation and birth, a twin offspring — namely a female and a masculine one — would be brought forth. Nor is it difficult to bring a reason for this thing and to build up belief. For in that state of innocence no one would have led a celibate [life...] [continues]2



[...nullus coelibem vitam] egisset, omnésque idoneo tempore iuncti fuissent matrimonio: nullus praeterea fuisset sterilis aut infoecundus, nec vlla fieret maris & foeminae nisi per legitimum matrimonium coniunctio; denique sicut ab initio vnius viri vna fuit vxor, ita deinceps in illo statu innocentiae ad exemplum & imitationem primi coniugij, nec vnius vxoris plures mariti, nec vnius mariti plures vxores fuissent. Ex his concluditur & conficitur quod suprà diximus, parem tunc fore numerum virorum ac mulierum. Si enim plures fuissent viri quàm foemi-[nae...]
[...no one would have led a celibate life], and all at a fitting time would have been joined in matrimony; no one, moreover, would have been sterile or unfruitful, nor would any union of male and female come about except through legitimate matrimony; finally, just as from the beginning of one man there was one wife, so afterward in that state of innocence, after the example and imitation of the first marriage, neither would there be several husbands of one wife, nor several wives of one husband. From these things is concluded and established what we said above, that the number of men and of women would then be equal. For if there had been more men than wo[men...] [continues]3



[...Si enim plures fuissent viri quàm foemi]nae, aut contrà foeminae quàm viri, necesse fuisset aliquos expertes esse matrimonij, aut vnum pluribus in matrimonio copulari.
[...For if there had been more men than wo]men, or contrariwise more women than men, it would have been necessary that some be without matrimony, or that one be joined to several in matrimony.4



Translator’s notes
	Second question of the disputation. ↩
	Decorated initial 'S.' Man uniquely originated from one pair (rather, from Adam alone), for his dignity and the race's concord. So in innocence the sexes would multiply in equal numbers (some hold each birth would be male/female twins). Reasons follow: no celibacy... ↩
	In innocence: no celibates, all married in due time; none sterile; no union outside marriage; one wife per husband (no polygamy/polyandry, imitating the first marriage). Hence equal numbers of the sexes. Marginal gloss: 'In statu innocentiae, parem futurum mariú atque foeminarum numerum.' ↩
	The proof completed: unequal numbers would force either celibacy or polygamy/polyandry — both excluded in innocence; therefore the numbers would be equal. ↩




QUESTION III. How, in the state of innocence, women could have been generated

LatineEnglish


QUESTION III. How, in the state of innocence, women could have been generated.1
QVAESTIO III. Quomodo in statu innocentiae foeminae generari potuissent.



ILLVD tamen magnam habet difficultatem, qua ratione in statu innocentiae foemina generari potuisset. Námque foemina, vt auctor est Aristoteles in 2. lib. de Generatione Animalium, fit praeter intentionem agentis particularis, propter defectum scilicet virtutis quae est in semine virili. Etenim omne agens intendit generare sibi simile, nisi impediatur: in generatione autem hominis vir est agens, foemina autem patiens: ergo vir semper generabit virum, nisi obstet vel imbecillitas virtutis eius, vel aliquod vitium & impedimentum in muliere quae subministrat materiam generationi, & in cuius vtero fit conceptus, & per nouem menses vsque ad partum continetur. Cum igitur in statu innocentiae nullum futurum esset vitiú, nullus defectus, nulla infirmitas virtutis generatricis tam virilis quàm foemineae, nulla videtur tunc generandi foeminam ratio & causa esse potuisse. Quod [autem...]
But this has a great difficulty: by what reason a woman could have been generated in the state of innocence. For the female, as Aristotle is the author (in the second book On the Generation of Animals), comes about beyond the intention of the particular agent — namely, on account of a defect of the power which is in the virile seed. For every agent intends to generate its like, unless it be impeded: but in the generation of man the man is the agent, and the woman the patient; therefore the man will always generate a man, unless either the weakness of his power obstruct, or some vice and impediment in the woman who supplies the matter for generation, and in whose womb conception occurs and is contained for nine months until birth. Since, therefore, in the state of innocence there would be no vice, no defect, no infirmity of the generative power, whether virile or feminine, no reason and cause seems then to have been able to exist for generating a female. But [what...] [continues]2



Quod autem diximus ex sententia Aristotelis, foeminam esse quiddam imperfectum & praeter intentionem generantis velut ex occasione procreatum, libet Principis Philosophorú propriis verbis hic appositis lectori notius & testatius facere. Sic ille scribit lib. 2. de Generatione Animalium, cap. 3. Foemina quasi mas laesus est. Et lib. 4. cap. 2. cú dixisset marem esse animal perfectum, foeminam verò imperfectum, subdit, Indicia, inquit, faciunt res quae accidút. Nouella enim & senescens aetas magis quàm florens foeminas generat, in altera enim calor nondum perfectus est, in altera deficit. Humidiora etiam effoeminatioraq́ corpora foeminá potius gignunt, & semina humida magis quàm spissa hoc idem faciunt. Haec enim omnia eueniunt caloris inopia naturalis. Et capite sequéti docet naturam in generatione mulieris deficere ac degenerare, ita scribens, Sed initium primum degenerádi est foeminam generari non marem; verùm hoc necessarium est naturae, genus enim seruari oportet eorum quae foemina & [mare...]
But what we said, from Aristotle's opinion, that the female is something imperfect and procreated beyond the intention of the generator, as it were by occasion — it pleases me to make more known and attested to the reader by the Prince of Philosophers' own words here set down. Thus he writes (book 2 On the Generation of Animals, chapter 3): “The female is, as it were, a damaged male.” And (book 4, chapter 2), when he had said that the male is a perfect animal but the female imperfect, he subjoins: “The indications,” he says, “are furnished by the things that happen. For a youthful and a senescent age generate females more than the flourishing age, for in the one the heat is not yet perfect, in the other it fails. More humid and effeminate bodies also generate females rather, and moist seeds rather than thick do the same. For all these things come about from a natural lack of heat.” And in the following chapter he teaches that nature, in the generation of a woman, fails and degenerates, writing thus: “But the first beginning of degenerating is for a female to be generated, not a male; yet this is necessary to nature, for the kind must be preserved of those which are distinguished into female and [male...] [continues]3



[...genus enim seruari oportet eorum quae foemina & mare] distinguuntur. Sed cum fieri possit ne aliquando semen superet maris, aut ob aetatem iuuenilem senilémue, aut ob aliam eiusmodi causam, foeminam ob eam rem gigni necesse est. Denique in eiusdem libri cap. 6. Sunt, inquit, foeminae sua natura debiliores frigidioresq́, & sexum foemineum quasi laesionem naturalem & detrimentum esse putandum est. Hactenus Aristoteles: qui quidem & in libro septimo Politicorum, cap. 16. his non dissimilia tradere videtur.
[...for the kind must be preserved of those which are distinguished into female and male]. But since it can happen that sometimes the seed of the male does not prevail — whether on account of a youthful or senile age, or on account of some other cause of this kind — a female must, for that reason, be begotten.” Finally, in chapter 6 of the same book: “Females,” he says, “are by their nature weaker and colder, and the female sex is to be thought, as it were, a natural injury and detriment.” Thus far Aristotle: who indeed, in the seventh book of the Politics, chapter 16, seems to hand down things not unlike these.4



VERVM quaestioné propositá ad hunc modú non difficulter expediri [posse arbitror...]
But the question proposed can, in this manner, be resolved not with difficulty [I think...] [continues]5



[...VERVM quaestioné propositá ad hunc modú non difficulter ex]pediri posse arbitror. Generationem foeminae puto equidem non tantùm ex imbecillitate seminis virilis, aut ex vitio aliquo & impediméto quod sit in sanguine menstruo aut in vtero mulieris, sed aliis etiam ex rebus proficisci. Nam inter alia quae ad generationem maris vel foeminae conferunt, Aristoteles numerat ventos: multum enim refert quo vento flante fiat generatio. Siquidem Aquilo plurimum generationem maris adiuuat, Auster verò foeminae. Id quod non vno loco docet & confirmat Aristoteles. Etenim in capite secundo libri quarti de generatione animalium, Flatibus, inquit, Aquilonis magis [quàm Austrinis...]
[...But the question proposed can, in this manner, be re]solved not with difficulty, I think. The generation of a female I indeed think proceeds not only from the weakness of the virile seed, or from some vice and impediment that is in the menstrual blood or in the woman's womb, but also from other things. For among the other things which contribute to the generation of male or female, Aristotle counts the winds: for it matters much by what wind blowing the generation occurs. Since the North wind (Aquilo) most aids the generation of a male, but the South wind (Auster), of a female. Which Aristotle teaches and confirms in more than one place. For in the second chapter of the fourth book On the Generation of Animals: “By the blasts,” he says, “of the North wind more [than the South...] [continues]6



[...Flatibus Aquilonis magis quàm Austrinis], mares gignuntur. Et paulò infra: Pastores aiunt interesse ad maris ac foeminae pecoris foeturam, non solùm si ita accidit vt initus Aquilonis Austrinísue flatibus fiat, sed etiam si cum pecus coit, spectat ad Aquilonem aut Austrum. Ita minimo interdum momento causa datur caliditatis aut frigiditatis, haec verò causam complent generationis. In libro autem sexto de Historia animalium, capite decimonono, his verbis scribit Aristoteles: Mares aut foeminae generantur vi tum aquarum, tum admissariorum. Nam & aquae faciunt vt foeminae marésue concipiantur. Adhaec, Aquilonis flatu mares potius concipiuntur, Austri foeminae. Vis tantú est Aquilonis, vt vel ea quae non nisi foeminas pariant immutet ad prolis masculae procreationem. Spectare ad Aquilonem oportet, cum coeunt foeminae. Sic Aristoteles. Atque haec sit prima causa generandi marem aut foeminam.
[...By the blasts of the North wind more than the South], males are begotten.” And a little below: “Shepherds say that it matters to the breeding of male and female cattle, not only if it happens that the coupling occurs by North or South winds, but also if, when the herd mates, it faces toward the North or the South. Thus sometimes, by the smallest moment, a cause of heat or cold is given, and these complete the cause of generation.” And in the sixth book On the History of Animals, chapter nineteen, Aristotle writes in these words: “Males or females are generated by the force both of waters and of the studs. For waters too cause females or males to be conceived. Besides, by the blast of the North wind males are rather conceived, by the South, females. So great is the force of the North wind, that it even changes those which bring forth only females to the procreation of male offspring. They ought to face the North when the females couple.” Thus Aristotle. And let this be the first cause of generating a male or a female.7



DEINDE, vehementer facit ad variandam generationem qua cogitatione & phantasia generationi vacantium animi pulsentur premanturque. Magnam enim vim habet imaginatio ad efficiendam prolem quae generatur: cuius rei in animalibus quidem clarissimum habemus exemplum simul & argumentum, id quod in hoc libro Geneseos capite 30. de ouibus Iacob memoriae proditum est. Cur autem tanta sit imaginationis potentia & efficacitas ad variandam generationem, & cur tam varios mirósque effectus habeat, elegantissimis verbis indicat Plinius in capite 12. libri 7. Similitudinum, inquit, in mente reputatio est, & in qua credantur multa fortuita pollere, visus, auditus, memoria, haustaeque imagines sub ipso conceptu. Cogitatio etiam vtriuslibet animum subito transuolans, effingere similitudinem aut miscere existimatur. Ideoque plures in homine quàm in caeteris omnibus animalibus differentiae, quoniam velocitas cogitationum animíque celeritas & ingenij varietas multiformes notas imprimit: cùm caeteris animantibus immobiles sint animi, & similes omnibus singulísq́ in suo cuíque genere. Haec Pli-[nius...]
Secondly, it greatly contributes to varying the generation by what thought and fantasy the minds of those engaged in generation are struck and pressed. For the imagination has great force to effect the offspring that is generated: of which thing we have, in animals, a most clear example and argument — that which is recorded in this book of Genesis, chapter 30, about the sheep of Jacob. But why the power and efficacy of the imagination is so great for varying generation, and why it has such various and wonderful effects, Pliny indicates in most elegant words (chapter 12 of book 7): “There is in the mind a reckoning of likenesses, and in it many chance things are believed to prevail — sight, hearing, memory, and images drawn in at the very moment of conception. The thought, too, of either parent, suddenly flying across the mind, is thought to fashion or to mingle the likeness. And so there are more differences in man than in all the other animals, since the speed of thoughts, the quickness of mind, and the variety of talent imprint manifold marks: whereas in the other animals the minds are immobile, and alike in all, and each in its own kind.” Thus Pli[ny...] [continues]8



[...Haec Plinius]. In statu autem innocentiae, vis & facultas generandi ipséque actus generationis in voluntate & potestate hominis erat, non modò quantum ad affectionem & vsum eius, sed etiam quantum ad modum & mensuram, necnon & quantum ad eiusdem actus intentionem aut remissionem. Ergo, cùm voluisset homo generare marem, intensiori animo & vehementiori imaginatione in actu generationis fuisset, maiorémque conatum adhibuisset, ideoque plus caloris, [spiritus...]
[...Thus Pliny]. But in the state of innocence, the power and faculty of generating, and the very act of generation, was in the will and power of man — not only as to its affection and use, but also as to its manner and measure, and also as to the intention or remission of that same act. Therefore, when a man would have willed to generate a male, he would have been in the act of generation with a more intense mind and a more vehement imagination, and would have applied a greater effort, and therefore more heat, [spirit...] [continues]9



[...ideoque plus caloris,] spiritus genitalis & vigoris in ipsum semen contullisset; quod factum esset, vt mas potius quàm foemina generaretur. Contrà verò, cum generanda erat foemina, remissiori animo ad actum generationis accessisset: vnde minorem etiam vim semen eius habuisset, adiuncta praesertim intentissima cogitatione vehementíque imaginatione ac desiderio generandi foeminam potius quàm marem. Atque huic nostrae opinioni suffragatur S. Bonauentura, in secundo Sentent. distinct. 20. quaest. sexta.
[...and therefore more heat,] genital spirit, and vigor he would have conferred upon the seed itself; which being done, a male rather than a female would be generated. But contrariwise, when a female was to be generated, he would have approached the act of generation with a more remiss mind: whence his seed too would have had less force — especially with a most intent thought, and a vehement imagination and desire, of generating a female rather than a male, being joined. And to this our opinion St. Bonaventure gives his support, in the second [book] of the Sentences, distinction 20, question six.10



Translator’s notes
	Third question of the disputation. ↩
	Decorated initial 'I.' The difficulty: on Aristotle's view (de Gen. Anim. 2) the female results from a defect of the male seed (man = agent, woman = patient; the agent would always make its like, a male, but for some impediment). So in defect-free innocence, no female would ever be generated — which must be answered. ↩
	Aristotle block-quote (reporting his biology, set down to attest Pererius' point): the female is 'a damaged/maimed male' (de Gen. Anim. 2.3, 4.2-3); females are produced more in youth/old age, by humid bodies and moist seed, all 'from a lack of natural heat'; a female is the 'first degeneration,' yet necessary to preserve the kind. Marginal gloss: 'Foeminá esse quid imperfectum & degenerans, secundùm Aristotelis doctrinam.' ↩
	End of the Aristotle block-quote: when the male seed fails to dominate (youth, old age, etc.) a female is begotten — necessary to preserve the species; 'females are by nature weaker and colder, the sex a natural injury and detriment' (de Gen. Anim. 4.6; cf. Politics 7.16). ↩
	Pererius begins his own resolution of how females would be generated in innocence (continues on the next page). Page breaks at catchword 'pediri' (ex-pediri). ↩
	Pererius' answer: a female's generation has causes beyond a defective seed/womb — among them the winds. Per Aristotle, the North wind favors males, the South favors females (de Gen. Anim. 4.2). Marginal glosses: 'Vndé prouenisset in statu innocentiae generatio foeminarum.'; 'Diuersitas venti variat generationem.' ↩
	Aristotle block-quote (de Gen. Anim. 4.2; Hist. Anim. 6.19): wind-direction at coupling, and the waters, tip generation toward male or female; the North wind even turns female-only breeders to males. This is Pererius' 'first cause' of either sex. ↩
	The 'second cause': the imagination of the parents shapes the offspring (the classic proof: Jacob's peeled rods and the sheep, Gen 30). Pliny (NH 7.12) on how mental images at conception imprint likeness — and why human variety so exceeds the animals'. Marginal gloss: 'Vehemens imaginatio generantium magnam vim ad variandam generationem habet.' ↩
	The resolution: in innocence the generative power and act were fully under man's will — its manner, measure, and intensity. So to beget a male he would generate with intenser mind and imagination and greater effort, producing more heat and [spirit] (the male-tending factors). Page breaks at catchword 'spiri' (signature RR). RESUME PDF 539 with '...plus caloris, [spiri]tus...'. ↩
	Pererius' resolution completed: to beget a male, more heat/spirit/vigor in the seed; for a female, a slacker effort and weaker seed, with the will and imagination bent on a female — so in innocence the will would freely determine the offspring's sex. St Bonaventure (Sent. II d.20 q.6) supports this. ↩




QUESTION IV. Whether, in the state of innocence, the integrity of the female genital would have been corrupted by the union with the man and the reception of the virile seed

LatineEnglish


QUESTION IV. Whether, in the state of innocence, the integrity of the female genital would have been corrupted by the union with the man and the reception of the virile seed.1
QVAESTIO IIII. An in statu innocentiae integritas foeminei genitalis ex commistione viri & receptione seminis virilis corrupta esset.



CAETERVM, quod Augustinus scribit in libro 14. de Ciuitate Dei c. 26. futuram in statu innocentiae generationem prolis sine vlla corruptione integritatis muliebris & violatione signaculi virginalis, id meo quidem iudicio admirationem habet maiorem quàm fidem.
But as for what Augustine writes, in book 14 On the City of God, chapter 26, that the generation of offspring in the state of innocence would be without any corruption of womanly integrity and violation of the virginal seal — that, in my judgment at least, has more wonder than credibility.2



Et Augustinus quidem sic eo loci scribit: In tanta facilitate rerum & felicitate hominum, absit vt suspicemur non potuisse prolem fieri sine libidinis morbo: sed eo voluntatis nutu mouerentur illa membra quo caetera, & sine ardoris illecebroso stimulo, cum tranquillitate animi & corporis, nulla corruptione integritatis infunderetur gremio maritus vxoris. Neque enim quia experientia probari non potest, ideo credendum non est; quando illas corporis partes non ageret turbidus calor, sed spontanea potestas sicut opus esset adhiberet. Ita tunc potuisse vtero coniugis salua integritate foeminei genitalis virile semen immitti, sicut nunc potest, eadem integritate salua, ex vtero virginis fluxus menstrui cruoris emitti. Eadem quippe via posset illud iniici, qua hoc potest eiici. Vt enim ad pariendum non doloris gemitus, sed maturitatis impulsus foeminea viscera relaxaret, sic ad foetandum & concipiendum non libidinis appetitus, sed voluntarius vsus naturam vtramque coniungeret. Haec Augustinus.
And Augustine indeed writes thus in that place: “In so great a facility of things and felicity of men, far be it that we should suspect that offspring could not be made without the disease of lust: but those members would be moved by the same nod of the will as the others, and without the enticing goad of ardor, with tranquillity of mind and body, with no corruption of integrity, the husband would be poured into the lap of the wife. For it is not, because it cannot be proved by experience, therefore not to be believed; since a turbid heat would not move those parts of the body, but a spontaneous power would apply them as need required. So then the virile seed could be sent into the womb of the spouse, the integrity of the female genital being safe — just as now, that same integrity being safe, the flux of menstrual blood can be emitted from a virgin's womb. For by the same way it could be injected, by which this can be ejected. For as, for giving birth, not a groan of pain but the impulse of maturity would relax the female viscera, so, for impregnating and conceiving, not the appetite of lust but a voluntary use would join the two natures.” Thus Augustine.3



His autem verbis adductus Beatus Thomas videtur significare, in statu innocentiae virginalem integritatem ob commistionem viri & foeminae nequaquam corruptum iri. Nam cùm in prima parte, quaestione nonagesimaoctaua, articulo secundo, quartum hoc argumentum seu obiectionem posuisset — in statu innocentiae nullam fore corruptionem; at per coitum corrumpi integritatem virginalem; ergo coitum in statu innocentiae minimè futurum — hanc obiectionem posteà diluens sic ait: Ad quartum dicendum, quòd, sicut Augustinus dicit libro decimoquarto de Ciuitate Dei, in illo statu cùm nulla corruptione integritatis infunderetur gremio [vxoris...]
And, led by these words, Blessed Thomas seems to signify that in the state of innocence the virginal integrity would by no means be corrupted on account of the union of man and woman. For when, in the first part, question ninety-eight, article two, he had put this fourth argument or objection — that in the state of innocence there would be no corruption; but virginal integrity is corrupted by coitus; therefore coitus would by no means exist in the state of innocence — afterward, dissolving this objection, he speaks thus: “To the fourth it must be said that, as Augustine says in book 14 On the City of God, in that state, when, with no corruption of integrity, [the husband] would be poured into the lap [of the wife...] [continues]4



[...would be poured into the lap] of the wife, the husband”: and he recalls the rest of Augustine's words, which we set down a little before.5
[...infunderetur gremio] maritus vxoris: memorátque caetera Augustini verba, quae paulò ante posuimus.



SED profectò, vt verum esset quod Augustinus scripsit de integritate muliebri per actum generationis minimè violandae in statu innocentiae, ex eo tamen non efficeretur etiam virginalem integritatem saluam fore. Siquidem (vt egregiè disputat idem B. Thomas, in secunda secundae quaest. 152. art. 1.) ad virginitatis rationem pertinet integritas & immunitas à delectatione venerea. In qua tria sunt consideranda: vnum est violatio signaculi virginalis; alterum est ipsa [resolutio...]
But surely, even if it were true what Augustine wrote, that womanly integrity would by no means be violated by the act of generation in the state of innocence, yet from that it would not follow that the virginal integrity too would be safe. For (as the same Blessed Thomas excellently disputes, in the second part of the second part, question 152, article 1) to the notion of virginity there pertains integrity and immunity from venereal delight. In which three things are to be considered: one is the violation of the virginal seal; another is the [emission...] [continues]6



[...alterum est ipsa] resolutio seminis sensibilem delectationem afferens; tertium est propositum fruendi ea delectatione. In his tribus, primum quidem per accidens se habet ad actum moralem, quippe qui non consideratur per se nisi secundùm ea quae sunt animi; alterum verò materialiter se habet ad actum moralem, propterea quòd sensibiles passiones materia sunt actuum moralium; tertium verò habet se formaliter & completiuè, quia ratio moralium actuum in eo quod est rationis completur. Cùm igitur virginitas contineat remotionem praedictae corruptionis, consequens est integritatem membri corporalis per accidens se habere ad virginitaté; ipsam autem priuationem delectationis, quae consistit in seminis resolutione, habere se materialiter; denique ipsum propositum perpetuò abstinendi à tali delectatione, habere se formaliter & completiuè in virginitate. Ergo cùm duo posteriora, quae priores partes tenent in virginitate, excludat [actus...]
[...another is the] emission of seed, bringing a sensible delight; the third is the purpose of enjoying that delight. In these three, the first relates to the moral act accidentally, since it is not considered in itself except according to the things of the soul; the second relates to the moral act materially, because sensible passions are the matter of moral acts; but the third relates formally and completively, because the nature of moral acts is completed in that which belongs to reason. Since, therefore, virginity contains the removal of the aforesaid corruption, it follows that the integrity of the bodily member relates accidentally to virginity; but the privation of delight, which consists in the emission of seed, relates materially; and finally the purpose of perpetually abstaining from such delight relates formally and completively in virginity. Therefore, since the two latter [elements], which hold the prior parts in virginity, are excluded by the [act...] [continues]7



[...excludat actus] generationis ex commistione viri & foeminae proueniens, concluditur necessariò, in statu innocentiae simul cum coniugio & actu generationis, integritatem virginitatis cohaerere & constare non potuisse. SED reuertor ad August. cui equidem non assentior, sed puto signaculum virginalis integritatis etiam tunc per actum generationis apertum iri. Modus enim quo nunc fit actus generationis per apertionem vuluae muliebris, naturalis est, quippe qui etiam in caeteris animalibus seruetur. Excepto igitur ardore immoderatae libidinis & deformitate concupiscentiae, quae ex peccato ac priuatione iustitiae originalis actui generationis cótigerunt & ferè adhaerent, etiam hic modus fuisset in statu innocentiae: quae enim naturalia sunt homini, non sunt mutata propter peccatum. Deinde, cur veremur dicere integritatem corporalem foeminae ablatum iri tunc per actum gene-[rationis...]
[...are excluded by the act] of generation arising from the union of man and woman, it is necessarily concluded that in the state of innocence, together with marriage and the act of generation, the integrity of virginity could not have cohered and stood. But I return to Augustine, to whom indeed I do not assent, but think that the seal of virginal integrity would even then be opened by the act of generation. For the manner by which the act of generation now occurs, by the opening of the female vulva, is natural — since it is observed even in the other animals. Excepting, therefore, the ardor of immoderate lust and the deformity of concupiscence, which befell the act of generation from sin and the privation of original justice, and almost cleave to it, even this manner would have existed in the state of innocence: for the things which are natural to man were not changed on account of sin. Then, why do we fear to say that the bodily integrity of the woman would then be taken away by the act of gene[ration...] [continues]8



[...per actum generationis], cùm non possimus inficiari eam corruptum iri in partu per egressum prolis ex vtero? nisi quis adeo excors & amens sit, vt quod in beatissima Virgine eximium & singulare fuit miraculum, vt clauso vtero filium suum ederet, id omnibus foeminis in eo statu vsitatum futurum fuisse opinetur.
[...by the act of generation], when we cannot deny that it would be corrupted in childbirth, by the exit of the offspring from the womb? — unless someone be so senseless and mad as to think that what, in the most blessed Virgin, was an outstanding and singular miracle (that she bore her Son with the womb closed) would have been usual for all women in that state.9



But indeed, Bonaventure, interpreting Augustine's opinion in a favorable sense, in the second [book] of the Sentences, distinction 20, question 4, writes in this manner: “It must be understood that ‘corruption of integrity’ says three things, [namely...] [continues]10
SED enim, Bonauentura sententiam Augustini bonam in partem interpretans in 2. Sententiarum, distinctione 20. quaestione 4. hoc modo scribit: Intelligendum est quod integritatis corruptio tria dicit, [scilicet...]



[...Intelligendum est quod integritatis corruptio tria dicit, scilicet] claustrorum muliebrium apertionem, poenalem passionem, & foedam delectationem: quorum primum est naturae, alterum est poena, tertium verò est corruptionis vitiosa quae medium tenet inter culpam & poenam. Si igitur vir cognouisset vxorem in tempore instituta natura, fuisset ibi claustrorum apertio, non tamen ibi fuisset poenalis passio, nec foeda delectatio, quia vis generatiua nec esset tunc corrupta nec infecta, immo obedirent rationi illa membra, vt dicit Augustinus, sicut obediunt os, manus & lingua. Vnde sicut manus & os aperitur & clauditur, nec est passio vel poena, nec delectatio foeda, sic fuisset tunc circa ista membra; nec turpius fuisset tunc loqui de istis membris quàm [fuisset loqui de aliis...]
[...It must be understood that ‘corruption of integrity’ says three things, namely] the opening of the womanly enclosures, a penal passion, and a foul delight: of which the first is of nature, the second is a penalty, but the third is the vicious part of corruption, which holds the middle between fault and penalty. If, therefore, a man had known his wife at the time appointed by nature, there would have been there the opening of the enclosures, yet there would not have been there a penal passion, nor a foul delight, because the generative power would then be neither corrupted nor infected; rather, those members would obey reason, as Augustine says, just as the mouth, the hand, and the tongue obey. Whence, as the hand and the mouth are opened and closed, and it is not a passion or a penalty, nor a foul delight, so it would have been then concerning those members; nor would it have been baser then to speak of those members than [it would have been to speak of others...] [continues]11



[...than it would have been to speak of others]; for now it is base to speak of them, on account of this, that nature shudders and blushes at that act by reason of the foulness which is in it.” Thus Bonaventure.12
[...quàm fuisset loqui de aliis], nunc enim turpe est loqui propter hoc quod natura horret & erubescit actum illum ratione foeditatis quae in ipso consistit. Haec Bonauentura.



Cuius mihi quidem sententia perplacet, sed ea non videtur tamen cum Augustini doctrina consentire, quippe qui (vt ex verbis suprà positis liquido animaduertet lector) apertè sentit, in statu innocentiae etiam integritatem corporalem mulieris per actum generationis minimè corruptum iri, sed saluam & illibatam fore: quod tamen negat Bonauentura.
Whose opinion indeed greatly pleases me; but it does not, however, seem to agree with the doctrine of Augustine — since he (as the reader will clearly note from the words set down above) openly holds that in the state of innocence even the bodily integrity of the woman would by no means be corrupted by the act of generation, but would be safe and inviolate: which, nevertheless, Bonaventure denies.13



Translator’s notes
	Fourth question of the disputation on propagation in innocence. ↩
	Decorated initial 'C.' Augustine (de Civ. Dei 14.26) held that in innocence offspring would be generated with the woman's bodily integrity and the virginal 'seal' wholly intact. Pererius finds this more astonishing than believable. ↩
	Augustine block-quote (de Civ. Dei 14.26): in innocence the generative members would obey the will calmly, with no lust and no loss of integrity — the seed entering the intact womb as menstrual blood now leaves an intact virgin; conception by deliberate use, not lustful appetite. ↩
	Aquinas (ST I q.98 a.2) raised the fourth objection (no corruption in innocence; coitus corrupts virginity; so no coitus there) and answers it by citing Augustine's view — beginning the reply that continues on the next page. Page breaks at catchword 'gremio.' ↩
	End of Aquinas' reply (ST I q.98 a.2 ad 4): he simply repeats Augustine's account of intact generation in innocence — the same passage quoted above. ↩
	Pererius' counter: 'bodily integrity' and 'virginity' are not the same. Aquinas (ST II-II q.152 a.1): virginity is integrity plus freedom from venereal pleasure, with three elements — (1) the violation of the seal; (2) the emission of seed [with its pleasure]; (3)... Marginal glosses: 'Discutitur opinio Sancti Augustini.'; 'Quae pertineant ad constituendam rationem virginitatis.' ↩
	Aquinas (ST II-II q.152 a.1) block-quote: of the three, the bodily seal is only accidental to virginity, the freedom from pleasure is its matter, and the resolve of perpetual abstinence its form. Since the act of generation excludes the two essential (latter) elements, virginity cannot coexist with it. ↩
	Conclusion against Augustine: virginity-integrity cannot survive the marital act. Pererius dissents from Augustine — the virginal seal would be opened even then; the natural manner of generation (shared with the animals) would have remained, minus only the lust that sin added (natural things were not changed by sin). ↩
	A further argument: integrity must yield at birth anyway (the child's exit) — to deny it would make the Virgin's unique miracle (the closed womb) ordinary for all women in innocence, which is absurd. ↩
	Bonaventure (Sent. II d.20 q.4) tries to read Augustine charitably — distinguishing three senses of 'corruption of integrity' (continues on the next page). Marginal gloss: 'B. Bonauentura quomodo in bonam partem.' Page breaks at catchword 'scilicet.' ↩
	Bonaventure block-quote: 'corruption of integrity' = (1) the opening of the enclosures (of nature), (2) a penal passion (a penalty), (3) a foul delight (the vicious middle). In innocence the first would occur but not the latter two — the members obeying reason like mouth, hand, tongue. Marginal gloss (cropped): on interpreting St Augustine's opinion. ↩
	End of the Bonaventure block-quote: the shamefulness of speaking of the generative members is due only to the foulness sin added to the act, not to the members themselves. ↩
	Pererius approves Bonaventure's reading (which agrees with his own — only the penal/foul elements absent, the seal still opened) but notes it does not really agree with Augustine, who held the bodily integrity itself would remain wholly intact. ↩




And God blessed them, and said, Increase and multiply, and fill the earth. CHAPTER 1, VERSE 28

LatineEnglish


And God blessed them, and said, Increase and multiply, and fill the earth. CHAPTER 1, VERSE 28.1
Benedixítque illis Deus, & ait, Crescite & multiplicamini, & replete terram. CAP. 1. VERS. 28.



BENEDICTIO Dei in scriptura significat copiam & affluentiam bonorum, quibus Deus homines afficit. Hoc autem loco indicat maximam foecunditatem quae data est homini, quo videlicet citius & numerosius genus humanum propagari posset: quod in exordio mundi, cùm vnus tantum vir & vna foemina sint creati, necessarium fuit; ob eandémque necessitatem statim post diluuium, vt legimus capite nono Geneseos, iterum Deus homini benedixit & similiter dixit, Crescite & multiplicamini. Illud Crescite non significat incrementum corporis secundùm magnitudinem (primos enim homines perfectos corporis mole ac magnitudine creatos esse constat), sed significat incrementum multitudinis: quod bene declaratur duobus proximè sequentibus verbis, Et multiplicamini, & replete terrá. Pro verbo Crescite, est verbum Hebraeum propriè significans Fructificate, videlicet ita se habet proles hominis vt fructus arboris. Et frequenter diuina Scriptura, ad significandam prolem humanam, vtitur vocabulo fructus, appellans eam fructum ventris: vti est illud, De fructu ventris tui ponam super sedem tuam; Elizabet dixit beatissimae Virgini, Benedicta tu inter mulieres, benedictus fructus ventris tui. DISPVTA-[TIO...]
The blessing of God, in Scripture, signifies an abundance and affluence of goods, with which God affects men. But in this place it indicates the greatest fecundity that was given to man, whereby, namely, the human race might be propagated more quickly and more numerously: which, at the beginning of the world, when only one man and one woman were created, was necessary; and for the same necessity, immediately after the flood (as we read in the ninth chapter of Genesis), God again blessed man and similarly said, “Increase and multiply.” That “Increase” does not signify an increase of the body in magnitude (for it is agreed that the first men were created perfect in bodily mass and magnitude), but signifies an increase of multitude: which is well declared by the two next-following words, “And multiply, and fill the earth.” For the word “Increase” there is a Hebrew word properly signifying “Bear fruit” — namely, the offspring of man stands as the fruit of a tree. And frequently divine Scripture, to signify human offspring, uses the word “fruit,” calling it the fruit of the womb: as is that, “Of the fruit of thy womb I will set upon thy throne”; Elizabeth said to the most blessed Virgin, “Blessed art thou among women, and blessed is the fruit of thy womb.” A DISPUTA[TION...] [continues]2



Translator’s notes
	Lemma (Gen 1:28), the blessing and command of fruitfulness. ↩
	Decorated initial 'B.' God's blessing = abundance; here, the fecundity for propagating the race (necessary at the start, and renewed after the flood, Gen 9). 'Increase' means growth in number, not bodily size (the first men were full-grown). The Hebrew = 'bear fruit'; offspring is 'fruit of the womb' (Ps 132:11; Luke 1:42). Marginal gloss: 'Psal. 131. Lucae 1.' Page breaks at catchword 'DISPVTA[TIO].' ↩




A DISPUTATION. Against the Heretics of our time: whether from this place it is concluded that it is a precept from God that every one of men should engage in the …

LatineEnglish


A DISPUTATION. Against the Heretics of our time: whether from this place it is concluded that it is a precept from God that every one of men should engage in the generation of offspring.1
DISPVTATIO. Aduersus nostri temporis Haereticos, an ex hoc loco concludatur, Praeceptum esse à Deo, Quemlibet hominum vacare generationi prolis.



HVnc locum Haeretici validissimum sibi putant praebere telum aduersus Catholicos, virginitatem & coelibatum non modò summis laudibus efferentes, sed etiam legitimo coniugio dignitatis & meriti praestantia anteponentes. Clamant enim nos Dei praeceptis aduersari, & propter vanas hominum traditiones atque superstitiones certam manifestámque Dei legem & sententiá pro nihilo ducere. Hoc enim loco Moses narrat Deum benedixisse coniugio, & praecepisse hominibus vt crescerent & multiplicarentur: hoc autem fuit vel primum, vel certè secundum Dei praeceptum datum Adamo, & sub eius nomine cunctis mortalibus ex eo propagandis. Quis igitur dubitet, à coniugio & generatione prolis abstinentes, diuinae voluntati ac legi repugnare? Haec isti declamant apud imperitam plebem, & persuadent ea vel ignaris, vel ad licentiam carnis voluptatésque propensissimis. Quis autem mirari satis queat istorum impudentiam, qui virginitatem & coelibatum inuentum hominum esse dicunt, Deóque [displicere...]
The Heretics think that this place provides them a most valid weapon against the Catholics — who not only extol virginity and celibacy with the highest praises, but even prefer them, in excellence of dignity and merit, to legitimate marriage. For they cry out that we are opposed to God's precepts, and that, on account of vain human traditions and superstitions, we hold God's certain and manifest law and sentence for nothing. For in this place Moses narrates that God blessed marriage, and commanded men to increase and multiply: and this was either the first, or certainly the second, precept of God given to Adam, and, under his name, to all mortals to be propagated from him. Who, then, would doubt that those abstaining from marriage and the generation of offspring resist the divine will and law? These things those men declaim before the unskilled crowd, and persuade them either to the ignorant, or to those most inclined to the license of the flesh and to pleasures. But who could sufficiently marvel at the impudence of those who say that virginity and celibacy are an invention of men, and [displeasing] to God...? [continues]2



[...Deóque displicere?] cùm de eorum commendatione, & supra matrimonium dignitate ac merito, expressissimam habeamus apud Matth. cap. 19. Domini sententiam, laudantis Eunuchos qui se propter regnum coelorum castrauerunt, eorúmque conditionem coniugio praeferentis. Nam cùm discipuli dixissent Domino, Si ita est causa hominis cum vxore, non expedit nubere, ipse respondit eis, Non omnes capiunt verbum istud, sed quibus datum est: Sunt enim Eunuchi qui seipsos castrauerunt propter regnum coelorum. Qui potest capere capiat. Paulus quoque in prioris epistolae ad Corinthios capite 7. disertissimis verbis de coniugio, coelibatu & virginitate disputans, virginitatem & coelibatum longè praefert coniugio.
[...and displeasing to God?] — when, concerning their commendation, and their dignity and merit above matrimony, we have a most express sentence of the Lord (Matthew, chapter 19), praising the Eunuchs who castrated themselves for the sake of the kingdom of heaven, and preferring their condition to marriage. For when the disciples had said to the Lord, “If such is the case of a man with a wife, it is not expedient to marry,” He answered them: “Not all grasp this word, but those to whom it is given: for there are Eunuchs who made themselves eunuchs for the sake of the kingdom of heaven. He who can grasp it, let him grasp it.” Paul too, in the seventh chapter of the former epistle to the Corinthians, disputing in most eloquent words concerning marriage, celibacy, and virginity, far prefers virginity and celibacy to marriage.3



SED ostendendum nobis est, telum quod ex hoc loco Mosis arripuerunt Haeretici, obtusissimum & planè nullum esse; vt de hoc aliísque Haereticorum telis illud Dauidis verè dici possit, Sagitta paruulorum facta sunt plagae eorum. Dicunt Haeretici, Deum his verbis dedisse homini praeceptum ineundi coniugium & dádi operam liberis. Ad hoc dupliciter responderi potest: vel concedendo illud Domini dictum continere praeceptum, sed negando eiusmodi praecepto teneri aut omnes homines aut omni tépore; vel inficiando in illis Dei verbis vllum praeceptum contineri, aut impositam esse homini necessitatem colendi matrimonium & vacandi prolis generationi. Qui priori responso insistunt, variis id modis tractant. B. Cyprianus Tracta-[tu...]
But it must be shown by us that the weapon which the Heretics have seized from this place of Moses is most blunt and plainly nothing; so that of this and the other weapons of the Heretics that saying of David could truly be said: “The arrows of little ones are made their wounds.” The Heretics say that God by these words gave to man a precept of entering marriage and of giving effort to children. To this it can be answered in two ways: either by conceding that that saying of the Lord contains a precept, but denying that all men, or at every time, are bound by such a precept; or by denying that any precept is contained in those words of God, or that a necessity of cultivating matrimony and engaging in the generation of offspring has been imposed on man. Those who insist on the former answer treat it in various ways. Blessed Cyprian, in his Treatise [...] [continues]4



[...B. Cyprianus Tra]ctatu secundo de Habitu virginum (eadémque fuit quorundam aliorum Patrum sententia) censet praeceptum illud Domini vim habuisse quo ad multiplicatum est genus humanum; posteà verò continentiam in laude & honore fuisse. Prima, inquit, Dei sententia crescere & generare praecepit: secunda continentiam suasit. Cum adhuc rudis mundus & inanis est, copia foecunditatis generante propagamur, & crescimus ad humani generis augmentum. Cum iam refertus est orbis & mundus impletus, qui capere continentiam possunt, spadonum more viuentes castrantur ad regnum. Haec Cyprianus.
[...Blessed Cyprian, in his] second Treatise On the Dress of Virgins (and the same was the opinion of certain other Fathers), thinks that that precept of the Lord had force up to the point at which the human race was multiplied, but that afterward continence was in praise and honor. “The first sentence of God,” he says, “commanded to increase and to generate; the second persuaded continence. While the world is still rude and empty, we are propagated by the abundance of generating fecundity, and we grow to the increase of the human race. When the world is now filled and the earth full, those who can receive continence, living after the manner of eunuchs, are made eunuchs for the kingdom.” Thus Cyprian.5



Cuius vestigiis insistens Magister sententiarum libro 4. distinct. 26. similia scribit his verbis: Potest sanè intelligi illud sub praecepto dictum hominibus primis ante peccatú, Crescite & multiplicamini, quo etiam post peccatum tenebantur vsquequo est facta multiplicatio: postquam, contractus matrimonij fuit non secundùm praeceptum, sed secundùm indulgentiam. Ita etiam post diluuiú quo vniuersum penè humanum genus deletum est, secundùm praeceptum dictum est filiis Noë, Crescite & multiplicamini. Multiplicato verò homine, secundùm indulgentiam contractum est, non secundùm imperium. Sic ille.
Treading in whose footsteps, the Master of the Sentences, in the fourth book, distinction 26, writes similar things in these words: “It can indeed be understood that that [word], ‘Increase and multiply,’ said under a precept to the first humans before sin, by which they were bound even after sin, [held] until the multiplication was made: after which, the contract of matrimony was not according to a precept, but according to indulgence. So also after the flood, by which almost the whole human race was destroyed, it was said by precept to the sons of Noah, ‘Increase and multiply.’ But man being multiplied, [marriage] was contracted according to indulgence, not according to command.” Thus he.6



AT Beatus Thomas aliter respondens dicit illud praeceptum Domini non obligasse omnes & singulos homines, sed tantùm ipsam multitudinem: & ideo non est implendum à singulis hominibus, sed satis est vt impleatur à multitudine secundum aliquos. Nam in Secunda secundae quaest. 152. artic. 2. respondens ad primum argumentum, quo probabatur illicitam esse virginitatem, quia est contra illud Dei praeceptum Crescite & multiplicamini, in hanc sententiam scribit:
But Blessed Thomas, answering otherwise, says that that precept of the Lord did not oblige all and each man, but only the multitude itself: and therefore it is not to be fulfilled by individual men, but it is enough that it be fulfilled by the multitude, through some [of them]. For in the second part of the second part, question 152, article 2, answering the first argument — by which it was being proved that virginity is illicit, because it is against that precept of God, “Increase and multiply” — he writes to this effect:7



Praeceptum habet rationem debiti: duplex autem est genus debiti; alterum quod impleri debet ab vnoquoque, & hoc debitum à nullo sine peccato praeteriri potest: alterum est debitum non à singulis sed à multitudine implendum, quo non quilibet de multitudine tenetur, multa enim sunt multitudini necessaria quibus explendis vnus non sufficit, sed opus est multitudine, cuius vnus aliquis hoc facit, alius verò aliud. Praeceptum igitur datú à Deo primis hominibus de comedendo, cùm dixit, Ex omni ligno Paradisi comede, omnes & singulos obligat, & ab omnibus impleri debet; sine cibo enim nullus vitam tueri potest. At praeceptum datum homini de generatione, cùm dictum est, Crescite & multiplicamini, non respicit singulos quásque homines, sed multitudinem hominum; quam necessarium est non solúm multiplicari corporaliter, sed etiam spiritualiter crescere ac proficere. Quocirca satis prouidetur humanae multitudini, si quidam generationi carnali operam dent; quidam verò ab hac abstinentes, contemplationi diuinorum vacent, ad totius humani generis pulchritudinem & salutem. Sicut etiam in exercitu quidam castra custodiunt, alij signa ferunt, nonnulli gladiis decertant: quae tamen omnia debita sunt multitudini, sed per vnum impleri non possunt.
“A precept has the nature of a debt: but there is a twofold kind of debt; one which ought to be fulfilled by each one, and this debt can be passed over by no one without sin; the other is a debt to be fulfilled not by individuals but by the multitude, by which not just anyone of the multitude is bound — for there are many things necessary to the multitude, for fulfilling which one does not suffice, but a multitude is needed, of which one does this, but another that. The precept, therefore, given by God to the first humans about eating, when He said, ‘Eat of every tree of Paradise,’ obliges all and each, and ought to be fulfilled by all; for without food no one can preserve life. But the precept given to man about generation, when it was said, ‘Increase and multiply,’ does not regard individual men, but the multitude of men; which it is necessary not only to multiply corporally, but also to grow and advance spiritually. Wherefore it is sufficiently provided for the human multitude, if some give effort to carnal generation, while others, abstaining from this, devote themselves to the contemplation of divine things, for the beauty and salvation of the whole human race. Just as also, in an army, some guard the camp, others bear the standards, some fight with swords: which things, nevertheless, are all debts of the multitude, but cannot be fulfilled by one [man].”8



Ad hunc igitur modum B. Thomas praeceptum illud Dei, Crescite & multiplicamini, interpretandum esse censet.
In this manner, therefore, Blessed Thomas thinks that precept of God, “Increase and multiply,” is to be interpreted.9



But Scotus, in the fourth [book] of the Sentences, distinction 26, interprets that precept in this manner: “The contract of matrimony,” he says, “was instituted [...] [continues]10
SCOTVS autem in quarto Sententiarum, distinctio 26. ad hunc modum interpretatur illud praeceptum: Contractus, inquit, matrimonij institutus [...]



[...Contractus matrimonij] institutus est à Deo ante lapsum, Genes. 2. Hoc nunc os ex ossibus meis; & Genes. 1. Crescite & multiplicamini; & post lapsum Gen. 3. Multiplicabo conceptus tuos & aerúnas, dixit Dominus Euae; & Gen. 9. Crescite & multiplicamini. Et est institutio matrimonij per modú praecepti affirmatiui, quod obligat semper sed non ad semper, sed tempore necessitatis: non tantùm in principio, sed adhuc videtur eodé modo obligare, si paucitas in filiis ex aliqua causa accideret, putà ex bello, peste, vel clade, & huiusmodi. Ita Scotus.
[...The contract of matrimony] was instituted by God before the fall (Genesis 2, ‘This now is bone of my bones’; and Genesis 1, ‘Increase and multiply’), and after the fall (Genesis 3, ‘I will multiply thy conceptions and thy sorrows,’ said the Lord to Eve; and Genesis 9, ‘Increase and multiply’). And it is the institution of matrimony by way of an affirmative precept, which obliges always but not for-always, but in time of necessity: not only in the beginning, but it still seems to oblige in the same way, if a fewness of children should happen from some cause — say, from war, plague, or disaster, and the like.” Thus Scotus.11



Sunt etiam qui putauerunt praeceptum illud fuisse ratum & validum vsque ad Christi aduentú & promulgationem legis Euangelicae: tunc autem perdidisse vim suam, cùm Christus ad Eunuchismum & castrationem propter regnú Coelorum omnes inuitans dixit, Qui potest capere capiat.
There are also those who thought that that precept was firm and valid up to the coming of Christ and the promulgation of the evangelical law; but that it then lost its force, when Christ, inviting all to eunuchism and castration for the sake of the kingdom of Heaven, said, “He who can grasp it, let him grasp it.”12



SANCTVS CHRYSOSTOMVS in libro de Virginitate, cùm multis verbis contendisset probare non futuram in statu innocentiae coniunctionem maris & foeminae ad generationem prolis, sed eam ex peccato extitisse, in 17. capite eius libri dicit illa verba Domini, Crescite & multiplicamini & replete terram, non ad naturae institutionem & statum innocentiae pertinere, sed dicta esse in remedium concupiscentiae iam fluentis post peccatum. Chrysostomo suffragatur Damascenus libro 2. & 4. de fide orthodoxa, dicens propterea factam esse foeminam, quia sciebat Deus futurum esse peccatum, cui obnoxium genus humanum non aliter quàm per maris & foeminae coniunctionem esset generandum. Verùm ex narratione Mosis liquidissimè perspicitur, in statu innocentiae creatum esse marem & foeminam, & mulierem factam esse adiutorium viro, videlicet ad generationem prolis: id quod suprà, cùm explanaremus illa verba, Faciamus ei adiutorium simile sibi, satis argumentati sumus.
St. Chrysostom, in the book On Virginity, when he had contended with many words to prove that in the state of innocence there would not have been a union of male and female for the generation of offspring, but that it arose from sin, says, in the 17th chapter of that book, that those words of the Lord, “Increase and multiply and fill the earth,” do not pertain to the institution of nature and the state of innocence, but were said as a remedy for the concupiscence now flowing after sin. Damascene supports Chrysostom (book 2 and 4 On the Orthodox Faith), saying that the woman was made for this reason, because God knew that sin would be future, to which the human race, being liable, was to be generated in no other way than through the union of male and female. But from the narration of Moses it is most clearly seen that in the state of innocence male and female were created, and the woman was made a helper to the man — namely, for the generation of offspring: which we sufficiently argued above, when we explained those words, “Let us make him a helper like himself.”13



BEATVS AVGVSTINVS in lib. 14. de Ciuitate Dei cap. 21. commemorat opinionem quorundam, verba illa Crescite & multiplicamini spiritualiter tantú interpretantium:
Blessed Augustine, in book 14 On the City of God, chapter 21, records the opinion of certain men who interpret those words, “Increase and multiply,” only spiritually:14



Quidá inquit, illud Crescite & multiplicamini, non secundùm carnalem foecunditatem volunt intelligi: quia & secundùm animam legitur tale aliquid dictum, Multiplicabis in anima mea virtutem: vt id quod in Genesi sequitur, Et implete terram, & dominamini eius, terram intelligant carnem quam praesentia sua implet anima, eiúsque maximè dominatur cùm in virtute multiplicatur. Carnales autem foetus sine libidine, qua post peccatum exorta, inspecta, confusa, & velata est, nec tunc nasci potuisse, sicut neque nunc possunt; nec in Paradiso futuros fuisse, sed foris sicut & factum est: nam posteaquam inde dimissi sunt, ad gignendum filios coierunt, eósque genuerunt.
“Some,” he says, “wish that ‘Increase and multiply’ be understood not according to carnal fecundity: because, according to the soul too, some such thing is read as said, ‘Thou shalt multiply virtue in my soul’; so that what follows in Genesis, ‘And fill the earth, and rule over it,’ they understand the ‘earth’ as the flesh which the soul fills by its presence, and over which it especially rules when it is multiplied in virtue. But carnal offspring, without the lust which arose after sin — looked upon, confounded, and veiled — could neither be born then, just as neither now can they; nor would they have come to be in Paradise, but outside, as also was done: for after they were dismissed thence, they came together to beget children, and begot them.”15



Sic eo loco Augustinus: qui tamen ad hanc ipsam opinionem aliquando adhaesit, vt patet legenti quae ab eo disputantur super illis verbis Crescite & multiplicamini, tum in libro primo de Genesi contra Manichaeos, cap. 19. tum in lib. 13. Confessionum, capite 24. VERVM non in ista sententia perstitit Augustinus: nam eam aliis locis acerrimè oppugnauit. Sanè in lib. 14. de Ciuit. Dei capit. 22. aduersus eam ita disputat: Nos, inquit, nullo modo dubitamus secundùm bene-[dictionem...]
Thus Augustine in that place: who, nevertheless, once adhered to this very opinion, as is clear to one who reads the things disputed by him upon those words, “Increase and multiply,” both in the first book On Genesis against the Manichees, chapter 19, and in book 13 of the Confessions, chapter 24. But Augustine did not persist in that opinion: for he most sharply attacked it in other places. Indeed, in book 14 On the City of God, chapter 22, he disputes against it thus: “We,” he says, “in no way doubt that, according to the bless[ing...] [continues]16



[...Nos nullo modo dubitamus secundùm bene]dictionem Dei crescere & multiplicari & implere terram, donú esse nuptiarum quas Deus ante peccatum hominis ab initio constituit, creando masculum & foeminam: qui sexus euidens vtique in carne est. Huic quippe operi Dei etiam benedictio subiecta est: Nam cùm scriptura dixisset, masculum & foeminam fecit eos, continuò subdidit, Et benedixit eis Deus dicens, Crescite & multiplicamini, & implete terram, & dominamini eius, &c. Quae omnia quanquam non inconuenienter possent etiam ad intellectum spiritualem referri, masculum tamen & foeminam non sicut simile aliquid etiam in homine vno intelligi potest: quia videlicet in eo aliud est quod regit, [aliud quod regitur...]
[...We in no way doubt that, according to the bless]ing of God, to increase and multiply and fill the earth is a gift of the marriage which God instituted from the beginning, before the sin of man, by creating male and female: which sex is certainly evident in the flesh. For to this work of God the blessing too is subjoined: for when Scripture had said, ‘Male and female He made them,’ it immediately subjoined, ‘And God blessed them, saying, Increase and multiply, and fill the earth, and rule over it,’ etc. All which things, although they could not unfittingly be referred also to the spiritual understanding, yet ‘male and female’ cannot be understood as something similar even within one man: because, namely, in him there is one thing that rules, [another that is ruled...] [continues]17



[...aliud quod regitur:] sed sicut euidentissimè apparet in diuersi sexus corporibus, masculum & foeminam ita creatos, vt prolem generando crescerent & multiplicarentur & implerent terram, cui sententiae tam euidenti magna absurditatis est reluctari. Neque enim de spiritu qui imperat & carne quae obtemperat, aut de animo rationali qui regit & irrationali cupiditate quae regitur, aut de virtute contemplatiua qua excellit & de actiua qua subditur, aut de intellectu mentis & sensu corporis, sed apertè de vinculo coniugali quo inuicem sibi vterque sexus obstringitur, Dominus interrogatus vtrum licet quacumque ex causa dimittere vxorem, respondit atque ait, Non legistis, quia qui fecit hominem ab initio, masculum & foeminam fecit eos, & dixit, Propter hoc dimittet homo patrem & matrem, & adhaerebit vxori suae, & erunt duo in carne vna? Itaque iam non sunt duo, sed vna caro: Quod ergo Deus coniunxit, homo non separet. Certum est igitur masculum & foeminam ita primitus institutos vt nunc homines duos diuersi [sexus videmus & nouimus...]
[...another that is ruled:] but as it most evidently appears in the bodies of different sex, that male and female were so created, that, by generating offspring, they might increase and multiply and fill the earth — to which sentence, so evident, it is great absurdity to be reluctant. For it was not about the spirit which commands and the flesh which obeys, nor about the rational mind which rules and the irrational desire which is ruled, nor about the contemplative virtue by which it excels and the active by which it is subjected, nor about the intellect of the mind and the sense of the body, but openly about the conjugal bond by which each sex is mutually bound to the other, that the Lord, being asked whether it is lawful to dismiss a wife for any cause whatever, answered and said: ‘Have you not read, that He who made man from the beginning, made them male and female, and said, For this a man shall leave father and mother, and shall cleave to his wife, and they shall be two in one flesh? Therefore now they are not two, but one flesh: what therefore God has joined, let not man separate.’ It is certain, therefore, that male and female were so instituted at the first, as now we see and know two humans of different [sex...] [continues]18



[...vt nunc homines duos diuersi sexus videmus & nouimus]. Hactenus verba fuere Augustini. HAEC prodita sunt ab iis qui existimarunt illis verbis Crescite & multiplicamini datum esse praeceptum hominibus ineundi coniugia, & dandi operam liberis propter humani generis multiplicationem. Nec tamen doctores isti putarunt eo Dei praecepto omnes homines omníque tempore astrictos teneri, vt falsò dictitant Haeretici. Censent enim illi praeceptum hoc vel nó obligare singulos quósque homines, sed in vniuersum tantummodo ipsam hominum societatem atque communitatem; vel obligasse quidem omnes homines, non tamen semper, sed tandiu quoad multiplicatum esset humanum genus; vel obligasse omnes & semper, verùm nó ad semper (vt loquitur Scotus), sed in casu tantùm necessitatis, cùm scilicet humanú genus propter saeuissimam aliquam pestem aut cladé aliásque calamitates adeo diminutum esset & ad tantam redactum paucitatem, vt nisi per ge-[nerationem...]
[...as now we see and know two humans of different sex.” Thus far were the words of Augustine. These [interpretations] were brought forth by those who thought that by those words, “Increase and multiply,” a precept was given to men of entering marriages and of giving effort to children, for the multiplication of the human race. Nor, however, did those doctors think that by that precept of God all men at every time are held bound, as the Heretics falsely keep saying. For they think this precept either does not oblige individual men, but only the society and community of men in general; or did indeed oblige all men, yet not always, but only so long as until the human race was multiplied; or obliged all and always, yet not for-always (as Scotus speaks), but only in a case of necessity — namely, when the human race, on account of some most savage plague or disaster and other calamities, was so diminished and reduced to such fewness, that unless by ge[neration...] [continues]19



[...vt nisi per generationem prolis quamprimùm succurreretur], timeri posset ne vel simpliciter & in toto orbe, vel certè in aliquo regno aut prouincia penitus interiret; vel denique praeceptú illud habuisse vim obligandi homines vsque ad tempus legis Euangelicae, quo tépore dato à Christo Domino colendi virginitatem & coelibatum consilio, obligatio illius antiqui praecepti soluta & sublata est. Verumtamen, haec respósa non ab Haereticis modo improbátur, sed nec omnibus Catholicis planè satisfaciunt. Certè aduersus ea satis copiosè disputat Michaël Medina [...]
[...that, unless it were succored by the generation of offspring as soon as possible], it could be feared lest either simply and in the whole world, or certainly in some kingdom or province, it should utterly perish; or, finally, that that precept had the force of obliging men up to the time of the evangelical law, at which time, the counsel of cultivating virginity and celibacy being given by Christ the Lord, the obligation of that ancient precept was loosed and removed. But nevertheless, these answers are not only disapproved by the Heretics, but they do not plainly satisfy all Catholics either. Certainly Michael Medina disputes against them copiously enough [...] [continues]20



[...Michaël] Medina, lib. 4. de Sacrorum hominum continentia, in exordio secundae controuersiae, per sex prima capita. DICAMVS igitur nos quod recta ratio similius vero esse suadet, & videtur sacris litteris congruentius: nullum illis Dei verbis Crescite & multiplicamini praeceptum contineri, sed voluisse Deum ea oratione declarare, propterea se cùm creauit hominem fecisse eum marem & foeminam, vt per legitimam eorum coniunctionem humana proles generaretur, & ita genus humanum omni saeculo propagatum perpetuò conseruari posset; quo autem celeriùs & copiosiùs genus humanum multiplicaretur, maximam se vtrique sexui generandi foecunditatem indidisse, idque sua benedictione significasse. Ob id autem imperandi modo dixit Deus Crescite & multiplicamini, vt intelligeretur illum Dei sermonem operatorium esse & efficacem eius quod significatur illis verbis: vt sicut in aliis omnibus, ita & in hoc illud verum fuerit, Dixit & facta sunt.
[...Michael] Medina (book 4 On the Continence of Sacred Men, in the opening of the second controversy, through the first six chapters). Let us therefore say what right reason persuades to be nearer the truth, and what seems more congruous to the sacred letters: that no precept is contained in those words of God, “Increase and multiply,” but that God willed by that speech to declare that He therefore, when He created man, made him male and female, that through their legitimate union human offspring might be generated, and so the human race, propagated in every age, might be perpetually preserved; and that, in order that the human race might be multiplied more quickly and copiously, He implanted the greatest fecundity of generating in each sex, and signified this by His blessing. And for this reason He said, in the manner of commanding, “Increase and multiply,” that it might be understood that that speech of God is operative and efficacious of that which is signified by those words: so that, as in all other things, so in this too that should be true, “He spoke, and they were made.”21



Nullum autem verbis illis subesse Dei praeceptum, tribus hisce argumentis probari potest. Etenim vt Deus dixit hominibus Crescite & multiplicamini, sic quinto die creatis piscibus & auibus similiter benedixit & dixit, Crescite & multiplicamini, & replete aquas maris, auésq́ multiplicentur super terram. Quis autem vsque eò sit amens, vt putet illis verbis datum esse à Deo praeceptum piscibus generandi & multiplicandi genus suum? pisces nempe cùm ratione careant, Dei legis & praecepti minimè sunt capaces. Deinde, quemadmodum dixit Deus Crescite & multiplicamini, ad eundem modum dixit primis hominibus, Replete terram & subiicite eam, Dominamini piscibus maris, & volatilibus coeli, & vniuersis animantibus quae mouentur super terram. Neminem autem crediderim esse vel tam rudem, vel tam opinionis suae tenacem, vt dicat praeceptum homini esse à Deo vt subiiciat sibi terram & dominetur animalibus: cùm per se manifestum sit, illis verbis non aliud significari quàm datum esse homini imperium in animalia, iúsque ea capiendi & possidendi, & ad vsus suos prout libitum fuerit conferendi.
But that no precept of God underlies those words can be proved by these three arguments. For, as God said to men, “Increase and multiply,” so on the fifth day, the fishes and birds having been created, He similarly blessed and said, “Increase and multiply, and fill the waters of the sea, and let the birds be multiplied over the earth.” But who would be so far out of his mind as to think that by those words a precept was given by God to the fishes of generating and multiplying their kind? For the fishes, since they lack reason, are by no means capable of God's law and precept. Next, just as God said, “Increase and multiply,” so in the same manner He said to the first humans, “Fill the earth and subdue it, rule over the fishes of the sea, and the birds of heaven, and all living things that move over the earth.” But I would believe no one to be either so rude, or so tenacious of his opinion, as to say that it is a precept of God to man that he subdue the earth to himself and rule over the animals: since it is of itself manifest that by those words nothing else is signified than that dominion over the animals was given to man, and the right of taking and possessing them, and of applying them to his uses as he pleases.22



Denique, si fuisset illud Dei praeceptum ineundi matrimonium & vacandi prolis generationi, meritò quaerédum esset quo tempore illud praeceptum sit abrogatum: nusquam enim aut in veteri aut in nouo Testamento eius praecepti abrogatio traditur. Non est autem credibile, tam antiquum, tam generale, tam diuturnum Dei praeceptum sine publica auctoritate Ecclesiae vel Synagogae abrogatum iri. De abrogatione Circumcisionis & aliorum Caeremonialium legis Mosaicae multa legimus in Sacris litteris, & in vetustissimis Ecclesiae Conciliis decreta; de antiquatione huius praecepti nihil vspiam in diuinis litteris, aut in oecumenicis Conciliis sancitum & constitutum inuenitur. Verùm de hac quaestione satis in praesens disputatum sit.
Finally, if that had been a precept of God of entering matrimony and of engaging in the generation of offspring, it would deservedly have to be asked at what time that precept was abrogated: for nowhere, either in the Old or in the New Testament, is the abrogation of that precept delivered. But it is not credible that so ancient, so general, so long-lasting a precept of God would be abrogated without the public authority of the Church or of the Synagogue. Concerning the abrogation of Circumcision and of the other ceremonials of the Mosaic law, we read many things decreed in the Sacred letters, and in the most ancient Councils of the Church; concerning the antiquating of this precept, nothing anywhere is found sanctioned and established, either in the divine letters or in the ecumenical Councils. But let this question, for the present, be sufficiently disputed.23



Translator’s notes
	New disputation heading — a polemic against the Reformers, who argued from 'Increase and multiply' (Gen 1:28) that marriage/procreation is commanded of all and thus that vows of celibacy violate God's law. ↩
	Decorated initial 'H.' The Protestant argument: since God commanded 'increase and multiply' (the first/second precept to Adam and all his race), to vow celibacy is to defy God's law — so the Catholic exaltation of virginity over marriage is impious. They preach this to the ignorant and the licentious. Pererius is appalled at calling celibacy a mere human invention displeasing to God. ↩
	Against the Reformers: Christ Himself commends celibacy above marriage (Matt 19:10-12, the 'eunuchs for the kingdom of heaven'), and Paul prefers virginity to marriage (1 Cor 7). ↩
	Pererius' rebuttal: the heretics' proof-text is feeble (Ps 64:7, 'the arrows of little ones'). Two answers to 'Increase and multiply = a precept binding all to marry': (1) grant it is a precept, but deny it binds all men or at all times; (2) deny it is a precept at all. Those taking the first line vary; Cyprian's treatment follows. Marginal glosses: 'Psal. 63.'; 'Responsio ad argumentum haereticorum.'; 'Prima interpretatio.' Page breaks at catchword 'ctatu' (Tractatu). RESUME PDF 543 with '...B. Cyprianus Tracta[tu]...'. ↩
	First interpretation (Cyprian, de Habitu virginum, with other Fathers): the command bound only until the race was multiplied; thereafter continence is honored ('eunuchs for the kingdom'). The same Cyprian passage was quoted earlier (printed p.463). ↩
	Peter Lombard (Sentences IV d.26) agrees: the precept bound the first humans (and Noah's sons after the flood) until the race was multiplied; thereafter marriage is by indulgence (permission), not command. Marginal gloss: 'Genes. 9.' ↩
	Second interpretation (Aquinas, ST II-II q.152 a.2 ad 1): the precept binds the community, not each individual — so it suffices that some fulfill it. Introduces the Aquinas quotation. Marginal gloss: 'Secunda expositio S. Thom.' ↩
	Aquinas block-quote: precepts are 'debts' of two kinds — individual (eating: all must, none omit without sin) and communal ('increase and multiply': owed by the multitude, fulfilled if some marry while others embrace contemplation) — like the different roles in an army. ↩
	Closing Aquinas' interpretation: the command is a communal debt, satisfied by the married while leaving celibacy open to others. ↩
	Third interpretation (Scotus, Sent. IV d.26) — begins (continues on the next page). Marginal gloss: 'Tertia expositio Scoti.' Page breaks at catchword 'instituus' (institutus). ↩
	Scotus block-quote: marriage was instituted before and after the fall; 'increase and multiply' is an affirmative precept that 'obliges always but not for-always' — binding only in times of necessity (war, plague, depopulation). Marginal gloss: 'Quarta expositio' (begins beside the next view). ↩
	Fourth interpretation: the precept was valid only until Christ, who released it by commending celibacy (Matt 19:12). Marginal gloss: 'Quarta expositio.' ↩
	Fifth view (Chrysostom, de Virginitate 17; Damascene): the male–female union and 'increase and multiply' belong to fallen nature, not innocence. Pererius rejects it: Moses shows the sexes and the woman-as-helper (for generation) instituted in innocence. Marginal gloss: 'Quinta expositio.' ↩
	Augustine reports (de Civ. Dei 14.21) an opinion reading 'increase and multiply' allegorically — introduces the quotation. Marginal gloss: 'B. Augustini sententia.' ↩
	The allegorizers' view (Augustine, de Civ. Dei 14.21, quoting it): 'increase and multiply' = multiply virtue in the soul (Ps 138:3); 'earth' = the flesh ruled by the soul; carnal offspring (with post-sin lust) could not have been born in Paradise, only outside, after the expulsion. Marginal gloss: 'Psalm. 137.' ↩
	Augustine himself once held the allegorical reading (de Gen. c. Manich. 1.19; Conf. 13.24) but later repudiated it sharply (de Civ. Dei 14.22) — beginning the recantation, which continues on the next page. Page breaks at catchword 'bene[dictionem].' ↩
	Augustine block-quote (de Civ. Dei 14.22): 'increase and multiply' is the gift of marriage, instituted before sin in the creation of the two sexes — a bodily distinction; 'male and female' cannot be allegorized into faculties within one man. ↩
	Augustine continues: the male/female of Gen 1:27-28 is literal, not allegorical — confirmed by Christ's own literal use of it (Matt 19:4-6) on the indissoluble marriage bond. ↩
	End of the Augustine quote. Pererius now sums up the 'first answer' camp: those who grant 'increase and multiply' is a precept all deny it binds every individual always (against the heretics) — variously: it binds only the community; or all but only till the race was multiplied; or all but only in cases of grave necessity (Scotus). ↩
	The remaining views: the precept bound in depopulation-emergencies (lest the race perish), or only until the Gospel (when Christ's counsel of celibacy released it). But these answers satisfy neither the heretics nor all Catholics — Medina argues against them. Page breaks at catchword 'Medina.' ↩
	Pererius' own preferred answer (the 'second response,' with Michael Medina): the words contain NO precept at all. They declare that God made the two sexes for propagation and implanted fecundity (the 'blessing'); the imperative form marks God's word as efficacious ('He spoke and they were made,' Ps 148:5). Marginal gloss: 'In illis verbis, Crescite & multiplicamini, nullum contineri praeceptum.' ↩
	First two of three arguments that 'increase and multiply' is no precept: (1) the same words were said to the fish and birds (Gen 1:22), who, lacking reason, cannot be bound by a precept; (2) 'subdue the earth and rule the animals' (Gen 1:28) is plainly a grant of dominion, not a command — so neither is 'increase and multiply.' Marginal gloss: 'Psal. 148.' ↩
	Third argument: if it were a precept, its abrogation would be recorded somewhere (as the abrogation of Circumcision and the Mosaic ceremonies is) — but no such repeal appears in Scripture or the Councils; so it was never a binding precept. This closes the disputation against the Reformers. Catchword 'Dixit' (signature SS) opens the next lemma. RESUME PDF 547 with 'Dixit...' (Gen 1:29). ↩




And God said, Behold, I have given you every herb bearing seed upon the earth, and all the trees which have in themselves the seed of their own kind, that they may be to …

LatineEnglish


Dixítque Deus, Ecce dedi vobis omnem herbam afferentem semen super terram, & vniuersa ligna quae habent in semetipsis sementem generis sui, vt sint vobis in escam, & cunctis animantibus terrae, omniáque volucri Coeli, & vniuersis quae mouentur in terra, & in quibus est anima viuens, vt habeant ad vescendum. GEN. C. 1. VERS. 29.
And God said, Behold, I have given you every herb bearing seed upon the earth, and all the trees which have in themselves the seed of their own kind, that they may be to you for food, and to all the living things of the earth, and to every bird of Heaven, and to all that move upon the earth, and in which there is a living soul, that they may have to feed upon. GENESIS CH. 1, VERSE 29.1



Translator’s notes
	Lemma (Gen 1:29), the grant of the plants for food to man and the animals. ↩




And it was so done

LatineEnglish


And it was so done.1
Et factum est ita.



ILLVD, Ecce dedi vobis, emphasim habet: significat enim quantam Deus prouidentiam & curam gesserit hominis, cui scilicet à se creato protinus omnia quae necessaria vel opportuna ei erant, non ad viuendú modò, sed etiam ad commodè beatéque viuendum largissimè prospexerit & donauerit: nimirum ad conseruationem humanae speciei & hominum generationem, vtrumque sexum maxima cum foecunditate hominis naturae inseruit; ad hominis habitationem, amoenissimum paradisi domicilium assignauit; denique ad victum eius, saluberrimorum & suauissimorum ciborum copiam ex herbis & arboribus paradisi exhibuit. Vt verissimè liceat dicere, ita Deum tractasse hominem, vt parens vnigenum summéque dilectum filium [tractare solet...]
That, “Behold, I have given you,” has emphasis: for it signifies how great a providence and care God bore for man, for whom, namely, as soon as he was created by Him, He most amply provided and gave all the things that were necessary or opportune for him — not only for living, but even for living comfortably and happily: namely, for the conservation of the human species and the generation of men, He sowed both sexes, with the greatest fecundity, into the nature of man; for man's dwelling, He assigned the most pleasant domicile of paradise; finally, for his food, He furnished an abundance of the most healthful and sweetest foods from the herbs and trees of paradise. So that it may most truly be said that God treated man as a parent is wont to treat an only-begotten and most beloved son.2



[...parens vnigenum summéque dilectum filium tractare solet]. Quoniam autem plurali numero dixit Deus, Ecce dedi vobis (haud dubie significans Adam & Euam, quibus haec verba dixit), optima fit coniectura haec verba dicta esse in paradiso, in quo Eua creata est, nec inde prius exiuit quàm est à Deo propter peccatum eiecta. Quocirca videntur nonnullis haec verba iungenda cum verbis illis quae sunt in capite sequenti, Ex omni ligno paradisi comede; de ligno autem scientiae boni & mali ne comedas: quasi vna fuerit Dei oratio, haec & illa verba eius simul comprehendens. Et huius sententiae fuit Rupertus, vt manifestum sit lectori quae ab eo scripta sunt in lib. 2. cap. 10. & cap. 32. de Trinitate & eius Operibus, diligenter & attentè legenti.
[...as a parent is wont to treat an only-begotten and most beloved son]. But since God said in the plural number, “Behold, I have given you” (doubtless signifying Adam and Eve, to whom He spoke these words), the best conjecture is that these words were said in paradise, in which Eve was created, and from which she did not depart before she was cast out by God on account of sin. Wherefore these words seem to some to be joined with those words which are in the following chapter, “Eat of every tree of paradise; but of the tree of the knowledge of good and evil eat not”: as if it were one speech of God, comprehending both these and those words of His at once. And of this opinion was Rupert, as is manifest to the reader who reads diligently and attentively what was written by him in book 2, chapter 10, and chapter 32, On the Trinity and its Works.3



DILIGENTER consideranda & perpendenda sunt illa verba, Omnem herbam & vniuersa ligna, vt sint vobis in escam. Hinc apparet arbores fuisse in exordio mundi creatas à Deo in perfecto statu, id est cum fructibus iam maturis, videlicet vt homini quem Deus perfecta aetate, ob idque solido cibo indigentem creauerat, statim & abundè victum suppeditare possent. Hinc quoque licet intelligere quanta in statu innocentiae futura esset hominum in victu simplicitas atque frugalitas, vt tá multa & varia quae deinceps in cibo & potu curiosè quaesita & solerter reperta sunt, vel infirmitas vel intemperantia hominú adinuenerit. Quin ea frugalitas vsque ad diluuium, per annos nempè 1656. constanter seruata & religiosè culta est. Ad [hoc...]
Those words are to be diligently considered and weighed: “Every herb and all the trees, that they may be to you for food.” Hence it appears that the trees were created by God at the beginning of the world in a perfect state — that is, with fruits already mature — namely, that they might immediately and abundantly supply food to man, whom God had created at a perfect age, and therefore needing solid food. Hence too it may be understood how great, in the state of innocence, would have been men's simplicity and frugality in diet, so that all the many and various things which were afterward curiously sought and cleverly found in food and drink, either men's infirmity or intemperance invented. Indeed that frugality, right up to the flood — namely, through 1656 years — was constantly kept and religiously cultivated. To [this...] [continues]4



[...Ad] hoc tempus respexisse videntur poëtae, cùm aureum illud suum saeculum describentes, similem in eo fuisse victus tenuitatem & simplicitatem elegantissimis versibus cecinerunt, quorum nonnullos ex tribus Poëtis expromptos hic adscribam.
[...To] this time the poets seem to have looked back, when, describing that golden age of theirs, they sang in most elegant verses that there was in it a similar thinness and simplicity of diet — some of which, drawn from three Poets, I shall here set down.5



Boethius lib. 2. de Consolatione Philosophica, metro 5. hos versus edidit: Felix nimium prior aetas, / Contenta fidelibus aruis, / Nec inerti perdita luxu, / Facilíque sera solebat / Ieiunia soluere glande, / ... / Bacchica munera nec norat / Liquido confundere melle. / ... / Vtinam modò nostra redirent / In mores tempora priscos.
Boethius, in book 2 of the Consolation of Philosophy, meter 5, put forth these verses: “Too happy the former age, / content with the faithful fields, / and not ruined by slothful luxury, / which was wont with the easy acorn / to break its late-day fasts; / ... / nor did it know to mingle / the gifts of Bacchus with clear honey; / ... / Would that now our times might return / to the manners of the men of old!”6



Nec sententia, nec elegantia dissimilia sunt Ouidij carmina in libro primo Metamorphoseos: Contenti cibis nullo cogente creatis, / Arbuteos foetus, montanaque fraga legebant, / Cornaque & in duris haerentia mora rubetis, / Et quae deciderant patula Iouis arbore glandes.
Neither in sentiment nor in elegance unlike are the verses of Ovid in the first book of the Metamorphoses: “Content with foods produced by no one's compulsion, / they gathered the arbute fruits and the mountain strawberries, / and the cornel-cherries and the blackberries clinging on rough brambles, / and the acorns which had fallen from the spreading tree of Jove.”7



Similem sententiam Lucanus, libro quarto argutissimis simul & venustissimis versibus expressit: O prodiga rerum / Luxuries, nunquam paruo contenta paratis: / Et quaesitorum terra pelagoque ciborum / Ambitiosa fames, & lautae gloria mensae, / Discite quàm paruo liceat producere vitam. / Non auro myrrhaque bibunt, sed gurgite puro / Vita redit: satis est populis fluuiúsque Cerésque.
A similar sentiment Lucan expressed, in the fourth book, in verses at once most pointed and most charming: “O luxury, prodigal of things, / never content with what is got at little cost; / and ambitious hunger for foods sought on land and sea, / and the glory of a sumptuous table — / learn with how little life may be prolonged! / They drink not with gold and myrrh, but by a pure stream / life is restored: for the peoples the river and Ceres [grain] suffice.”8



ISIDORVS libro 17. Etymologiarum, capit. 7. vbi de nominibus arborum agit, Ilex, inquit, ab electione dicta est: huius enim arboris fructum homines primùm ad victum sibi elegerunt. Vnde & Poeta, Mortales primi ructabant gutture glandem. NAMQVE glandes & castaneae solidum admodum praebent alimentum, & quandam habent cum pane conuenientiam: quin ex his nonnullae gentes panem sibi ad quotidianum cibum conficiunt.
Isidore, in book 17 of the Etymologies, chapter 7, where he treats the names of trees, says: “The holm-oak (Ilex) is named from ‘election’ (choosing): for the fruit of this tree men first chose for their food.” Whence also the Poet: “The first mortals belched up the acorn from their throat.” For acorns and chestnuts furnish a quite solid nourishment, and have a certain agreement with bread; indeed, from these some nations make bread for themselves as their daily food.9



BEDA in Hexameron, quia hoc loco dicitur Deum homini omnem herbam omnésque arbores in cibum assignasse, argumentatur ante peccatum hominis nullam fuisse herbam vel arborem infructiferam aut inutilem homini ad cibum, nedum noxiam; alioquin non omnem herbam omnémque arborem dedisset homini Deus ad cibum. Sic autem scribit Beda: Iam hinc patet, quòd ante reatum hominis nil noxium terra protulit, nullam herbam venenatam, nullam arborem sterilem, cùm manifestè dictum sit quòd omnis herba & vniuersa ligna data sint hominibus ac volatilibus, terra quoque animantibus cunctis in escam. Verùm BEDAE nec probabilis sententia est, nec firma ratio. Etenim quàm multae sunt species pulcherrima-[rum...]
Bede, in the Hexameron, because in this place it is said that God assigned every herb and all trees to man for food, argues that before man's sin there was no herb or tree unfruitful or useless to man for food, much less harmful; otherwise God would not have given every herb and every tree to man for food. Bede writes thus: “Hence now it is clear that before man's guilt the earth brought forth nothing harmful — no poisonous herb, no sterile tree — since it is manifestly said that every herb and all the trees were given to men and to the birds, and to all the land-animals too, for food.” But Bede's opinion is neither probable, nor his reasoning firm. For how many are the species of most beautiful [trees...] [continues]10



[...Etenim quàm multae sunt species pulcherrima]rum arborum quae vel nullum ferunt fructum, vel certè ad victum hominis minimè accommodatum? quas profectò credibile non est aut defuisse in exordio mundi, aut ex frugiferis & homini ad cibum vtilibus propter peccatum hominis in contrariam naturam esse mutatas. Peccatum enim ne in ipso quidem homine qui peccauit, quae erant ei naturalia vlla ex parte mutauit: quanto igitur minus in stirpibus, quas peccatum hominis nequaquam attigit? Dicet aliquis Bedam locutum esse de solis paradisi herbis & arboribus. Sed neque hoc sententiam Bedae adiuuat. Siquidem Ezechiel capite 31. inter arbores quae [erant in Paradiso...]
[...For how many are the species of most beautiful] trees which either bear no fruit, or certainly one not at all suited to man's food? — which it is surely not credible either to have been lacking at the beginning of the world, or to have been changed, from fruit-bearing and useful for man's food, into a contrary nature on account of man's sin. For sin did not, even in the very man who sinned, change in any part the things that were natural to him: how much less, then, in plants, which man's sin in no way touched? Someone will say that Bede spoke of the herbs and trees of paradise alone. But neither does this help Bede's opinion. For Ezekiel, chapter 31, among the trees which [were in Paradise...] [continues]11



[...inter arbores quae erant in Paradiso], commemorat platanum, abietem & cedros, quas constat natura sua non esse humano victui conuenientes: Cedri, ait Ezechiel, non fuerunt altiores illo in paradiso Dei, abietes non adaequauerunt summitatem eius, & Platani non fuerunt aequales frondibus illius: omne lignum paradisi Dei non est assimilatum illi, & pulchritudini eius. Est autem infirma Bedae argumentatio. Illud enim, Omnem herbá & omnia ligna dedi vobis in escam, hoc nimirum significat, nihil fuisse de herbis & arboribus specialiter eis interdictum (vnam excipio arborem scientiae boni & mali), sed factam esse eis potestatem & copiam edendi quodque sibi deligerent ipsi in cibum. Scientiam autem internoscendi stirpes quae cibo hominis conueniebant ab his quae erant aliena, acceperat Adam à Deo, eámque posteris suis ipse tradidisset: cuius loco in brutis animantibus est naturalis quidam instinctus, quo velut magistro ducéque conuenientia naturae suae [persequuntur...]
[...among the trees which were in Paradise], he mentions the plane-tree, the fir, and the cedars, which it is agreed are by their nature not suitable for human food: “The cedars,” says Ezekiel, “were not higher than it in the paradise of God, the firs did not equal its top, and the planes were not equal to its foliage: no tree of the paradise of God was likened to it, and to its beauty.” But Bede's argumentation is weak. For that, “Every herb and all the trees I have given you for food,” signifies this: that nothing of herbs and trees was specially forbidden to them (the one tree of the knowledge of good and evil I except), but that the power and abundance was given them of eating whatever they should choose for themselves for food. But the knowledge of distinguishing the plants that were suitable for man's food from those that were foreign [to it], Adam had received from God, and would himself have handed down to his posterity: in place of which, in the brute animals, there is a certain natural instinct, by which, as by a teacher and guide, they pursue the things suitable to their nature [...] [continues]12



[...conuenientia naturae suae persequuntur], fugiúntque contraria. Vel illud, Omnem herbam & omnem arborem, intelligi debet non simpliciter & absolutè, sed cum adiunctione, scilicet humano victui conuenientem: ad eum nempe modum quo interpretamur illud Pauli 1. ad Timotheum 4. Omnis creatura Dei bona est, & nihil reiiciendú quod cum gratiarum actione percipitur; intelligimus enim omnem creaturá Dei bonam esse quae ad cibú hominis pertinet, nam id agit & vrget eo loco Paulus. Sanè, cum Moses dixit capite secundo Deum in Paradiso produxisse omne lignum pulchrum visu & ad vescendum suaue, non obscurè indicauit etiam arborum quae erant in paradiso alias fuisse speciosas & pulchras ad aspectum, alias verò iucundas & suaues ad vescendum.
[...they pursue the things suitable to their nature], and flee the contrary. Or that, “Every herb and every tree,” ought to be understood not simply and absolutely, but with an addition — namely, [every herb and tree] suitable for human food: in that manner, indeed, by which we interpret that of Paul (1 Timothy 4), “Every creature of God is good, and nothing to be rejected which is received with thanksgiving”; for we understand every creature of God to be good which pertains to man's food, for that is what Paul there urges. Indeed, when Moses said, in the second chapter, that God produced in Paradise every tree beautiful to the sight and sweet for eating, he indicated not obscurely that, of the trees which were in paradise, some were comely and beautiful to look at, but others pleasant and sweet for eating.13



Translator’s notes
	Sub-lemma (Gen 1:30b). ↩
	Decorated initial 'I.' 'Behold, I have given you' is emphatic of God's fatherly providence — both sexes for generation, paradise for dwelling, wholesome foods for nourishment; God treated man like a parent his only beloved son. ↩
	The plural 'you' (Adam and Eve) implies the words were spoken in paradise; some (Rupert, de Trin. 2.10, 32) join them with the food-precept and prohibition of Gen 2. ↩
	'Every herb and tree for food' shows the trees were created already bearing mature fruit (for full-grown man, who needs solid food). Hence the great dietary simplicity of innocence — later culinary refinements being inventions of weakness or excess; this frugality endured to the flood (1656 years). Marginal glosses: 'Creatas esse arbores cum fructibus maturis.'; 'Quanta fuerit à principio hominum frugalitas.' ↩
	Pererius likens primeval frugality to the poets' 'golden age'; he will cite Boethius, Ovid, and Lucan. ↩
	Boethius block-quote (Cons. Phil. II m.5): the 'former age' lived on acorns, knew no wine-and-honey luxury — a wish for the return of ancient simplicity. ↩
	Ovid block-quote (Metamorphoses I.103-106): the men of the Golden Age fed on wild fruits, berries, and acorns. ↩
	Lucan block-quote (Pharsalia IV.373-381, abridged): a rebuke of culinary luxury — life needs only water and grain. ↩
	Isidore (Etym. 17.7.38): Ilex from electio (men first chose its fruit); with a verse on acorn-eating. Acorns and chestnuts are solid, bread-like food (some peoples make bread from them). ↩
	Bede (Hexameron) argues that before the Fall no plant was unfruitful, useless, or harmful to man. Pererius rejects this as improbable (refutation continues on the next page). Marginal glosses: 'Beda putauit, ante peccatum omnes plantas fuisse frugiferas, nullamque noxiam homini.'; 'Refellitur Beda.' ↩
	Refutation of Bede: many fine trees bear no edible fruit, and were neither absent at creation nor transformed by sin (sin changed nothing natural even in the sinner, much less in plants). Marginal gloss: 'Etiam in paradiso fuisse arbores cibo hominis minimè conuenientes.' ↩
	Ezekiel 31 names the plane, fir, and cedars in Paradise — inedible trees. So 'every tree for food' means only that nothing was forbidden (except the tree of knowledge), the power of choosing being given; Adam had God-given knowledge of which plants suited food (animals have instead a natural instinct). Marginal gloss: 'Soluitur ratio Bedae.' ↩
	Alternatively, 'every herb and tree' is to be read 'every one suitable for food' (as with 1 Tim 4:4, 'every creature of God is good'). Gen 2:9 ('every tree beautiful to sight and sweet for food') already distinguishes ornamental from edible trees in paradise. ↩




A DISPUTATION. Whether, in the state of innocence, the eating of flesh-meats would have been in use among men

LatineEnglish


A DISPUTATION. Whether, in the state of innocence, the eating of flesh-meats would have been in use among men.1
DISPVTATIO. An in statu innocentiae fuisset in vsu hominibus carnium esus.



EX HAC Domini sententia, qua ipse victum homini ante peccatum assignauit ex herbis & arboribus, nullum de carnium esu verbum faciens, rectè Patres & Theologi intelligendum esse censuerunt victum hominis in statu innocentiae ex solis herbis & arborum [fructibus...]
From this sentence of the Lord, by which He Himself assigned man's food, before sin, from herbs and trees, making no word of the eating of flesh-meats, the Fathers and Theologians rightly judged that it must be understood that man's food in the state of innocence [would consist] of herbs and the [fruits] of trees alone [...] [continues]2



[...ex solis herbis & arborum] fructibus futurum, nec vllum fore vsum animalium homini in cibú. Id enim colligitur euidenter ex hoc loco: Deus enim designans ea vnde cibum capturus erat homo, herbas tantùm & arbores nominauit, de esu animalium nihil dixit: at si eo tempore vesci animalibus licuisset homini, cú is cibus futurus esset principalis humani victus pars, non eum Dominus tacuisset. Sed cur in eo statu non licuisset homini vesci carnibus? in promptu causa est. Cum victus ex herbis & fructibus arborum praesertim Paradisi sufficeret alendo homini, essétque saluberrimus & suauissimus, superuacaneus fuisset ei cibus [ex carnibus...]
[...of herbs and the] fruits of trees alone, nor would there be any use of animals as food for man. For this is evidently gathered from this place: for God, designating those things whence man was to take his food, named only herbs and trees, and said nothing of the eating of animals; but if at that time it had been lawful for man to feed on animals, since that food would be the principal part of human diet, the Lord would not have been silent about it. But why, in that state, would it not have been lawful for man to feed on flesh-meats? The cause is at hand. Since food from herbs and the fruits of trees — especially of Paradise — sufficed to nourish man, and was most healthful and sweet, food [from the flesh...] [continues]3



[...superuacaneus fuisset ei cibus ex carnibus] animalium, non erat autem conueniens, propter solam gulae delectationem, hominem in eo statu in quo nihil praeter rationem rectam agere debebat, carnibus animalium ad cibum vti velle. Adiice, quòd victus ex his quae terra gignebat magis erat naturalis, simplex, facilísque, ac sine vllo hominis labore & cura parabilis: cibus autem ex animalium carnibus non sine magno negocio comparari potuisset; multis enim opus est ad conficiendum homini cibum ex animalibus. Id autem valdè auocasset hominem à contemplatione rerum naturalium & coelestium, & à studio & exercitatione conquirendi scientiam, quae praecipua fuisset in eo statu hominis cura & occupatio, sicut Damascenus scribit in lib. 2. de Fide orthodoxa cap. vltimo:
[...food from the flesh] of animals would have been superfluous for him; nor was it fitting, for the sake of mere delight of the gullet, that man, in that state in which he ought to do nothing beyond right reason, should want to use animal flesh for food. Add that food from the things which the earth produced was more natural, simple, and easy, and procurable without any labor and care of man's; but food from the flesh of animals could not have been procured without great trouble — for many things are needed to prepare food for man from animals. And this would have greatly called man away from the contemplation of natural and heavenly things, and from the study and exercise of acquiring knowledge, which would have been man's chief care and occupation in that state — as Damascene writes in book 2 On the Orthodox Faith, the last chapter:4



Homo, inquit, ante peccatum in terris corpore degens, animo cum Angelis diuersabatur in diuina operibus intelligentia, talibúsque studiis innutriebatur: ad solum conditoré per creaturas eius assurgens, eúmque contemplans, in cuius dilectione & contemplatione increbili voluptate perfungebatur atque laetabatur.
“Man,” he says, “before sin, dwelling on the earth in body, conversed in mind with the Angels in the understanding of the divine works, and was nourished by such studies: rising up to the Creator alone through His creatures, and contemplating Him — in whose love and contemplation he enjoyed and rejoiced with incredible pleasure.”5



SED quispiam fortasse nobis obiiciat, Deum homini dedisse absolutum imperium in animalia, ergo potuisset eis arbitrio suo etiam in cibum vti. Verùm huic respondendum est, datum esse homini imperium in animalia, absolutum quidem quantùm ad ius & potestatem, quantùm verò ad vsum, cùm hac vna exceptione, scilicet non vtendi eis ad cibum: id enim & recta ratio conueniens ei statui esse demonstrabat, & Deus ita fieri volebat. Sicut etiam nos tempore Quadragesimae nihilo minus quàm antea ius & imperium habemus in gallinas, anseres, palumbes, aliáque animalia quae possidemus, quorum tamen esu id temporis interdictum nobis est.
But someone may perhaps object to us that God gave man absolute dominion over the animals, therefore he could, at his own discretion, use them even for food. But to this it must be answered that dominion over the animals was given to man — absolute, indeed, as to right and power, but as to use, with this one exception, namely, that of not using them for food: for this both right reason demonstrated to be suitable to that state, and God willed it so to be. Just as we too, in the time of Lent, have no less than before the right and dominion over hens, geese, doves, and the other animals which we possess, of which, nevertheless, the eating is at that time forbidden us.6



Non eo inficias quin homo in statu innocentiae plerúmque occisurus fuerit animalia, non tamen ad esum, sed vel in venatione honestae oblectationis causa (licèt Basilius in Homilia 11. in Genesim contrà sensisse videatur), vel ad pernoscendas interiores & obstrusas eorum corporis partes, quarum aspectum & notitiam scientia Anatomiae nobis nunc exhibet: vel ad capienda varia experimenta earum rerum quae ad sciendam vim & naturam animalium cognoscere necesse est. Quin ego arbitror fore vt in statu innocentiae omnes artes liberales colerentur & exercerentur: illas dico artes quae declarant solertiam humani ingenij, & ingenuam habent delectationem; praebendísque variis experimentis ad comparandas rerum naturalium doctrinas plu-[rimum...]
I do not thereby deny that man, in the state of innocence, would often have killed animals — not, however, for eating, but either in hunting for the sake of honest recreation (although Basil, in Homily 11 on Genesis, seems to have thought the contrary), or for thoroughly examining the inner and hidden parts of their body, the sight and knowledge of which the science of Anatomy now exhibits to us; or for taking various experiments of those things which it is necessary to know in order to understand the force and nature of animals. Indeed, I think it would come to pass that in the state of innocence all the liberal arts would be cultivated and exercised — I mean those arts which declare the skill of human talent, and have a genuine delight — and, by furnishing various experiments, would contribute very [much] to the acquiring of the doctrines of natural things [...] [continues]7



[...doctrinas plu]rimùm conferunt adiumenti: denique quas artes etiá Reges colere & tractare decorum & honestú ducitur. In hoc genere in primis posuerim agriculturá, tú musicam, arté item nauigádi, pingédi, architectádi, & variis rerú naturis artificiosè miscédis téperandisque, nouas & egregias hominíque ad varios vsus cómodissimas rerú species producendi.
[...to the doctrines they] contribute very much help: in short, those arts which even Kings deem it becoming and honorable to cultivate and practice. In this class I would place first agriculture, then music, the art likewise of navigating, of painting, of building, and of artfully mixing and tempering the various natures of things, and of producing new and excellent kinds of things most convenient for men's various uses.8



SED cur, vt certum homini cibum praescripsit, Deus non itidem certum eidem potum praestituit? An quia in cibo magna erat varietas, & eorum quae terra nascuntur & animalium? vtrumque enim, nisi vetuisset Deus, ad victum hominis adscisci potuisset: quoniam autem Deus in eo statu carnibus animalium hominem vesci noluit, assignandus ab eo fuit homini certus ex herbis & fructibus arborum quo vteretur cibus. In potu autem nulla erat varietas: solius enim aquae potus id temporis homini suppetebat, qui propter excellentem aquarum bonitaté, maximamque humani corporis sanitatem atque firmitaté, iucundissimus simul & saluberrimus fuisset. Vinum autem tunc nullum erat: nam licèt fuissent vites, non tamen ad potum vini, sed ad esum vuarum, & quia tunc vino non erat opus, abundè sufficientibus aquis humano potui, propterea nulla homines bibendi vini incessisset cupido.
But why, just as God prescribed a certain food for man, did He not likewise appoint a certain drink for the same? Was it because in food there was great variety — both of the things that are born from the earth and of animals? For both, unless God had forbidden it, could have been admitted to man's diet; but since God, in that state, did not will man to feed on the flesh of animals, a certain food, from herbs and the fruits of trees, had to be assigned him by God which he should use. But in drink there was no variety: for the drink of water alone was available to man at that time — which, on account of the excellent goodness of the waters, and the greatest health and firmness of the human body, would have been at once most pleasant and most healthful. But there was then no wine: for although there were vines, yet [they were] not for the drinking of wine, but for the eating of grapes; and because there was then no need of wine, the waters abundantly sufficing for human drink, therefore no desire of drinking wine would have come upon men.9



Ante diluuium autem non fuisse in vsu vinum, saltem apud bonos & pios viros, valdè probabilis fit coniectura ex ebrietate quae contigit Noë. Is enim post diluuium & deterioribus factis aquis, & admodum infirmato humani corporis temperamento, diuino istinctu intelligens vtiliorem fore homini potum vini, coepit serere vites, vinúmque conficere: cuius potu turpissima correptus est ebrietate, in quam ille non ex intemperantia lapsus est, sed ex ignorantia virtutis & potentiae vini: cuius eum vis minimè latuisset, si potus eius ante diluuium fuisset in vsu, quippe qui sexcentos annos ante diluuium vixisset.
That before the flood wine was not in use, at least among good and pious men, becomes a very probable conjecture from the drunkenness which befell Noah. For he, after the flood — both the waters having been made worse, and the temperament of the human body much weakened — understanding by a divine instinct that the drink of wine would be more useful for man, began to sow vines and to make wine: by the drinking of which he was seized by a most base drunkenness, into which he fell not from intemperance, but from ignorance of the virtue and power of wine — whose force would by no means have been hidden from him, if its drinking had been in use before the flood, since he had lived six hundred years before the flood.10



Translator’s notes
	New disputation heading — on whether man would have eaten meat in the state of innocence. ↩
	Decorated initial 'E.' The Fathers and Theologians infer from God's silence about meat (Gen 1:29) that innocent man's diet was wholly vegetarian. Page breaks at catchword 'fructibus.' ↩
	Man's innocent diet was wholly plant-based: God named only herbs and trees, and would not have omitted meat had it been a principal food. The reason follows: paradise's fruit sufficed, so meat was superfluous... ↩
	Reasons against innocent meat-eating: it would be superfluous and mere gluttony; plant-food is more natural and effortless, whereas preparing meat takes great labor, distracting man from his chief occupation — contemplation and knowledge. Introduces Damascene. ↩
	Damascene block-quote (de Fide orth. 2, last ch.): before sin man lived bodily on earth but conversed in mind with the angels, rising through creatures to the Creator, delighting in His contemplation. ↩
	Objection (dominion over animals → freedom to eat them) answered: the dominion was absolute in right but limited in use (no eating) by right reason and God's will — as in Lent we own animals we may not then eat. ↩
	Innocent man would still kill animals — not to eat, but for honest hunting (against Basil, Hom. 11), for anatomical study, or for natural-science experiments. Pererius adds that all the liberal arts would have been cultivated in innocence. Marginal gloss: 'In statu innocentiae futurus erat vsus artium liberalium.' Page breaks at catchword 'rimum' (plurimum, signature SS 3). RESUME PDF 551 with '...doctrinas plu[rimum]...'. ↩
	Concluding the liberal arts of innocence: agriculture, music, navigation, painting, architecture, and the productive/chemical arts — pursuits worthy even of kings. ↩
	Why God prescribed a food but no drink: food had variety (and meat had to be excluded), but drink had none — only water, which alone was wholesome. No wine then: vines bore grapes to eat, not wine, water being enough. Marginal gloss: 'Cur Deus primis hominibus nó praescripsit potum, sicut cibum ... assignauit.' ↩
	That wine was unknown before the Flood is argued from Noah's drunkenness (Gen 9): he, who had lived 600 years pre-Flood, fell not from intemperance but from ignorance of wine's power — which he could not have lacked had wine been in use. Marginal glosses: 'Potus vini nec fuisset in statu innocentiae, nec fuit in vsu ante diluuium.'; 'De ebrietate Noë Genes. 9.' ↩




That they may be to you for food, and to all the living things of the earth, and to every bird of heaven, and to all that move upon the earth, and in which there is a …

LatineEnglish


That they may be to you for food, and to all the living things of the earth, and to every bird of heaven, and to all that move upon the earth, and in which there is a living soul, that they may have to feed upon. GENESIS 1, VERSE 29.1
Vt sint vobis in escam, & cunctis animantibus terrae, omníque volucri coeli, & vniuersis quae mouentur in terra, & in quibus est anima viuens, vt habeant ad vescendum. GEN. 1. VERS. 29.



ADMIRABILEM diuinae prouidétiae munificentiam, cunctas animantes etiam minimas atque vilissimas, cuiusmodi sunt quae ad saxa adhaerétes immotae nutriútur, solo tactus sensu notabiles, quas Rupertus designatas putat à Mose illis verbis, Et in quibus est anima viuens: etiá has, inquá, vilissimas animantes sua cura & benignitate amplectétis. Nó enim sat fuit Deo victú assignasse Domino, id est, homini, nisi etiá seruis & mancipiis eius, id est, animalibus quae hominú seruituti addixerat, cibú abundè cópararet. Hanc Dei prouidentiá ad omnia pertinentem & permeanté admirans & praedicans Dauid Psal. 103. Omnia, inquit, à te expectant, vt des illis escam in tempore, dante te illis colligens: aperiente [te manum tuam...]
The admirable munificence of divine providence [embraces] all the living things, even the smallest and basest — of which kind are those which, clinging to the rocks, are nourished unmoved, notable by the sense of touch alone — which Rupert thinks were designated by Moses by those words, “And in which there is a living soul”: [God] embracing even these basest living things, I say, with His care and kindness. For it was not enough for God to have assigned food to the Lord [the master] — that is, to man — unless He should also abundantly provide food for his servants and slaves, that is, for the animals which He had consigned to man's service. Admiring and proclaiming this providence of God, pertaining to and pervading all things, David, in Psalm 103, says: “All things look to Thee, that Thou give them food in season; Thou giving to them, they gather; Thou opening [Thy hand...] [continues]2



[...ape]riente manum tuam, omnia implebuntur bonitate. Atque huius quae ad animalia pertinet prouidentiae contemplatione, iubet nos Dominus noster in Euang. Matth. c. 6. Deo penitus confidere: Respicite, inquit, volatilia coeli quoniam non serunt, neque metunt neque congregant in horrea, & Pater vester coelestis pascit illa. Nonne vos magis pluris estis illis? Et apud Lucam, c. 12. Considerate coruos, quoniá non seminant neque metunt, quibus non est cellarium neque horreum, & Deus pascit illos: Quanto magis vos pluris estis illis?
[...Thou] opening Thy hand, all things shall be filled with goodness.” And by the contemplation of this providence which pertains to the animals, our Lord, in the Gospel (Matthew chapter 6), commands us to trust wholly in God: “Behold,” He says, “the birds of heaven, for they sow not, neither reap, nor gather into barns, and your heavenly Father feeds them. Are you not of much more value than they?” And in Luke, chapter 12: “Consider the ravens, for they sow not nor reap, who have no storeroom nor barn, and God feeds them: How much more are you of value than they?”3



Nominatim autem praeter caeteras animantes, in argumentum diuinae prouidentiae cómemorauit Dominus coruos, quod sit coruus animal carniuorum & admodum edax, qui cùm paruulus est derelictus à parentibus, propter penuriam & auiditatem cibi subindè clamat, quasi Dei prouidentiam inuocans, & à Deo pasci se cupiens: nam & Scriptura clamorem illum corui inuocationem Dei appellat. Sic habes in Psalmo 148. Qui dat iumentis escam ipsorum, & pullis coruorum inuocantibus eum: Idémque multis ante Dauidem saeculis Iob praedixerat, cap. 38. Quis, inquit, praeparat coruo escam suam, quando pulli eius clamant ad Deum vagantes, eo quòd non habeant cibos.
But by name, beyond the other living things, the Lord commemorated the ravens, as an argument of divine providence, because the raven is a carnivorous and very voracious animal, which, when little and abandoned by its parents, on account of want and greed of food cries out again and again — as if invoking God's providence, and desiring to be fed by God: for Scripture too calls that cry of the raven an invocation of God. So you have in Psalm 148: “Who gives to the beasts their food, and to the young ravens that invoke Him.” And the same Job had foretold, many ages before David, chapter 38: “Who,” he says, “prepares for the raven its food, when its young cry to God, wandering, because they have no food?”4



Translator’s notes
	Sub-lemma (the second half of Gen 1:29-30) — the grant of plant-food to the animals. ↩
	Decorated initial 'A.' God's providence reaches even the lowliest creatures (the sessile shellfish, 'notable by touch alone'), which Rupert (de Trin. 2.10) finds in 'in which there is a living soul.' God feeds man's animal 'servants' too — celebrated by Ps 104:27-28. Marginal glosses: 'Commendatio diuinae prouidentiae erga animalia.'; 'Rupertus lib. 2. de Trinit. cap. 10.' Page breaks at catchword 'aperiente.' ↩
	The conclusion of Ps 104:28. From God's care of animals Christ teaches trust in God (Matt 6:26; Luke 12:24, the birds and the ravens — humans worth far more). ↩
	The raven is singled out (Luke 12) because, voracious and abandoned young, its hungry cry is taken by Scripture as 'calling on God' (Ps 147:9 — Pererius cites '148'; Job 38:41). Marginal gloss: 'Singularis Dei prouidentia erga coruos.' ↩




A DISPUTATION. Whether the animals which are now carnivorous fed, at the beginning of the world, on flesh too, or on plants alone

LatineEnglish


A DISPUTATION. Whether the animals which are now carnivorous fed, at the beginning of the world, on flesh too, or on plants alone.1
DISPVTATIO. Vtrum animalia quae nunc sunt carniuora, in exordio mundi etiam carnibus vescerentur, an solis plantis.



SED existit hoc loco minimè dissimulanda quaestio, An quae nunc inter animalia sunt carniuora, vt sunt Leones, tunc, id est, in statu innocentiae vel ante diluuium, comedissent carnes animalium, an solis terra nascentibus vsi fuissent in cibum? nam & hoc loco Deus solas herbas & fructus arborum in cibum assignauit cunctis animantibus, & tamen videtur naturale quibusdam animalibus carnibus vesci: quod autem naturale est, ab initio est, & semper est, nec nisi raro & per accidens abesse solet. B. Thomas non falsum modò, sed etiam irrationabile ducit putare animalia quae nunc sunt carniuora, in exordio mundi non fuisse carniuora, sed solis terra nascentibus vesci solita. Cùm enim eiusmodi animalibus naturale sit nunc vesci carnibus, eodem modo fuisse illis naturale omni tempore censendum est. Quod enim cuique rei naturale est, semper ei conuenit, nisi fortè per accidens. Ponam hic verba B. Thom. quae sunt apud eum in prima parte, quaestio-[ne 96...]
But here arises a question by no means to be dissembled: Whether those animals which are now carnivorous, such as Lions, then — that is, in the state of innocence or before the flood — ate the flesh of animals, or used only the things born from the earth for food? For in this place too God assigned only herbs and the fruits of trees as food to all living things; and yet it seems natural for some animals to feed on flesh: but what is natural is from the beginning, and is always, and is not wont to be absent except rarely and by accident. Blessed Thomas considers it not only false, but even irrational, to think that the animals which are now carnivorous were not carnivorous at the beginning of the world, but were wont to feed only on the things born from the earth. For since it is natural for such animals now to feed on flesh, it must be judged that it was natural to them in the same way at all times. For what is natural to anything always belongs to it, unless perhaps by accident. I shall here set down the words of Blessed Thomas, which are in him in the first part, ques[tion 96...] [continues]2



Quidam, inquit, dicunt, quòd animalia quae nunc sunt ferocia & occidunt alia animalia, in statu illo fuissent mansueta, non solùm circa hominem, sed etiam circa alia animalia. Sed hoc est omnino irrationabile. Non enim per peccatum hominis natura animalium est mutata, vt quibus nunc naturale est comedere aliorum animalium carnes, tunc vixissent de herbis, sicut Leones & falcones. Nec Glossa Bedae dicit Genes. primo, quòd ligna & herba data sunt omnibus animalibus & auibus in cibum, sed quibusdam. Fuisset ergo naturalis discordia inter quaedam animalia: nec tamen propter [hoc subtraherentur...]
“Some,” he says, “say that the animals which are now ferocious and kill other animals would, in that state, have been tame — not only toward man, but also toward other animals. But this is altogether irrational. For the nature of animals was not changed by man's sin, so that those to which it is now natural to eat the flesh of other animals would then have lived on herbs, like lions and falcons. Nor does the Gloss of Bede say, on Genesis 1, that the trees and the herb were given to all the animals and birds for food, but to some. There would, therefore, have been a natural discord among certain animals; nor, however, on account of [this would they be withdrawn...] [continues]3



[...nec tamen propter hoc] subtraherentur dominio hominis: sicut nec nunc propter hoc subtrahuntur Dominio Dei, cuius prouidentia hoc totum dispensatur. Et huius prouidentiae homo executor fuisset, vt etiam nunc apparet in animalibus domesticis: ministrantur enim falconibus domesticis per homines gallinae in cibum. Haec S. Thomas.
[...nor, however, on account of this would they be] withdrawn from the dominion of man: just as neither now, on account of this, are they withdrawn from the Dominion of God, by whose providence this whole is dispensed. And of this providence man would have been the executor, as appears even now in domestic animals: for hens are supplied as food to domestic falcons by men. Thus St. Thomas.4



A SENTENTIA beati Thomae non longè abest Caietanus; cuius super hoc ipso loco Geneseos quem nunc tractamus, haec sunt verba: Difficilis quaestio est de animalibus carniuoris & volucribus multis, qua pacto verificetur quod eis sit prouisum de alimento fructuum, seminum, & herbarum, vt in textu dicitur. Solutio est, nullum esse animal quod non possit ex his viuere, vt testatur prouisio facta à Noë pro victu animalium omnium tempore diluuij. Tacuit autem Moses prouisionem qua etiam prouisum est à Deo huiusmodi animalibus vt vescantur carnibus: eo quòd appetitus carnium competit istis animalibus non secundùm naturam communem illis & reliquis animalibus: quia ipse describebat prouisionem communem; quocirca relatiuè ad communem rationem animantium, appetitus vescendi carnibus tanquam ex necessitate materiae consurgens inuenitur: & propterea meritò tacitus est à Mose. Sic Caietanus.
From the opinion of Blessed Thomas, Cajetan is not far; whose words on this very place of Genesis which we now treat are these: “It is a difficult question concerning the carnivorous animals and many birds, in what way it is verified that food of fruits, seeds, and herbs was provided for them, as is said in the text. The solution is, that there is no animal which cannot live on these — as the provision made by Noah for the food of all the animals at the time of the flood testifies. But Moses was silent about the provision by which God also provided for animals of this kind that they should feed on flesh: because the appetite for flesh belongs to these animals not according to the nature common to them and the rest of the animals; because he was describing the common provision; wherefore, relatively to the common nature of living things, the appetite of feeding on flesh is found as if arising from a necessity of matter; and therefore it was rightly passed over in silence by Moses.” Thus Cajetan.5



Opinionem S. Thomae secutus est Tostatus tractans quaestionem 36. super primum caput Geneseos: ad quam opinionem confirmandam adhibetur auctoritas Aristotelis, in primo libro Politicorum distinguentis tria genera animalium, quorum nonnullis naturale sit vesci tantùm herbis, vt sunt pecudes; aliis vesci tantùm carnibus, vt leonibus; quibusdam indifferenter & vtrisque, vt homini.
The opinion of St. Thomas was followed by Tostatus, treating question 36 on the first chapter of Genesis: to confirm which opinion the authority of Aristotle is adduced, in the first book of the Politics, distinguishing three kinds of animals — of which to some it is natural to feed only on herbs, like cattle; to others to feed only on flesh, like lions; to some, indifferently on both, like man.6



ALTERA huic contraria est sententia: in statu innocentiae & ante diluuium, animalia non carnibus aliorum animalium, sed his tantùm quae terra gignebat vesci consueuisse. Hoc sensit Beda, & affirmatè dixit in Hexameron, hunc quem in manibus habemus locum explanans: Patet, inquit, quia nec ipsa aues raptu infirmarum alitum viuebant, nec lupus insidias explorabat circum ouilia, nec serpenti puluis panis eius erat: sed vniuersa concorditer herbis virentibus ac fructibus arborum vescebantur. Haec Beda.
The other opinion, contrary to this, is: that in the state of innocence and before the flood, the animals were wont to feed not on the flesh of other animals, but only on the things which the earth produced. This Bede thought, and affirmed in the Hexameron, explaining this place which we have in hand: “It is clear,” he says, “that neither did the birds themselves live by the seizing of weaker fowls, nor did the wolf scout out ambushes around the sheepfolds, nor was the dust [of the earth] the serpent's bread; but all things harmoniously fed on green herbs and the fruits of trees.” Thus Bede.7



Cuius verba haec quae commemoraui, mecum reputans, miror equidem vehementer quomodo B. Thomas eo loco quem paulò ante posui scribat, Bedam non esse locutum de omnibus animantibus, sed de quibusdam tantùm: atqui expressè Beda dixit vniuersa animalia tunc ex herbis & fructibus arborum concorditer cibum percepisse. Tostatus etiam, mutata priori sententia quam super primum caput Geneseos secutus fuerat, deinde super decimumtertium caput Geneseos, quaest. 272. longa disputatione contendit probare animalium ante diluuium nulli fuisse cibum ex carnibus aliorum animalium, sed ex his tantùm quae terra nascuntur.
Pondering with myself these words of Bede which I have recounted, I greatly wonder, indeed, how Blessed Thomas, in that place which I set down a little before, writes that Bede spoke not of all the animals, but of some only: whereas Bede expressly said that all the animals then harmoniously took their food from herbs and the fruits of trees. Tostatus also, having changed the prior opinion which he had followed on the first chapter of Genesis, afterward, on the thirteenth chapter of Genesis, question 272, in a long disputation contends to prove that before the flood the animals had no food from the flesh of other animals, but only from the things which the earth produces.8



Duobus autem potissimum argumentis fides huic opinioni astrui potest. Etenim Deus hoc loco perspicuis verbis dixit se dedisse herbas & arbores in escam cunctis animátibus, nullum excipiens genus animalium, nullamúque de carniú esu mentionem faciens. Verùm, qui contra sen-[tiunt...]
And this opinion can be built up chiefly by two arguments. For God in this place said in clear words that He had given the herbs and trees for food to all living things, excepting no kind of animal, and making no mention of the eating of flesh. But those who think the contrary [...] [continues]9



[...qui contra sen]tiunt, huic rationi occurrentes respondent, Deum non de omnibus animalibus esse locutum, sed de his tantùm quae non sunt carniuora, & his solis cibum ex herbis & fructibus arborum attribuisse. At enim leuissimam esse hanc defensionem dupliciter conuincitur. Primò, oratio Dei adeò generalis est, vt nullam possit admittere exceptionem: ter enim vsus est Deus nota generalitatis, dicens, Vt sint in escam cunctis animantibus terrae, omníque volucri coeli & vniuersis quae mouétur in terra, & in quibus est anima viuens. Num potuit quicquam generalius dici de animantibus, quàm hic dictum est? vt consultò videatur ita locutus Deus, quo nullum locum excipiendi genus aliquod animalium relinqueret.
[...those who think the contrary], meeting this reasoning, answer that God spoke not of all animals, but only of those which are not carnivorous, and assigned the food from herbs and the fruits of trees to these alone. But that this defense is most feeble is proved in two ways. First, God's speech is so general that it can admit no exception: for three times God used a mark of generality, saying, “That they may be for food to all the living things of the earth, and to every bird of heaven, and to all that move upon the earth, and in which there is a living soul.” Could anything more general be said of living things than is here said? — so that God seems to have spoken thus deliberately, in order to leave no place for excepting any kind of animal.10



Deinde, nulla erat ratio cur Deus non carniuoris animalibus cibum assignaret, de carniuoris autem nihil diceret, cùm haec in magna sint varietate & ferè nobiliora sint non carniuoris. Accedit altera ratio ad eam opinionem comprobandam: In arca Noë per vnum annum fuere omnia animalia, neque tamen eo tempore vllum eorum vescebatur carnibus: id quod patet ex genere escarú quas Deus iussit Noë in arcam importare, vt scriptum est extremis verbis sexti capitis libri Geneseos; & ex eo quod de immundis animalibus bina tantùm cuiusque speciei in arcam ingressa sunt, de mundis autem septena: quae paucitas animalium cóseruandis speciebus simul & alendis carniuoris animalibus minimè suffecisset. Nec miraculo debet attribui carniuora animalia id temporis non carnibus sed terra natis vixisse: nam etiam post egressum ex arca aliquandiu abstinuisse ea esu car-[nium...]
Next, there was no reason why God should assign food to the non-carnivorous animals, but say nothing of the carnivorous, since these are of great variety, and are nearly nobler than the non-carnivorous. Another reason is added to confirm that opinion: In Noah's ark, for one year, were all the animals, and yet at that time none of them fed on flesh — which is clear both from the kind of foods which God commanded Noah to bring into the ark (as is written in the last words of the sixth chapter of the book of Genesis), and from the fact that of the unclean animals only two of each species entered the ark, but of the clean, seven: which fewness would by no means have sufficed both for conserving the species of the animals and for feeding the carnivorous animals. Nor ought it to be attributed to a miracle that the carnivorous animals at that time lived not on flesh but on the earth-born things: for even after going out of the ark they abstained for some time from the eating of fle[sh...] [continues]11



[...esu carnium], necesse est dicere: alioqui cùm tam pauca tunc essent cuiusque speciei animalia, aliquot eorum species fuissent à carniuoris absumptae & penitus è medio sublatae. QVOD autem quae nunc sunt carniuora, eo tempore non vescerentur carnibus, causa non fuit vel quòd Deus per miraculum seruaret alias animantes ne illorum fierent praeda, vel quòd carniuoris adimeret, quantùm ad actum secundum, naturalem propensionem & auiditatem edendi carnes, vel quòd mutata sit natura animalium ante & post diluuium, vel quòd fecerit Deus vt herbae ac fructus per id tempus essent animalibus iucundiores ac salubriores quàm carnes, similiter vt in manna quod datum est Hebraeis in deserto factum creditur. Non enim credibile sit Deum sine necessaria causa tantum miraculum tanto tempore in brutis facere voluisse, cùm facile sit eius rei causam referre ad bonitatem eorum quae tunc gignebat terra, & ad optimam animalium temperamenti constitutionem.
[...the eating of flesh], it must be said: otherwise, since there were then so few animals of each species, several of their species would have been consumed by the carnivores and utterly removed from the midst. But that the now-carnivorous animals did not at that time feed on flesh, the cause was not either that God by a miracle preserved the other living things lest they become their prey, or that He took away from the carnivores, as to the second act, the natural propensity and greed of eating flesh, or that the nature of the animals was changed before and after the flood, or that God made the herbs and fruits at that time more pleasant and healthful to the animals than flesh — similarly to what is believed to have been done in the manna given to the Hebrews in the desert. For it is not credible that God, without a necessary cause, would have willed to do so great a miracle for so long a time among the beasts, when it is easy to refer the cause of that thing to the goodness of the things which the earth then produced, and to the best constitution of the animals' temperament.12



Cùm enim animalia ex herbis & fructibus arborum abundantem, iucundum, salubrem, & ipsis alendis & corroborandis sufficientem cibum sine labore vllo perciperent, nulla profectò vel fame vel auiditate ad caedem animalium esumúque carnium incitabantur. AD illud autem argumentum, quod contrariae opinionis auctores robustissimum putant, quod naturale est animalibus, id nullo tempore mutari, quare si quibusdam nunc naturale est vesci carnibus, [semper...]
For since the animals received, from herbs and the fruits of trees, an abundant, pleasant, and healthful food, sufficient for nourishing and strengthening them, without any labor, they were assuredly incited by no hunger or greed to the slaughter of animals and the eating of flesh. But to that argument which the authors of the contrary opinion think strongest — that what is natural to animals is at no time changed, so that if it is now natural for some to feed on flesh, [it was always...] [continues]13



[...semper] eis naturale fuit: Facillimum est respondere, naturale dupliciter accipi: vno modo quod consequitur naturam specificam & fluit ex rei essentia, quemadmodum naturale est homini esse risibilem; & hoc nullo tempore mutabile est, non sanè magis quàm ipsa substantia. Altero modo naturale dicitur quod consequitur naturam indiuidualem, atque ipsum corporis temperamentum, quam vulgo appellant complexionem. Et quia temperamentum hominis & animalium pariter cum aetate variatur, hinc accidit vt quod vna aliqua aetate naturale est homini, id secundùm aliam aetatem non sit ei naturale. Ver-[bi causa...]
[...it was always] natural to them: It is most easy to answer, that “natural” is taken in two ways: in one way, that which follows the specific nature and flows from the thing's essence — as it is natural for man to be risible; and this is changeable at no time, no more, indeed, than the substance itself. In the other way, “natural” is said of that which follows the individual nature, and the temperament of the body itself, which they commonly call the complexion. And because the temperament of man and of animals varies along with age, hence it happens that what is natural to man at some one age is not natural to him according to another age. For ex[ample...] [continues]14



[...Ver]bi causa, naturale est homini in infantia nó vesci carnibus, sed materno lacte ali; cui tamen adulta iam aetate, variato scilicet temperamento, naturale fit vesci carnibus, praeter naturam auté solo lacte nutriri. Cùm igitur & vis plantarum & ratio temperamenti animalium valde admodum dissimilis fuerit ante & post diluuium, nulli debet mirum videri animalia quae nunc sunt naturaliter carniuora, eis ante diluuium ex herbis & fructibus arborum naturalem fuisse cibum.
[...For ex]ample, it is natural for man in infancy not to feed on flesh, but to be nourished with maternal milk; to whom, however, when now adult in age — the temperament, namely, being changed — it becomes natural to feed on flesh, but beyond nature to be nourished by milk alone. Since, therefore, both the force of the plants and the constitution of the animals' temperament were very greatly different before and after the flood, it ought to seem strange to no one that, for the animals which are now naturally carnivorous, food from herbs and the fruits of trees was natural to them before the flood.15



HAEc igitur sunt quae de proposita quaestione in contrarias partes à magnis viris disputantur. Ac licet vtraque sententia satis probabiliter teneri ac defendi queat, posterior tamen mihi cógruentior diuinae Scripturae, & sanctorum Patrum doctrinae affinior videtur. Vnum in praesens ad eius rei confirmationé testem grauissimú excitabo B. Basilium, qui quod in posteriori sententia disputauimus affirmate docet & disertè tractat, hom. 11. in Genesim. Nam explanás huncipsum locum de cibo quem Deus animalibus ex herbis & arboribus assignauit, ita scribit:
These, then, are the things which are disputed by great men on the contrary sides of the proposed question. And although either opinion can be held and defended with sufficient probability, the latter nevertheless seems to me more congruous to divine Scripture, and nearer to the doctrine of the holy Fathers. For the present I shall raise up one weightiest witness for the confirmation of that matter, Blessed Basil, who affirmatively teaches and eloquently treats what we disputed in the latter opinion, in homily 11 on Genesis. For, explaining this very place concerning the food which God assigned to the animals from herbs and trees, he writes thus:16



Non dixit, dedi vobis pisces in cibú aut pecora: neque enim in eú vsum haec creaui. Primaria enim illa legislatio esum tantú indulsit fructuú. Etenim nobis in cómune cú feris caterisque animalibus collatus est fructuú esus, cùm tamé núc paucas ferarú liceat videre ali fructibus. Nam quo tádem fructu pasci se pánthera sustineat? quis fructus cedat leoni in cibú? Attamé ferae istae tátisper dú iugú legis naturae passae sunt, vitá tolerabát esitatione fructuum. Hominé autem cùm pranosset Deus post diluuiú nequaquam sibi ab incócessis cibis temperaturú, cócessit quouis cibo vesci. Nam de animalibus loquens cum homine, Omnia haec, inquit, quasi olera viréntia tradidi vobis. Per hanc nobis indultam concessioné, & animalia quaeque pari libertate donata sunt quiduis impunè edédi. Ex eo tempore crudis leo vescitur, vultur hiáti rostro cadauera affectat. Neque enim vultur id habuit ab exordio suae creationis: nullum enim eatenus reperiebatur morticiniú quo se nutricarét vultures. At ne id qui-[dem sinebat natura...]
“He did not say, I have given you fishes for food, or cattle: for I did not create these for that use. For that primary legislation granted only the eating of fruits. For the eating of fruits was conferred upon us in common with the wild beasts and the other animals — although now it is permitted to see few of the wild beasts fed on fruits. For with what fruit, pray, would the panther sustain itself fed? what fruit would yield to the lion for food? Yet these wild beasts, for as long as they bore the yoke of the law of nature, sustained life by the eating of fruits. But God, when He had foreknown that man, after the flood, would in no way temper himself from forbidden foods, granted [him] to feed on any food. For, speaking of the animals to man, ‘All these,’ He says, ‘I have handed over to you as green herbs.’ By this indulgent concession granted to us, the animals too were each endowed with an equal liberty of eating anything with impunity. From that time the cruel lion feeds [on flesh], the vulture with gaping beak makes for carcasses. For the vulture did not have this from the beginning of its creation: for no carrion was then found whereby the vultures might nourish themselves. But not even that did nature [permit...] [continues]17



[...At ne id qui]dem sinebat natura in suo cosistens vigore. Neque tunc venatores cópiciendis feris operá dabát, neque dum id studio erat hominibus, cùm nec fera suá rabiem exertis in homines dentibus exercerent, vt quae nec dum essent crudiuora. Inoleuit deinde vulturibus cósuetudo victum quaerédi ex morticinis cadaueribus: ab initio autem & vulturibus, & aliis quae nunc sunt carniuora, cygnorum in morem indiscreta erat & eadé omnibus viuendi ratio. Pratenses tantú herbas animal omne sibi attondebat & depascebatur. Eius rei insigne quoddam & in canibus liceat videre: Dum enim studét sibi ipsis mederi, eos videas identidem depasci [gramen...]
[...But not even that] did nature, persisting in its own vigor, permit. Nor did hunters then give effort to catching wild beasts, nor was that a pursuit for men, since neither did the wild beast exercise its rage with bared teeth against men, inasmuch as they were not yet flesh-eaters. Afterward there grew upon the vultures the custom of seeking food from dead carcasses; but in the beginning, both the vultures and the others which are now carnivorous had, after the manner of swans, an undifferentiated and the same way of living for all. Every animal cropped and grazed for itself only the herbs of the meadow. A certain notable instance of this thing one may see also in dogs: for when they are eager to heal themselves, you may see them again and again graze [the grass...] [continues]18



[...eos videas identidem] depasci gramen: non quòd alendo cani gramen conueniat, sed quia circa operam humanae disciplinae, doctrice tantùm natura, ad id bruta confugiunt quod sibi naturali instinctu sentiunt vsui futurum. Velim reputes tecum, istiusmodi fuisse tum animalia (quae hodie vides cruda vesci carne) vt vi imaginatiua apprehenderint herbam omnem sibi collatam in cibum, conuenientem sibi & salubrem esse: atque ob eam causam eo cibo contenta, alia aliorum vita nequaquam insidiabantur. Haec Basilius. Idem sensit Iosephus in lib. 1. Iudaicarum antiquitatum, scribens ante primi hominis peccatum nullum fuisse inter animalia dissidium.
[...you may see them again and again] graze the grass: not that grass is suitable for nourishing the dog, but because, in the matter of human training, with nature alone for teacher, the brutes flee to that which by natural instinct they perceive will be of use to them. I would have you consider with yourself, that the animals were then of such a kind (which today you see feed on raw flesh) that by the imaginative power they apprehended every herb given them for food to be suitable and healthful for them; and for that reason, content with that food, they in no way plotted against the life of others.” Thus Basil. The same was the opinion of Josephus, in the first book of the Jewish Antiquities, writing that before the sin of the first man there was no strife among the animals.19



Translator’s notes
	New disputation heading — on the original diet of the now-carnivorous animals. ↩
	Decorated initial 'S.' The question: did lions etc. eat flesh in innocence/pre-Flood, or only plants? Aquinas (ST I q.96 a.1) holds the now-carnivorous were always so — what is natural is constant. Introduces the Aquinas quotation. ↩
	Aquinas block-quote (ST I q.96 a.1): the 'all tame' view is irrational — sin did not change animal nature; lions and falcons were always carnivorous; Bede's Gloss gives the plants to 'some' animals, not all; so there was natural predation. Page breaks at catchword 'propter.' ↩
	End of the Aquinas quote: predation does not remove the animals from man's (or God's) dominion — man would administer it (as we now feed hens to tame falcons). ↩
	Cajetan block-quote (on this place): no animal cannot live on plants (cf. Noah's ark); Moses passed over the flesh-appetite because it is not part of animals' common nature but arises 'from a necessity of matter' in some — so he rightly omitted it while describing the common provision. ↩
	Tostatus (on Gen 1, q.36) follows Aquinas, citing Aristotle (Politics 1) on three dietary classes: herbivores (cattle), carnivores (lions), and omnivores (man). ↩
	The contrary view (Bede, Hexameron): before the Flood every creature was herbivorous — no birds of prey, no wolf stalking sheepfolds, all feeding peaceably on plants. Marginal gloss: 'Ante diluuium nullum animal vixisse carnium esu.' ↩
	Pererius notes Aquinas misreports Bede (who said 'all,' not 'some,' animals were herbivorous); and Tostatus later reversed himself (Gen 13, q.272), arguing at length that no animal ate flesh before the Flood. ↩
	Two arguments for the all-herbivorous view begin: (1) God's words give plants to ALL living things, excepting none and naming no meat. The opponents' reply follows on the next page. Page breaks at catchword 'tiunt' (sentiunt). ↩
	The opponents say God spoke only of non-carnivores. First refutation: God's words are emphatically universal ('all ... every ... all'), deliberately leaving no room for exceptions. ↩
	Second refutation: God would not name only non-carnivores (the carnivores being many and nobler). And in the ark for a year none ate flesh (the foods Noah stocked, Gen 6:21; only 2 unclean / 7 clean of each kind — too few to both survive and feed predators) — and they abstained a while even after disembarking, not by miracle. ↩
	The carnivores' early abstinence was no miracle: not preserved prey, nor a removed appetite, nor changed nature, nor manna-like sweetened plants — but simply the goodness of the early earth's produce and the animals' excellent constitution. Marginal gloss: 'Cur ante diluuium nullum animal vescebatur carnibus.' ↩
	Since the early earth gave abundant effortless plant-food, no hunger drove the beasts to kill. Pererius turns to the opponents' strongest argument (the constancy of nature: if carnivory is natural now, it always was) — answered on the next page. Marginal gloss: 'Solutio argumentationis contrariae opinionis.' Page breaks at catchword 'semper' (signature TT). RESUME PDF 555 with '...vesci carnibus, [semper]...'. ↩
	Pererius answers the constancy-of-nature objection: 'natural' has two senses — (1) following the species/essence (like risibility), which never changes; (2) following the individual constitution/'complexion,' which varies with age — so what is natural at one age may not be at another. ↩
	The age-analogy: milk is natural to the infant, flesh to the adult (the constitution having changed). So the changed pre/post-Flood conditions make an originally herbivorous diet 'natural' to the now-carnivores. ↩
	Pererius declares for the latter view (all herbivorous before the Flood) as nearer to Scripture and the Fathers, and adduces Basil (Hexaemeron, hom. 9/'11') at length. Marginal gloss: 'Auctor posteriori sententiae libentius accedit.' ↩
	Basil block-quote: God's first 'legislation' granted only plant-food, shared by beasts; the lion and panther lived on fruit while under nature's yoke. Only after the Flood, when God let man eat anything (Gen 9:3, 'as green herbs'), did the animals too get free rein — and only then did lions and vultures turn predator/scavenger. Marginal gloss: 'Genes. 9.' ↩
	Basil block-quote (continued): in the beginning all creatures (even future vultures and carnivores) lived alike on meadow-grass, like swans — no hunters, no beasts raging at men. (Dogs eating grass to heal themselves is offered as a sign of instinctive plant-use.) Page breaks at catchword 'depasci.' ↩
	End of the Basil block-quote: the early animals, by instinct/imagination, found the herbs wholesome and so left one another in peace. Josephus (Ant. 1) agrees: no strife among animals before the Fall. ↩




And they were both naked, namely Adam and his wife, and they were not ashamed. CHAPTER 2, VERSE 25
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And they were both naked, namely Adam and his wife, and they were not ashamed. CHAPTER 2, VERSE 25.1
Erat autem vterque nudus, Adam scilicet & vxor eius, & non erubescebant. CAP. 2. VERS. 25.



SIGNIFICAT Moses hac ratione fuisse primos illos homines animo simplici & candido atque innocenti: tales scilicet, vt quamuis nudi essent, nullo tamen pudore afficerentur; tanta erat carnis & spiritus concordia, nullaque sensus aduersus rationem rebellio. Itaque breuiter his verbis indicatur qualis fuerit primaeuus ille status hominis ante peccatum, tam secundùm corpus quàm secundùm animum. Secundùm corpus, quantùm ad naturalem pulchritudinem & impassibilitatem: tanta enim erat pulchritudo corporis, vt ad eius decorem & ornatum nullis opus esset vestibus. Quantùm ad impassibilitatem, quia licet nudi essent, nullis tamen imbrium, ventorum, caloris, frigoris, aliísve coeli & aëris incommodis obnoxij essent. Secundùm animum verò, quantum ad innocentiam, quae declaratur expressissimè illis verbis, Et non erubescebant: significatur enim perfecta vacuitas ab omni perturbatione animi, omníque appetitus immoderato motu, perfectáque obedientia quam pars inferior hominis praestabat superiori. Et quia tantum hoc bonum ex originali iustitia proueniebat, simul etiam demonstratur quanta fuerit illius admirabilis doni vis & excellentia.
Moses signifies by this that those first men were of a simple, candid, and innocent mind: such, namely, that although they were naked, they were nevertheless affected by no shame; so great was the concord of flesh and spirit, and no rebellion of the senses against reason. And so by these words is briefly indicated what that primeval state of man before sin was, both as to body and as to mind. As to body, with respect to natural beauty and impassibility: for so great was the beauty of the body that, for its comeliness and adornment, there was no need of any clothes. As to impassibility, because, although they were naked, they were nevertheless liable to no inconveniences of rains, winds, heat, cold, or other [discomforts] of sky and air. But as to mind, with respect to innocence — which is declared most expressly by those words, “And they were not ashamed”: for there is signified a perfect emptiness from all perturbation of mind, and from every immoderate motion of appetite, and the perfect obedience which the lower part of man rendered to the higher. And because so great a good as this proceeded from original justice, at the same time is also demonstrated how great was the force and excellence of that admirable gift.2



SCIENDVM autem est post peccatum opus fuisse vestibus, eorúmque vsum varias ob causas esse vsurpatum. Primò quidé necessitatis causa coeptum est vti vestibus, ad tegendum scilicet & tuendum corpus aduersus coeli & aëris iniurias; tum verecundiae & honestatis causa ad velandú obscoenitatem quorundam membrorú; posteà ad vitium aliquod & deformitatem corporis occultandá; deinde ad ornatum & pulchritudiné; quinetiam (proh nefas) ad lasciuiam & libidinis irritamentú; denique ad discernédos varios dignitatis & potestatis hominum gradus. Haec autem in statu innocentiae locú non habuissent, nullus igitur fuisset tunc vsus vestiú.
But it must be known that after sin there was need of clothing, and that its use was taken up for various causes. First, indeed, clothing began to be used for the cause of necessity, namely to cover and protect the body against the injuries of sky and air; then for the cause of modesty and decency, to veil the obscenity of certain members; afterward to conceal some vice and deformity of the body; then for adornment and beauty; nay even (O wickedness!) for lasciviousness and the incitement of lust; and finally for distinguishing the various grades of men's dignity and power. But these would have had no place in the state of innocence; therefore there would have been then no use of clothing.3



Multis item de causis vsu venit vt nuditas corporis non sit probro aut pudori: vel quòd quis non sit compos rationis, vt pueri & amétes; vel quia nimius aliquis timor occupat & obruit pudorem, vt si quis sentiens ruiná aut incendium domus, nudus è lecto prosiliat in publicum; vel ob antiquissimá regio-[nis consuetudinem...]
Likewise, for many causes it comes about that bodily nakedness is no reproach or shame: either because someone is not in possession of reason, like children and the mad; or because some excessive fear seizes and overwhelms shame — as if someone, perceiving the collapse or the burning of his house, should leap naked from his bed into public; or on account of the most ancient cus[tom of a region...] [continues]4



[...vel ob antiquissimá regio]nis consuetudinem, vt in Brasilia & alibi omnes nudo sunt corpore; & mos lauandi simul in balneis nuditatis pudorem aufert; vel quia corpus amictu gloriae vestitum & ornatum est, corpora enim Beatorum post resurrectionem nuda erunt, sed quia tunc fulgebunt iusti sicut Sol, ea nuditas magno illis decori & gloriae erit. Ad extremum, in statu innocentiae nuditas corporis minimè pudenda fuisset: quò enim vestibus vti voluissent? cùm nec exteriùs propter nuditaté mali vel molestiae quicquam eis accideret, nec interiùs quicquam inordinatum & pudendum sentirent.
[...or on account of the most ancient cus]tom of a region — as in Brazil and elsewhere all are of naked body; and the custom of bathing together in the baths takes away the shame of nakedness; or because the body is clothed and adorned with the garment of glory — for the bodies of the Blessed after the resurrection will be naked, but because then the just will shine like the Sun, that nakedness will be a great comeliness and glory to them. Finally, in the state of innocence bodily nakedness would by no means have been shameful: for to what end would they have wished to use clothes? since neither outwardly would any evil or trouble befall them on account of nakedness, nor inwardly would they feel anything disordered and shameful.5



Scitè igitur Augustinus lib. 11. de Genesi ad litteram cap. 1. Nudi erant, inquit, primi homines & non confundebantur. Nullus erat motus in corpore cui verecúdia deberetur: nihil putabant velandum, quia nihil senserant refraenandum. Quid enim puderet eos, quando nullam legem senserant in membris suis repugnantem legi mentis suae? Haec ibi Augustinus.
Wisely, therefore, Augustine, in book 11 On Genesis according to the Letter, chapter 1: “The first men,” he says, “were naked, and were not confounded. There was no motion in the body to which shame was owed: they thought nothing must be veiled, because they had felt nothing must be restrained. For what would shame them, when they had felt no law in their members repugnant to the law of their mind?” Thus Augustine there.6



PLATO priscorum hominum, qui regnante Saturno vixerunt (quod Poëtae tempus aureum appellarunt), innocentiam & simplicitatem in victu & vestitu omnique cultu vitae commendans, similia prodidit eorum quae Moses memorat de felici primorum hominum statu ante peccatum. Haec enim in Politico scripta reliquit Plato:
Plato, commending the innocence and simplicity, in food and clothing and every cultivation of life, of the ancient men who lived under the reign of Saturn (which the Poets called the golden age), brought forth things similar to those which Moses records concerning the happy state of the first men before sin. For Plato left these things written in the Politicus:7



Neque verò, inquit, illo tempore erat vlla fera, neque alia in praedam & escam alij cedebat: neque bellú, nec seditio erat vlla; essent quidem plura quae dici possent, quae hanc tantam quietem sequebantur. Verùm illud modo dicatur, quod ad spontaneum hominis victum pertinebat. Deus ipsos pascebat, eísque praeerat, sicut nunc homo, cùm sit diuinum animal, alia pascit & regit animalia. Deo autem pascente, nulla erat tunc Respublica, neque vxorum filiorúmque prouentus: è terra omnes alebantur, vberes fructus habebant à quercubus & ab aliis arboribus, non quidem per agricolationem natos, sed sponte terra generatos. Nudi & sine strato sub dio perseuerabant: montiú amoenitates illis erant, lectos habebant molles, cùm herbae omnes è terra vbertim germinarent. Haec Plato: quantum ad victum ex terra nascentibus & nuditatem corporum, valdè congruenter his quae hoc loco scripsit Moses.
“Nor indeed,” he says, “at that time was there any wild beast, nor did one yield to another as prey and food; nor was there any war, nor any sedition — there would, indeed, be more things that could be said, which followed upon this so great a quiet. But let only that now be said which pertained to man's spontaneous food. God Himself fed them, and was set over them, just as now man, since he is a divine animal, feeds and rules the other animals. And with God feeding [them], there was then no commonwealth, nor any production of wives and children: all were nourished from the earth; they had abundant fruits from the oaks and from the other trees, born not, indeed, by tillage, but generated spontaneously by the earth. Naked and without bedding they continued under the open sky; the pleasant places of the mountains were theirs, they had soft beds, since all the herbs sprang up abundantly from the earth.” Thus Plato — as to food from the earth's produce and the nakedness of bodies, very congruently with the things which Moses wrote in this place.8



ATQVI hic locus, in quo felicissimus primorum hominum status ante peccatum breuiter significatur & commendatur, inuitat nos vt de amplissimis status innocentiae bonis & excellentia separatim & accuratè disputemus. Verùm, quia satis longa & litigiosa haec futura est disputatio, quaeque iustam vnius libri mensuram implere possit, cumque magnitudo huius quarti voluminis tantùm excreuerit vt iam libi terminum & finem aliquem poni desideret, satiùs erit vt eam disputationem in quintum librum qui hunc proximè sequetur conferamus, eúmque librum in tam graui & difficili praeclaráque materia diligenter & copiosè tractanda totum consumamus.
And so this place, in which the most happy state of the first men before sin is briefly signified and commended, invites us to dispute separately and accurately concerning the most ample goods and the excellence of the state of innocence. But because this disputation will be quite long and contentious, and could fill the just measure of one book, and since the size of this fourth volume has grown so much that it now demands that some limit and end be set to it, it will be better that we transfer that disputation to the fifth book which will next follow this one, and consume that whole book in diligently and copiously treating so weighty and difficult and illustrious a matter.9



Translator’s notes
	Lemma (Gen 2:25), the nakedness without shame of the first pair. ↩
	Decorated initial 'S.' The verse indicates the pre-sin state in body (beauty needing no clothes; impassibility — no harm from weather) and mind (innocence — 'they were not ashamed' = no mental disturbance, no disordered appetite, the lower part obeying the higher) — a fruit of original justice. ↩
	The six post-Fall uses of clothing — protection, modesty, concealing defects, adornment, (perversely) seductive enticement, and marking rank — none of which would apply in innocence, so no clothing then. Marginal gloss: 'Multiplex vsus vestium.' ↩
	Cases where nakedness is not shameful: lack of reason (children, the insane); overwhelming fear (fleeing a fire); or ancient regional custom (continues on the next page). Marginal gloss: 'Quibus de causis nuditas corporis non sit pudenda.' ↩
	More cases: regional custom (Brazil), communal bathing, and the glorified bodies of the risen just (naked yet shining like the sun). In innocence nakedness was no shame — clothing being needless against neither outer harm nor inner disorder. ↩
	Augustine block-quote (de Gen. ad lit. 11.1): the first pair felt no shame because there was no disordered bodily 'motion' needing restraint — no law in the members warring against the mind (the post-Fall concupiscence of Rom 7:23). ↩
	Plato's account of the men of Saturn's reign (the golden age) parallels Moses on the first men's happy state. Introduces a quotation from the Statesman (Politicus). Marginal gloss: 'Plato consentanea Mosi scripsit de nuditate corporum primorum hominum.' ↩
	Plato block-quote (Statesman 271-272): in the age of Cronus no beast preyed on another, no war; God shepherded men, who fed on the earth's spontaneous fruits, lived naked under the open sky on soft grass — strikingly parallel to Eden. ↩
	Pererius defers the full treatise on the state of innocence to Book V, since Book IV has grown too large. Marginal gloss: 'Praeparatio lectoris ad quintum librum proximè sequentem.' ↩




The end of the fourth book
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The end of the fourth book.1
Libri quarti finis.



Translator’s notes
	Colophon — END OF BOOK IV of Pererius' Commentaries on Genesis. ↩
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OF BENEDICT PERERIUS, OF THE COMMENTARIES ON GENESIS, BOOK FIVE. Which is concerning the happy state of the first men before sin, or concerning the state of innocence. PREFACE.1
BENEDICTI PERERII, COMMENTARIORVM IN GENESIM, LIBER QVINTVS. Qui est de foelici primorum hominum statu ante peccatum, seu de statu innocentiae. PRAEFATIO.



QVANTA fuerit excellentia status innocentiae, in quo primi nostri parentes breuissimo tempore fuerunt (sed nisi peccassent, perpetuò & ipsi & eorum posteri omnes permansissent), tribus ex rebus liquidè cognosci & existimari potest. Primùm ex his quae de praestantia eius status sparsim in Sacris litteris scripta legimus; tum ex malis & miseriis in quas, statu illo deturbati, omnes delapsi sumus; postremò ex his quae de eius status foelicitate viri sanctissimi & diuinarum rerum scientissimi, à Deo illuminati doctíque, scriptis prodiderunt.
How great was the excellence of the state of innocence — in which our first parents were for a very brief time (but had they not sinned, both they themselves and all their posterity would have remained in it perpetually) — can be clearly known and estimated from three things. First, from those things which we read written here and there in the Sacred letters concerning the excellence of that state; then, from the evils and miseries into which, cast down from that state, we have all fallen; finally, from those things which the most holy men, most learned in divine things, illuminated and taught by God, have brought forth in their writings concerning the felicity of that state.2



SED quaenam sunt quae de isto statu in Sacris litteris traduntur? eximia sanè & praeclara. Quid enim admirabilius, quàm quod extremis verbis secundi capitis de Adamo & Eua narrantur à Mose: Erat, inquit, vterque nudus, & non erubescebant? Quibus verbis duplex illius status excellentia indicatur: altera continet inaestimabilem simplicitatem animi atque innocentiam, propter quam nullus homini ex nuditate sui corporis pudor accidebat: nulla erat vllius membri obscoenitas, quia nullus in eis erat obscoenus motus; nulla erat lex in membris repugnans legi mentis; denique nihil in corpore auersandum vel pudendum sentiebatur. Altera excellentia pertinebat ad impassibilitatem corporis: cùm enim nudum esset corpus, nullis tamen extrinsecus incommodis & molestiis pulsabatur, nedum laede-[batur...]
But what are the things which are delivered concerning that state in the Sacred letters? Truly excellent and illustrious things. For what is more admirable than what is narrated by Moses in the last words of the second chapter concerning Adam and Eve: “Both,” he says, “were naked, and they were not ashamed”? By which words a twofold excellence of that state is indicated: the one contains the inestimable simplicity of mind and innocence, on account of which no shame befell man from the nakedness of his own body — there was no obscenity of any member, because there was in them no obscene motion; there was no law in the members repugnant to the law of the mind; finally, nothing in the body was felt to be turned away from, or shameful. The other excellence pertained to the impassibility of the body: for although the body was naked, it was nevertheless struck by no external inconveniences and troubles, much less inj[ured...] [continues]3



[...nedum laede]batur. Deinde, scriptum est in capite secundo lib. Sapientiae Deum creasse hominem inexterminabilé: quo significatur talem esse à Deo creatum hominem, vt posset nec peccare nec mori; id quod magnam habet & corporis & animi foelicitaté. Adhaec, in 7. c. lib. Ecclesiastae sic est à Salomone scriptum: Fecit Deus hominem rectum, ipse se infinitis miscuit quaestionibus. Rectitudo autem hominis duplex est: altera in parte superiori hominis, vt ea scilicet vsquequaque Deo subiecta sit. Altera est in parte inferiori, in qua sunt sensus & appetitus irascibilis atque concupiscibilis, quae quidem pars inferior ita demum recta est, [si nullo modo repugnet rationi...]
[...much less inj]ured. Then, it is written in the second chapter of the book of Wisdom that God created man imperishable: by which is signified that man was so created by God that he could neither sin nor die — which has a great felicity both of body and of mind. Besides, in chapter 7 of the book of Ecclesiastes, it is thus written by Solomon: “God made man upright, [but] he mingled himself with infinite questions.” But the rectitude of man is twofold: the one in the superior part of man, that it, namely, be wholly subject to God; the other is in the inferior part, in which are the senses and the irascible and concupiscible appetite, which inferior part is then at last upright, [if it in no way resists reason...] [continues]4



[...ita demum recta est, si nullo modo repugnet] rationi, sed ad nutum ei obediat, & vt omnes motus eius in potestate sint hominis, quantum ad eorum excitationem, durationem, intentionem, & terminationem. Vtraque verò haec rectitudo hominis effectus erat iustitiae originalis, quod erat praecipuum illius status insigne, decus, praesidiú, & ornamentú. Postremò, huc etiam accommodari & applicari potest quod in Psal. 48. cecinit Dauid: Homo, inquit, cùm in honore esset non intellexit: comparatus est iumentis insipientibus, & similis factus est illis. Ex quo significatur, licèt homo, etiam naturam habens peccato vitiatam & corruptam, multum praestet caeteris animalibus, attamen tantum eius fuisse in statu innocentiae honorem & gloriá, vt is eo statu propter peccatum deiectus verè comparabilis & similis factus sit iumentis insipientibus. Namque in eo statu fuisset homo immortalis, eo deturbatus moritur aequè ac iumenta, nec solùm iisdem quibus bruta morbis & incommodis est [obnoxius...]
[...is then at last upright, if it in no way resists] reason, but obeys it at a nod, and so that all its motions are in the power of man, as to their excitation, duration, intensity, and termination. And both these rectitudes of man were an effect of original justice, which was the chief mark, ornament, defense, and adornment of that state. Finally, here too can be accommodated and applied what David sang in Psalm 48: “Man, when he was in honor, understood not: he was compared to the senseless beasts, and was made like to them.” By which is signified that, although man — even having a nature vitiated and corrupted by sin — far excels the other animals, yet so great was his honor and glory in the state of innocence, that, cast down from that state on account of sin, he truly became comparable and like to the senseless beasts. For in that state man would have been immortal; cast down from it, he dies equally with the beasts, and is not only liable to the same diseases and inconveniences as the brutes, [but to many more and graver...] [continues]5



[...obnoxius, sed multo etiam pluribus atque grauioribus]. MALA porrò quibus affecti sumus propter peccatum, satis declarant qualia & quanta fuerint bona quibus ante peccatum primi homines fruebantur. Dixit Deus Euae in poenam admissi peccati: Multiplicabo aerumnas tuas, & conceptus tuos: in dolore paries filios. Ergo in statu innocentiae, nec cóceptus fuisset aerumnosus foeminae, nec partus cum dolore, nec subesse viro suo acerbú & odiosum, aut etiam aliqua ex parte iniucundum fuisset. Adamo auté dixit Deus: Maledicta terra in opere tuo: in laboribus comedes ex ea cunctis diebus vitae tuae: spinas & tribulos germinabit tibi, & comedes herbas terrae. In sudore vultus tui vesceris pane tuo, donec reuertaris in terram de qua sumptus es; quia puluis es, & in puluerem reuerteris. Ex his licet existimare, si Adam non peccasset, terram sponte sua sine vllo hominis labore & molestia omnia quae ad victum pertinent abundè suppeditaturá fuisse; nec homines, vt nunc, morituros atque in puluerem reuersuros.
[...liable, but to many more and graver ones]. The evils, moreover, with which we are afflicted on account of sin sufficiently declare of what kind and how great were the goods which the first men enjoyed before sin. God said to Eve, as a penalty for the sin committed: “I will multiply thy sorrows and thy conceptions: in pain shalt thou bring forth sons.” Therefore in the state of innocence neither would the woman's conception have been sorrowful, nor childbirth with pain, nor would subjection to her husband have been bitter and hateful, or even in any part unpleasant. But to Adam God said: “Cursed is the earth in thy work: in labors shalt thou eat of it all the days of thy life; thorns and thistles shall it bring forth to thee, and thou shalt eat the herbs of the earth. In the sweat of thy face shalt thou eat thy bread, until thou return to the earth from which thou wast taken; for dust thou art, and to dust shalt thou return.” From these one may estimate that, had Adam not sinned, the earth of its own accord, without any labor and trouble of man's, would have abundantly supplied all things pertaining to food; nor would men, as now, be about to die and return to dust.6



Denique in lib. Sapientiae traditur: Inuidia diaboli mortem intrasse in orbem terrarum. Et Paulus ad Rom. scribit cap. 5. Propter peccatum intrasse mortem in mundum, & in omnes homines pertransisse: non igitur moriturus erat homo in statu innocentiae. Quòd si tantum nunc haec vita quam viuimus, breuis, fugax, caduca, & tot tantorúmque subinde ingruentium malorum admistione acerba, tantoperè tamen ab omnibus amatur, quàm erat futura amabilis vita illa nescia mortis, & omnium malorum expers? IAM [...]
Finally, in the book of Wisdom it is delivered: “By the envy of the devil death entered into the world.” And Paul writes to the Romans, chapter 5: “Through sin death entered into the world, and passed through to all men”: man, therefore, was not going to die in the state of innocence. But if this life which we now live — short, fleeting, perishable, and bitter with the admixture of so many and so great evils repeatedly assailing — is yet so greatly loved by all, how lovable was that life going to be, which knew not death, and was free of all evils? Now [...] [continues]7



IAM verò si quis perpendat ea quae de illius innocentiae praestantissimis bonis Patres tradiderunt, nihil profectò in terris eo statu, vel ad dignitatis amplitudinem magnificentius, vel ad voluptatis suauitatem iucundius, vel ad copiam bonorum omnium cumulatius, vel denique ad omnem hominis voluntatem & cupiditatem optabilius & beatius esse posse intelliget. Attendat quaeso lector quàm sint splédida & illustria, atque omnis terrenae foelicitatis aestimatione maiora, quae in eius commendationem status non vno loco scripsit Augustinus. Siquidem is capite 20. lib. 12. de Ciuitate Dei sic ait:
But now, if anyone weighs the things which the Fathers have handed down concerning the most excellent goods of that innocence, he will understand that surely nothing on earth could be more magnificent than that state for amplitude of dignity, nor more pleasant for sweetness of delight, nor more abundant for the plenty of all goods, nor finally more desirable and blessed for every will and desire of man. Let the reader attend, I pray, how splendid and illustrious, and greater than all estimation of earthly felicity, are the things which Augustine wrote, in more than one place, in commendation of that state. For he, in chapter 20 of book 12 On the City of God, speaks thus:8



Licèt primi homines morituri non essent nisi peccassent, alimétis tamen, vt homines, vtebantur, nondum spiritalia sed adhuc animalia corpora terrena gestantes. Quae licèt senio non veterascerét, vt necessitate perducerentur ad mortem — qui status eis de ligno vitae quod in medio Paradisi cum arbore vetita simul erat, mirabili Dei gratia praestabatur — tamé & alios sumebát cibos, ne animalia corpora molestiae aliquid esuriendo ac sitiédo sentirent. De ligno autem vitae propterea gustabatur, ne mors eis vndecumque subreperet, vel senectute confecti decursis temporum spatijs interirent.
“Although the first men were not going to die unless they had sinned, they nevertheless used nourishments, as men, bearing not yet spiritual but still animal, earthly bodies. Which bodies, although they would not grow old by age so as to be brought of necessity to death — a state which was furnished to them by the tree of life, which was in the midst of Paradise together with the forbidden tree, by the wonderful grace of God — yet they also took other foods, lest their animal bodies should feel any trouble by hungering and thirsting. But the tree of life was tasted for this reason, lest death should creep upon them from anywhere, or, worn out by old age, the spaces of time being run through, they should perish.”9



Idem Augustinus in eiusdem operis lib. 14. cap. 10. ita scribit: Sed vtrum primi homines habebant istos affectus in corpore animali ante peccatum, quales in corpore spiritali non habebimus omni purgato finitóque peccato, non immerito quaeritur. Si enim habebant, quomodo erant beati in illo memorabili beatitudinis loco, id est, in Paradiso? Quis tandem absolutè dici beatus potest, qui timore afficitur vel dolore? Quid autem timere vel dolere poterant illi homines in tantorum tanta affluentia bonorum, vbi nec mors metuebatur, nec ulla corporis mala valetudo, nec aberat quicquá quod bona voluntas adipisceretur, nec inerat quod carnem animúmve hominis foeliciter viuétis offenderet? Amor erat imperturbatus in Deum, atque inter se coniugum fida & syncera societate viuentium, & ex hoc amore grande gaudium, non desisténte quod amabatur ad fruendum. Erat deuitatio tranquilla peccati, qua manéte nullum omnino aliundè malú quod contristaret irruebat. Quàm igitur foelices erant primi homines, & nullis agitabantur perturbationibus animorum, nullis corporum laedebátur incommodis: tam foelix vniuersa societas esset humana, si nec illi malú quod etiam in posteros traycerent, nec quisquam ex eorum stirpe iniquitatem committeret quae damnationé reciperet. Atque ista permanente foelicitate, donec per illam benedictionem qua dictum est, Crescite & multiplicamini, praedestinatorum Sanctorum numerus compleretur, alia maior daretur, quae beatissimis Angelis data est, vbi iam esset certa securitas peccaturum neminé moriturúmque neminé: & talis esset vita Sanctorum, post nullum laboris, doloris, mortis experimentum, qualis erit post haec omnia in incorruptione corporum reddita resurrectione mortuorum.
The same Augustine, in book 14 of the same work, chapter 10, writes thus: “But whether the first men had those affections in the animal body before sin, such as we shall not have in the spiritual body when all sin is purged and ended, is not unreasonably asked. For if they had them, how were they blessed in that memorable place of blessedness, that is, in Paradise? For who, at last, can be called absolutely blessed who is affected by fear or grief? But what could those men fear or grieve at, in so great an affluence of so great goods, where neither was death feared, nor any ill health of body, nor was anything lacking which a good will would attain, nor was there anything which would offend the flesh or mind of the man living happily? Love toward God was undisturbed, and [the love] of the spouses living among themselves in faithful and sincere society; and from this love a great joy, that which was loved not ceasing to be enjoyed. There was a tranquil avoidance of sin, which remaining, no evil at all from elsewhere that would sadden rushed in. How happy, then, were the first men, and were agitated by no perturbations of mind, injured by no inconveniences of body! So happy would the whole human society be, if neither they would transmit to posterity the evil [they incurred], nor would anyone of their stock commit iniquity which would receive damnation. And this felicity persisting, until through that blessing by which it was said, ‘Increase and multiply,’ the number of the predestined Saints was completed, another greater [felicity] would be given, which was given to the most blessed Angels, where there would now be a certain security that none would sin and none would die; and such would be the life of the Saints, after no experience of labor, grief, death, as it will be after all these things, in the incorruption of bodies restored by the resurrection of the dead.”10



Denique in eiusdem lib. c. 26. de eodem statu hunc in modum disputat Augustinus: Viuebat homo in Paradiso sicut volebat, quandiu volebat, quod Deus iusserat: viuebat fruens Deo, ex quo bono erat bonus: viuebat sine vlla egestate, ita semper viuere habens in potestate. Cibus aderat ne esuriret, potus ne sitiret, lignum vitae ne illum senecta dissolueret: nihil corruptionis in corpore, vel ex corpore, vllas molestias vllis eius sensibus ingerebat. Nullus intrin-[secus...]
Finally, in chapter 26 of the same book, Augustine disputes concerning the same state in this manner: “Man lived in Paradise as he wished, as long as he wished, [doing] that which God had commanded: he lived enjoying God, from which Good he was good; he lived without any want, having it in his power thus always to live. Food was at hand lest he hunger, drink lest he thirst, the tree of life lest old age dissolve him: nothing of corruption in the body, or from the body, brought any troubles to any of his senses. No internal [disease...] [continues]11



[...Nullus intrin]secus morbus, nullus ictus metuebatur extrinsecus. Summa in carne sanitas, in anima tota tranquillitas. Sicut in Paradiso nullus erat aestus aut frigus, sic in eius habitatore nulla ex cupiditate vel timore accedebat bonae voluntatis offensio. Nihil omnino triste, nihil erat inaniter laetum: gaudium verum perpetuabatur ex Deo, in quem flagrabat charitas ex corde puro & conscientia bona & fide non ficta: atque inter se coniugum fida ex honesto amore societas, concors mentis corporisque vigilia, & mandati sine labore custodia. Non lassitudo fatigabat ociosum, non somnus premebat inuitum. In tanta facilitate rerum & foelicitate hominum, absit vt suspicemur non potuisse prolem seri sine libidinis morbo, sed eo voluntatis nutu moueretur illa membra quo caetera, & sine ardoris illecebroso stimulo cum tranquillitate animi, & corporis nulla corruptione integritatis infunderetur gremio maritus vxoris. Neque enim quia experiétia probari non potest, ideò credendum non est: quando illas corporis partes non ageret turbidus calor, sed spontanea potestas sicut opus esset adhiberet: ita nunc potuisse vtero coniugis salua integritate foeminei genitalis virile semé immitti, sicut nunc potest eadem integritate salua ex vtero virginis fluxus menstrui cruoris emitti. Eadem quippe via posset illud iniyci, qua hoc potest eyci. Vt enim ad pariendum non doloris gemitus sed maturitatis impulsus foeminea viscera relaxaret, sic ad foetandum & cócipiendum non libidinis appetitus sed voluntarius vsus naturam vtramque coniungeret. Atque haec quidé de illo statu praeclara sanè, eximia, & admiranda in scriptis réliquit Augustinus.
[...No internal] disease, no blow from without was feared. The highest health in the flesh, in the soul all tranquillity. As in Paradise there was no heat or cold, so in its inhabitant no offense to good will came from desire or fear. Nothing at all sad, nothing was emptily glad: a true joy was perpetuated from God, toward whom charity burned from a pure heart and a good conscience and unfeigned faith; and among the spouses a faithful society from honest love, a concordant watchfulness of mind and body, and a keeping of the commandment without labor. No weariness wearied the idle, no sleep oppressed the unwilling. In so great a facility of things and felicity of men, far be it that we should suspect that offspring could not be sown without the disease of lust — but that those members would be moved by the same nod of the will as the others, and without the enticing goad of ardor, with tranquillity of mind, and with no corruption of the body's integrity, the husband would be poured into the lap of the wife. For it is not, because it cannot be proved by experience, therefore not to be believed; since a turbid heat would not move those parts of the body, but a spontaneous power would apply them as need required: so that now the virile seed could be sent into the spouse's womb, the integrity of the female genital being safe, just as now, that same integrity being safe, the flux of menstrual blood can be emitted from a virgin's womb. For by the same way it could be injected, by which this can be ejected. For as, for giving birth, not a groan of pain but the impulse of maturity would relax the female viscera, so, for impregnating and conceiving, not the appetite of lust but a voluntary use would join the two natures.” And these things, truly splendid, excellent, and admirable, concerning that state, Augustine left in his writings.12



QVID verò Gregorius? sanè non dissimilia Augustino, namque in Prologo tertij Psalmi poenitentialis hoc modo scribit: Sabbathum, requies interpretatur: sabbathum habuit genus humanum in primo parente, qui quandiu in conditoris sui obedientia perstitit, in suauissimo contemplationis diuinae lecto requieuit. In Paradiso namque primus homo delicijs potitus, sicut nullam in anima poterat sentire esuriem, ita etiam omnem quae ex carne nascitur ignorabat passionem. At postquam diuini colloquij peccando familiaritatem perdidit, mortis legibus succúbens, requiem foelicitatis aeternae amisit, & in procellosos mundanae instabilitatis corruit fluctus, quia statum rectitudinis seruare contempsit. Fidelis ergo anima requiem in primo homine perditam ad memoriam reuocans, & futurum nihilominus vitae aeternae sabbathum spiritus agilitate contemplans, ab omni spiritus & carnis optat corruptione eripi, & ad futuram indeficientis beatitudinis requiem, consummato huius vitae termino, orat sine cunctatione perduci. Sic Gregorius.
But what of Gregory? truly things not unlike Augustine, for in the Prologue of the third penitential Psalm he writes in this manner: “The Sabbath is interpreted ‘rest’: the human race had a sabbath in the first parent, who, as long as he stood firm in obedience to his Creator, rested on the most sweet bed of divine contemplation. For in Paradise the first man, possessed of delights, just as he could feel no hunger in his soul, so also was ignorant of every passion which is born from the flesh. But after, by sinning, he lost the familiarity of divine converse, succumbing to the laws of death, he lost the rest of eternal felicity, and fell into the stormy waves of worldly instability, because he scorned to keep the state of rectitude. The faithful soul, therefore, recalling to memory the rest lost in the first man, and nonetheless contemplating, by the agility of the spirit, the future sabbath of eternal life, desires to be snatched from all corruption of spirit and flesh, and prays that, the term of this life being completed, it may be led without delay to the future rest of unfailing beatitude.” Thus Gregory.13



DAMASCENVS quoque tam magnificè, tam splendidè ac sublimiter eo de statu sensit, vt nihil suprà. De Paradiso enim disputans in lib. 2. de Fide orthod. cap. 11. Quia, inquit, Deus ex visibili creatura plasmaturus erat hominem ad suam imaginem & similitudinem, tanquam quendam Regem & Principem vniuersa terrae & eorum qui in ea sunt, praestruxit ei quádam veluti Regiam, in qua diuersans beatam & omni ex parte foelicem duceret vitam. Et ipse est diuinus Paradisus, Dei manibus in Eden plantatus, laetitiae & voluptatis omnis promptuarium, excelsior omni terra, optima temperie, & aëre subtilissimo atque purissimo splendidus, plantis semper virentibus insignis, odoris suauitate refertus, plenúsque lumine, vniuersa sensibilis [venustatis...]
Damascene also thought so magnificently, so splendidly and sublimely about that state, that nothing [could be] beyond it. For, disputing about Paradise in book 2 On the Orthodox Faith, chapter 11: “Since,” he says, “God was about to form man, from the visible creation, to His own image and likeness, as a kind of King and Prince of the whole earth and of those which are in it, He built beforehand for him, as it were, a Royal palace, in which, dwelling, he might lead a blessed and in every part happy life. And this is the divine Paradise, planted by the hands of God in Eden, the storehouse of all gladness and pleasure, higher than all the earth, of the best temperature, and splendid with the most subtle and purest air, distinguished by ever-flourishing plants, filled with sweetness of fragrance, and full of light, surpassing all sensible [loveliness...] [continues]14



[...vniuersa sensibilis] venustatis & pulchritudinis superexcellens intelligentiam. Diuinus profectò locus, ac dignus eius qui ad imaginem Dei creatus fuerat incolatu: in quo nullum irrationalium habitabat, sed solus homo diuinarum manuum factura. Et priusquam vetitum cibum gustasset Adam, nudus erat ipse & Eua, nec erubescebant: sic enim impassibiles volebat nos esse Deus. Sine cura etiam & solicitudine vnum duntaxat opus habuissemus, quod Angelorum est, laudare indefessè & assiduè Creatorem, & ipsius contemplatione delectari. Corpore autem in hoc diuino & plusquàm pulchro loco manens Adam, anima eius in loco incomparabiliter superiori & pulchriori conuersabatur, Deum habens domesticum & inhabitantem. Qui & gloriosum illi erat indumentum, quique illi circum amicierat gratiam, solo sua dulcissimo contemplationis fructu delectato: eratque veluti quidam alter Angelus coelesti enutritus cibo. Hactenus ex Damasceno.
[...surpassing all sensible] loveliness and beauty beyond understanding. A divine place, indeed, and worthy of the habitation of him who had been created to the image of God: in which no irrational creature dwelt, but only man, the work of divine hands. And before Adam had tasted the forbidden food, he himself and Eve were naked, and they were not ashamed: for thus God wished us to be impassible. Without care also and solicitude we should have had but one work, which is the Angels' — to praise the Creator unwearyingly and assiduously, and to be delighted by His contemplation. But Adam, remaining with his body in this divine and more-than-beautiful place, his soul dwelt in a place incomparably higher and more beautiful, having God as His domestic guest and indweller — who was also a glorious garment to him, and who had clothed him round about with grace, [Adam] being delighted by the one sweetest fruit of His contemplation; and he was, as it were, another Angel, nourished by heavenly food.” Thus far from Damascene.15



ILLVM ergo statum innocentiae omnibus bonis omnibúsque rebus homini expetendis cumulatissimum atque ornatissimum fuisse, diuina Scriptura, sanctorum Patrum doctrina, ipsáque experientia tot tantorumque malorum quibus omnes propter eius status amissionem obnoxij sumus, manifestò demonstrant. Septem autem res statum innocentiae conficiebant, continebant, & in primis decorabant, quarum tres extra hominem erát, velut habitatio Paradisi terrestris, fructus arboris vitae, & singularis cura Dei hominem in eo statu collocatum ab omni malo tam animi quàm corporis etiam leuissimo mirabiliter conseruantis.
That state of innocence, therefore, was most heaped-up and most adorned with all goods and all things to be sought by man — which divine Scripture, the doctrine of the holy Fathers, and the very experience of so many and so great evils to which we are all liable on account of the loss of that state, manifestly demonstrate. And seven things made up, contained, and chiefly adorned the state of innocence, of which three were outside man — namely, the habitation of the terrestrial Paradise, the fruit of the tree of life, and the singular care of God, wonderfully preserving the man set in that state from every evil, of mind as of body, even the slightest.16



Quatuor autem res aliae in ipso homine inerant: Erat enim in eo quadruplex excellentia, vna sapientiae, altera gratiae gratum facientis, tertia iustitiae originalis, quarta immortalitatis & impassibilitatis quam corpori eius praestitisset Deus. De his quatuor distinctè, enucleatè, ac diffusè, vt fert ingenij nostri ac doctrinae tenuitas, in hoc libro disseremus. Namque de Paradiso terrestri & Arbore vitae suprà dictum à nobis est in tertio libro: De speciali autem prouidentia & cura Dei erga hominem in eo statu versantem agemus mixtè & confusè cum illis quatuor rebus quas in hoc volumine declarandas suscepimus. Atque ea quidem de quibus hoc loco disseremus, ante octo annos publicè librum Geneseos in Romano Gymnasio explanantes pertractauimus, sed ea deinde plurimis rebus aucta & locupletata, huius quinti voluminis argumentum & materiam feci-[mus...]
But four other things were in man himself: for there was in him a fourfold excellence — one of wisdom, another of sanctifying grace, the third of original justice, the fourth of the immortality and impassibility which God had furnished to his body. About these four, distinctly, clearly, and at length, as the slenderness of our talent and learning bears, we shall discourse in this book. For about the terrestrial Paradise and the Tree of life it was said by us above, in the third book; but about the special providence and care of God toward man dwelling in that state, we shall treat mixedly and intermingled with those four things which we have undertaken to declare in this volume. And those things, indeed, concerning which we shall here discourse, we treated eight years ago, when publicly explaining the book of Genesis in the Roman Gymnasium; but those things, afterward augmented and enriched with very many matters, we have made the argument and material of this fifth volume.17



Translator’s notes
	Title and heading of BOOK V — devoted entirely to the state of innocence (the disputation deferred from the end of Book IV), with an ornamental headpiece. ↩
	Decorated initial 'Q.' Book V's program: the excellence of the state of innocence (held but briefly, yet meant to be perpetual) is known from three sources — Scripture, the miseries of the Fall, and the writings of the holy and learned. Marginal gloss: 'Tribus ex rebus cognosci posse status innocentiae excellentiam.' ↩
	Scripture's chief witness to the state is Gen 2:25 ('naked and not ashamed'), indicating two excellences: (1) the innocence of mind — no shame, no obscene motion, no law of the members warring on the mind; (2) the body's impassibility — naked yet unharmed by anything external. Page breaks at catchword 'batur' (laede-batur, signature TT 3). RESUME PDF 559 with '...nedum laede[batur]...'. ↩
	Preface to Book V (continuing). Scripture's witness to innocence: Wisdom 2:23 (man created 'imperishable' — able neither to sin nor die); Ecclesiastes 7:29 ('God made man upright'). Man's rectitude is twofold — the superior part subject to God, the inferior (sense/appetite) subject to reason. Marginal gloss: 'Rectitudo hominis duplex.' ↩
	The inferior part's rectitude: the appetites fully under reason's command. Both rectitudes flowed from original justice — the crown of that state. Ps 49:12: man, once 'in honor,' became 'like the senseless beasts' through sin — once immortal, now mortal and prey to many ills. ↩
	The second source — the miseries of the Fall reveal the lost goods: the penalties on Eve (painful conception/childbirth, subjection; Gen 3:16) and Adam (the cursed, thorny earth; toil; death and return to dust; Gen 3:17-19) show that in innocence childbirth was painless, food spontaneous, and death absent. ↩
	Death came only by sin (Wisdom 2:24; Rom 5:12) — so man would not have died in innocence. If even this wretched, mortal life is loved, how much more lovable was the deathless, evil-free life of innocence? Marginal gloss: 'Sapient. 1.' Page breaks at catchword 'IAM.' ↩
	The third source — the writings of the Fathers, supremely Augustine, who in several places extols the state. Introduces the first of three long Augustine quotations (de Civ. Dei 12.20). ↩
	Augustine block-quote (de Civ. Dei 12.20): the first pair had animal (not yet glorified) bodies; ordinary food kept off hunger, while the tree of life kept off aging and death — so they were deathless not by nature but by grace. Marginal gloss: 'Augustini sententia de foelicitate primorum hominum ante peccatum.' ↩
	Augustine block-quote (de Civ. Dei 14.10): the first pair were truly blessed in Paradise — no fear, grief, death, or want; undisturbed love of God and of each other; and, had they persisted until the predestined were complete, they would have been raised to the angelic security (no possibility of sin or death). ↩
	Augustine block-quote (de Civ. Dei 14.26): man in Paradise lived freely, enjoying God, without want — food, drink, and the tree of life keeping off hunger, thirst, and age; no bodily corruption disturbed his senses. (The same passage was cited earlier, at printed p.498.) Page breaks at catchword 'secus.' ↩
	End of the Augustine block-quote (de Civ. Dei 14.26): perfect health and tranquillity; joy in God; effortless obedience; and generation without lust — the will moving the generative members calmly, the integrity intact (as menstrual blood now leaves an intact virgin). (Repeats the passage cited at p.498.) ↩
	Gregory the Great block-quote (on Ps 50/'third penitential Psalm'): innocence was a 'sabbath' of contemplative rest in the first parent, lost by sin (which plunged man into worldly storms); the faithful soul longs to regain that rest in eternal beatitude. ↩
	John Damascene block-quote (de Fide orth. 2.11): God built Paradise as a 'royal palace' for man, His viceroy — a place of all delight, surpassing earthly beauty (continues on the next page). Page breaks at catchword 'sensibilis.' ↩
	End of the Damascene block-quote: Paradise was worthy of God's image-bearer, inhabited by man alone; Adam, naked and unashamed (impassible by God's will), would have had the angels' one task — to praise and contemplate God, whom he had as indwelling guest, garment, and grace; 'another angel, fed on heavenly food.' ↩
	The three witnesses (Scripture, Fathers, the miseries of the Fall) prove innocence's excellence. The state consisted of SEVEN goods, three external: (1) the terrestrial Paradise, (2) the fruit of the tree of life, (3) God's singular preserving care. Marginal gloss: 'Septem praecipuè rebus status innocentiae continebatur.' ↩
	The four internal goods (the subject of Book V): (1) wisdom, (2) sanctifying grace, (3) original justice, (4) bodily immortality/impassibility — God's special providence being treated alongside. Pererius notes the Paradise/tree of life were covered in Book III, and that this material derives from his public Genesis lectures at the Collegio Romano ('Roman Gymnasium') eight years earlier. Catchword 'DE' (signature VV) opens the first disputation of Book V. RESUME PDF 563 with 'DE...' (the first chapter, on the wisdom of the first man). ↩




OF THE COMMENTARIES. ON THE FIRST EXCELLENCE OF THE STATE OF INNOCENCE, THAT IS, ON THE KNOWLEDGE OF ADAM

LatineEnglish


OF THE COMMENTARIES. ON THE FIRST EXCELLENCE OF THE STATE OF INNOCENCE, THAT IS, ON THE KNOWLEDGE OF ADAM.1
COMMENTARIORVM DE PRIMA EXCELLENTIA STATVS INNOCENTIAE, HOC EST, DE SCIENTIA ADAMI.



Translator’s notes
	Heading of the first disputation of Book V (with an ornamental band) — on the first of innocence's internal goods: Adam's God-given knowledge. ↩




The Lord God therefore, having formed from the ground all the living things of the earth and all the birds of Heaven, brought them to Adam, that he might see what he …

LatineEnglish


Formatis igitur Dominus Deus de humo cunctis animantibus terrae, & vniuersis volatilibus Caeli, adduxit ea ad Adam, vt videret quid vocaret ea: omne enim quod vocauit Adam animae viuentis, ipsum est nomen eius. Appellauitq́ Adam nominibus suis cuncta animantia, & vniuersa volatilia Caeli, & omnes bestias terrae. CAP. 2. VERS. 19.
The Lord God therefore, having formed from the ground all the living things of the earth and all the birds of Heaven, brought them to Adam, that he might see what he would call them: for whatever Adam called every living soul, that is its name. And Adam called all the living things by their names, and all the birds of Heaven, and all the beasts of the earth. CHAPTER 2, VERSES 19-20.1



EX variis Scripturae locis argumentátur Patres & Theologi, Adamum rerum omnium naturalium sciétia, cùm primùm à Deo creatus est, instructissimum atque ornatissimum fuisse. Etenim, hoc planè significatum & testatum est iis verbis quae sunt in libro Ecclesiastici, cap. 17. Disciplina, ait, intellectus repleuit illos (loquitur autem ibi Scriptura de primis hominibus), Creauit illis scientiam spiritus, sensu impleuit cor illorum, & mala & bona ostendit illis. Addidit illis disciplinam, & lege vitae haereditauit illos. Magnalia honoris eius vidit oculus illorum, & reliqua. In lib. item Eccl. c. 7. scriptum est hominem à Deo factum esse rectú; totus igitur homo creatus est rectus. Princeps autem pars hominis intellectus est, qui si rectus non fuerit, nequaquam homo rectus dici potest. Sed rectitudo intellectus in scientia veritatis consistit, quemadmodum obliquitas eius, distortio, & error in assensu & approbatione falsitatis. Si igitur primus homo creatus est rectus, creatum esse cum perfecta rerum scientia necesse est. Verùm, hoc de scientia Adami potissimú Doctores colligút & probant ex hoc loco Mosis quem ad explanádum proposuimus: quo narrat Moses Deum adduxisse ad Adamum cunctas animantes, vt eis nomina ille imponeret. Et subdit Moses, Omne enim quod vocauit Adam animae viuentis, ipsum est nomen eius: Appellauitq́ Adam nominibus suis cuncta animátia. Ex quo non obscurè nec dubiè concluditur, Adamum ab initio perfectam omnium animalium scientiam habuisse. Si enim eiusmodi sciétia caruisset, imponere nomina conuenientia naturis singulorum animaliú nequaquam potuisset. Praeclarè enim in Cratylo Plato, eú qui primus om-[nium...]
From various places of Scripture the Fathers and Theologians argue that Adam, when first created by God, was most instructed and most adorned with the knowledge of all natural things. For this is plainly signified and attested by those words which are in the book of Ecclesiasticus, chapter 17: “Discipline,” it says, “filled their intellect” (Scripture there speaks of the first men), “the spirit created knowledge for them, He filled their heart with sense, and showed them good and evil. He added discipline to them, and made them heirs by the law of life. Their eye saw the great things of His honor,” and the rest. Likewise in the book of Ecclesiastes, chapter 7, it is written that man was made upright by God; the whole man, therefore, was created upright. But the chief part of man is the intellect, which, if it be not upright, man can by no means be called upright. But the rectitude of the intellect consists in the knowledge of truth, just as its obliquity, distortion, and error in the assent to and approval of falsity. If, therefore, the first man was created upright, it is necessary that he was created with a perfect knowledge of things. But the Doctors chiefly gather and prove this concerning Adam's knowledge from this place of Moses which we have proposed to explain: by which Moses narrates that God brought to Adam all the living things, that he might impose names on them. And Moses subjoins, “For whatever Adam called every living soul, that is its name: and Adam called all the living things by their names.” From which it is concluded, not obscurely nor doubtfully, that Adam from the beginning had a perfect knowledge of all the animals. For if he had lacked such knowledge, he could by no means have imposed names suited to the natures of the individual animals. For excellently, in the Cratylus, Plato [affirms] that he who, first of all [mortals...] [continues]2



[...eú qui primus om]nium mortalium nomina rebus imposuit, sapientissimum fuisse affirmat. Quoniá igitur hic locus magná vim habet ad demonstrádam & probandam excellentiam scientiae quae fuit in Adamo, consentaneum est vt primò sententiam huius loci diligenter explanemus, ac deinde de qualitate, magnitudine, & praestantia scientiae Adami disputemus.
[...that he who, first of all] mortals, imposed names on things was most wise. Since, therefore, this place has great force for demonstrating and proving the excellence of the knowledge which was in Adam, it is fitting that we first diligently explain the meaning of this place, and then dispute concerning the quality, magnitude, and excellence of Adam's knowledge.3



Translator’s notes
	Lemma (Gen 2:19-20), the naming of the animals — the proof-text for Adam's knowledge. ↩
	Decorated initial 'E.' Scripture's testimony to Adam's created knowledge: Sirach 17 (the spirit gave them knowledge, showed good and evil); Eccl 7:29 ('God made man upright' — and the intellect, man's chief part, is upright only by truth). The proof-text: the naming of the animals (Gen 2:19-20) shows perfect animal-knowledge, since fit names require knowing the natures. Plato (Cratylus) deemed the first name-giver most wise. Marginal gloss: 'Quibus ex locis Scripturae probetur, Adamum creatum esse scientia praeditum.' ↩
	Plato (Cratylus): the first name-giver was supremely wise. Pererius will first explain the text, then treat the quality, extent, and excellence of Adam's knowledge. ↩




He brought them to Adam, that he might see what he would call them

LatineEnglish


He brought them to Adam, that he might see what he would call them.1
Adduxit ea ad Adam, vt videret quid vocaret ea.



INE causa profecto Caietanus contra Patrum atque omnium Interpretum sententiam censuit, non reuera fuisse animalia adducta ad Adamú, sed intellectuali tantú quodam modo fuisse intellectui eius à Deo repraesentata, vt ea considerans, & conuenienter singuloru naturis imponens eis nomina, nullú esse in eis agnosceret congruens sibi ad vitae societatem & prolis generationé adiutoriú. Nam Moses, inquit Caietanus, Deum adduxisse narrat animalia ad Adamum, vt videret quo modo ea vocaret: manifestum autem est non fuisse opus Adamo visione corporali animalium ad ponenda eis nomina. Talis enim visio nihil ad impositionem nominum conferre poterat: sed opus fuisse visione intellectuali, sine qua talis nominum impositio rectè fieri non poterat. Non igitur corporaliter sed intellectualiter animalia esse ad Adamum adducta intelligere oportet. Verútamen, hoc tam leui argumento à tam recepta probatáq; Patrum & Theologorum senténtia discedere voluisse, nimis profectò puerile fuit, & tanto Caietani ingenio plane alienum atque indignum. Namque illud, Vt videret quid vocaret ea, referri potest ad ipsum Deum, vt in Deo dictum sit phrasi Hebraica non infrequenti sacris litteris, vt manifestum est legéti primum & vndecimum caput Geneseos, & tertium caput Exodi aliáq; nónnulla Scripturae loca, hic breuitatis studio praetermissa. Potest etiá referri ad Adamú, & intelligi tam de visione intellectuali quàm corporali: haec enim excitabat & determinabat generalem scientiá animalium quae erat in intellectu Adami, ad singulas animalium species quarum cernebat indiuidua propriè ac distinctè contemplandas, & aspectus illorum animalium summa voluptate Adami animum perfundebat, quae per scientiam infusam ratione ipsa percepta & cognita habebat, eadem sensibus experientiáque recognoscentis.
Without cause, indeed, Cajetan, against the opinion of the Fathers and of all Interpreters, judged that the animals were not really brought to Adam, but were only in a certain intellectual manner represented to his intellect by God, so that, considering them and suitably imposing names on them according to the natures of each, he might recognize none among them congruent to him as a helper for the society of life and the generation of offspring. “For Moses,” says Cajetan, “narrates that God brought the animals to Adam, that he might see how he would call them: but it is manifest that Adam had no need of a corporeal vision of the animals for imposing names on them. For such a vision could contribute nothing to the imposition of names; but he had need of an intellectual vision, without which such an imposition of names could not rightly be made. It must therefore be understood that the animals were brought to Adam not corporeally, but intellectually.” But to have wished to depart, by so light an argument, from so received and approved an opinion of the Fathers and Theologians was surely too puerile, and plainly alien to and unworthy of so great a talent as Cajetan's. For that, “That he might see what he would call them,” can be referred to God Himself, so that it is said of God by a Hebrew idiom not infrequent in the sacred letters — as is manifest to one reading the first and eleventh chapters of Genesis, and the third chapter of Exodus, and some other places of Scripture, here omitted for brevity's sake. It can also be referred to Adam, and be understood both of an intellectual and of a corporeal vision: for the latter excited and determined the general knowledge of the animals, which was in Adam's intellect, to the contemplating properly and distinctly of the individual species of animals whose individuals he beheld; and the sight of those animals suffused Adam's mind with the highest pleasure — that [knowledge] which he had perceived and known by infused knowledge through reason itself, recognizing the same by the senses and by experience.2



SED quomodo adducta sunt animalia ad Adamum? non sanè sua spóte, nec instinctu ductuque naturae ad eum iuisse satis indicat Scriptura, cùm inquit ea fuisse à Deo adducta ad Adamum. Nec verò credendú est ea ratione fuisse à Deo illuc acta, vt pastor oues suas agit: non enim breui tempore, cum toto orbe sparsa essent, ad Adamú duci potuissent; nec item putandum, vehementi aliquo ventó ex locis vbi erant abrepta ad Paradisum in quo erat Adamus delata esse, quemadmodú de coturnicibus legitur libro Numer. c. 11. quippe neque id sine exitio terrestriú animalium fieri potuisset, nec vnius flatu venti: siquidem non vno in loco erant animalia, sed per omnes terrarum oras dispersa: necesse igitur fuisset ad ea deferenda omnes ventos cócurrere, [quo...]
But in what manner were the animals brought to Adam? That they did not go to him of their own accord, nor by the instinct and guidance of nature, Scripture sufficiently indicates, when it says that they were brought to Adam by God. Nor indeed is it to be believed that they were driven there by God in the way a shepherd drives his sheep; for, scattered as they were over the whole world, they could not have been led to Adam in a short time; nor, likewise, is it to be thought that, snatched by some vehement wind from the places where they were, they were carried to the Paradise in which Adam was — as is read of the quails in the book of Numbers, chapter 11 — since this could not have been done without the destruction of the land-animals, nor by the blast of one wind: for the animals were not in one place, but dispersed through all the shores of the lands; it would therefore have been necessary, for carrying them, that all the winds concur, [so that...] [continues]3



[...quo]circa ex contrariis mundi partibus flantes venti se inuicem impediuissent. Probanda igitur S. Augustini opinio, id vel ad ministeriú Angelorú, vel ad interioré instinctum & impulsum quo illuc rapiebátur à Deo, referentis. Finxit enim in illis Deus, hoc est, in ea facultate animae sentientis quam hodie Philosophi appellát aestimatiuam, visum quoddam à Graecis dictum φάντασμα, ræpresentans cuíque animalium conueniés illi esse ire ad eum locum vbi erat Adam, eiusq́ue imperio & voluntati subiici. Narrat Moses venisse ad Adamum animalia terrestria & aues, videlicet cuiuslibet speciei duo indiuidua, [marem dico & foeminá...]
[...so that] the winds blowing from the contrary parts of the world would have impeded one another. Therefore the opinion of St. Augustine is to be approved, who refers this either to the ministry of Angels, or to an interior instinct and impulse by which they were drawn there by God. For God fashioned in them — that is, in that faculty of the sentient soul which today the Philosophers call the “estimative” — a certain image, called by the Greeks φάντασμα (phantasm), representing to each of the animals that it was fitting for it to go to the place where Adam was, and to be subjected to his command and will. Moses narrates that there came to Adam the land-animals and the birds, namely two individuals of each species, [I mean a male and a female...] [continues]4



[...marem dico & foeminá]: tum quia sub qualibet specie ea est inter eius indiuidua principalis differentia quae spectatur in sexu; tum quia ex his liquidò cognoscere poterat Adam nullum sibi de toto genere animalium idoneum ad id quod quaerebatur adiutorium esse posse. SED cur non ad eum etiam pisces adducti sunt? An quia non eam habent cum homine conuenientiam, & velut consuetudinem quam habent caetera animalia? An quia in his certú erat nullum esse posse idoneum Adamo adiutorium, propter nimis diuersam corporis conformationem & figuram? An potiùs quia extra aquam positi confestim interiissent, nisi Deus illos singulari aliquo miraculo conseruare voluisset? Denique, adducta sunt ad Adamum animalia, vt is imponeret eis nomina tanquam seruis, quorum famulatu & obsequio vsurus erat: id quod non ferè in piscibus euenturum erat. Nam quod ait super hoc loco Catharinus, propterea non esse pisces adductos ad [Adamum...]
[...I mean a male and a female]: both because under any species there is, among its individuals, that principal difference which is seen in sex; and because from these Adam could clearly know that none, from the whole genus of animals, could be a fit helper for him for what was sought. But why were the fishes not also brought to him? Was it because they do not have that agreement, and as it were familiarity, with man which the other animals have? Or because in these it was certain that none could be a fit helper for Adam, on account of the too-diverse conformation and figure of the body? Or rather because, placed out of water, they would at once have perished, unless God had willed to preserve them by some singular miracle? Finally, the animals were brought to Adam that he might impose names on them as on servants, of whose service and obedience he was to make use — which would not generally come about in the case of fishes. For what Catharinus says on this place, that the fishes were not brought to [Adam...] [continues]5



[...propterea non esse pisces adductos ad Adamum], quòd facile is potuisset naturam & vires eorum ex terrestribus animantibus cognoscere, parum consultè & scienter dictum est. Exigua enim est inter pisces & terrestres animantes conuenientia & similitudo; multaque vtrique generi dissimilia & propriae ac distinctae cognitionis sunt. Nec ducta sunt animalia ad Adamum vt eorum cognitionem tunc primum acciperet (hanc enim à Deo ingeneratam indirámque sibi acceperat), sed vt singulis animantibus nomina imponeret, eáq; ratione linguam qua posteri eius vsuri erant conderet atque locupletaret. Tostatus super 13. caput Geneseos quaestione 318. negat in animantibus quae ductae sunt ad Adamum fuisse eas quae putri ex materia gignuntur; nimirum propter abiectam & sordidam istiusmodi animantium conditionem, & quod in his ferè non est distinctio maris & foeminae, nec vis generandi.
[...that the fishes were not brought to Adam], because he could easily have known their nature and powers from the land-animals — was said with little counsel and knowledge. For there is slight agreement and likeness between fishes and land-animals; and many things in each genus are dissimilar and of a proper and distinct knowledge. Nor were the animals brought to Adam that he might then first receive knowledge of them (for he had received this, ingenerated and infused into him, from God), but that he might impose names on the individual animals, and by that means found and enrich the language which his posterity would use. Tostatus, on the thirteenth chapter of Genesis, question 318, denies that among the living things which were brought to Adam were those which are generated from putrid matter — namely, on account of the abject and sordid condition of such creatures, and because in these there is generally no distinction of male and female, nor power of generating.6



VERVM roget quispiá, cur Deus adduxit animalia ad Adamum? Equidem videor mihi quatuor eius rei causas satis idoneas & probabiles afferre posse. Principió, voluit Deus ante Adamum sisti & oculis eius subiici animalia, vt ex eorum aspectu & contemplatione atque comparatione cum sua ipsius natura perspicuè agnosceret quantum illis differret ac praestaret ipse, quantóq; plura & excelletiora dona accepisset à Deo, ob eamq́ue causam ad laudes Dei celebrandas gratiásque perpetuò ei agendas vehementius incitaretur. Deinde, quia Deus fecerat hominem cunctorú animalium princi-[pem...]
But someone may ask, why did God bring the animals to Adam? I, indeed, seem to myself able to bring forward four sufficiently fit and probable causes of this thing. First, God willed the animals to be set before Adam and subjected to his eyes, so that, from their sight and contemplation and comparison with his own nature, he might clearly recognize how much he himself differed from and excelled them, and how many more and more excellent gifts he had received from God; and for that cause be more vehemently incited to celebrate the praises of God and perpetually to give Him thanks. Then, because God had made man the prince [of all the animals...] [continues]7



[...cunctorú animalium princi]pem ac dominum, voluit vt cognosceret ipse seruos suos, & animalia velut obsequium & seruitutem ei sponderent. Adhaec, vt imponendo nomina animalibus conderet augerétque linguam qua mox generandi homines vsuri erant; & verò vsi fuissent ea lingua omnes homines omníque aeuo, si in eo statu permansissent. His accedit, vt ea ratione pernotesceret omnibus quanta scientiae praestantia Deus Adamum donauisset atque decorasset. Ad extremum, vt cernens in singulis animalium speciebus esse marem ac foeminam, idem quoque in humana specie fieri oportere intelligeret, necessitatémque creandi mulierem futuram sibi ad generationem prolis adiutricem planè perspiceret, & (vt placet Catharino) ardentiùs procreationem eius experet, ac vehementiùs religiosa precatione à Deo postularet.
[...prince] and lord of all the animals, He willed that he himself should recognize his servants, and that the animals should, as it were, pledge obedience and servitude to him. Besides, that by imposing names on the animals he might found and augment the language which the men soon to be generated would use; and indeed all men would have used that language, and in every age, had they remained in that state. To this is added, that by that means it might become well known to all how great an excellence of knowledge God had bestowed upon Adam and adorned him with. Finally, that, seeing in the individual species of animals that there is a male and a female, he might understand that the same ought to come about in the human species too, and might clearly perceive the necessity of creating a woman to be his helper for the generation of offspring, and (as it pleases Catharinus) might more ardently desire her procreation, and more vehemently ask it from God by religious prayer.8



Translator’s notes
	Sub-lemma (Gen 2:19b). ↩
	Decorated initial 'I.' Cajetan held (against all the Fathers) that the animals were only 'intellectually' shown to Adam, not really brought, since a bodily sight contributes nothing to naming. Pererius rejects this as puerile: 'that he might see' can refer to God (a Hebrew idiom) or to Adam — and bodily sight did serve, by quickening his infused general knowledge to contemplate each species, with delight. Marginal gloss: 'An reuera ducta sint animalia ad Adamum: in quo refellitur Caietanus.' ↩
	How were the animals brought? Not of their own accord (Scripture says God brought them); not driven like sheep (too scattered for a short time); not by a wind (as the quails, Num 11) — that would destroy land-animals and need all the winds at once. Marginal gloss: 'Quomodo animalia ducta sint ad Adamum.' ↩
	The winds would cancel out; so (with Augustine, de Gen. ad lit. 9.14) the animals were brought either by angelic ministry or by a God-given inner impulse — God impressing on their 'estimative' faculty an image (Gk. φάντασμα) prompting them to go to Adam. GLYPH verified by magnification: φάντασμα. Marginal gloss: 'Augustinus lib. 9. de Gen. ad litteram cap. 14.' ↩
	Two of each kind (male/female) — sex being the species' chief individual difference, and showing Adam no beast could be his helper. Why no fishes? They lack man's familiarity; are too unlike to help; would die out of water; and were not named as serviceable 'servants' as the others were. Marginal gloss: 'Cur pisces nó sint ducti ad Adamum.' ↩
	Catharinus' reason (Adam could infer fish from land-animals) is faulted — the two are quite unlike. The animals were brought not to teach Adam (his knowledge was infused) but for him to name them and so found the language of his posterity. Tostatus (Gen 13, q.318) excludes the vermin born of putrefaction (base, sexless, non-generating). ↩
	Pererius' four reasons God brought the animals (1st-2nd here): (1) so Adam, comparing them with himself, would see his own superiority and gifts and be moved to praise God; (2) because God had made man their prince/lord (continues). Marginal gloss: 'Quatuor causae cur animalia ducta sint ad Adamum.' ↩
	The remaining two of the four reasons: (3) so Adam, lord of the animals, might recognize his 'servants' and found the (single, universal) language of his descendants, and his great knowledge be made manifest; (4) so that, seeing the sexes in the beasts, he would perceive his own need of a wife and ardently pray for her (Catharinus). Marginal gloss: 'Catharinus in Genesim.' ↩




And Adam called all the living things by their names. VERSE 20

LatineEnglish


And Adam called all the living things by their names. VERSE 20.1
Appellauitq́ Adam nominibus suis cuncta animantia. VERS. 20.



HAEc nominum impositio declarat imperium & potestatem primi hominis in animantes, & perfectam eius scientiam animalium, excellentémque vim ac dignitatem rationis qua cunctis animalibus homo antecellit: rebus enim nomina ritè ponere rationis munus est non qualiscunque, sed scientia excellentis & sapientia perfectae. Licèt autem Moses Barcepha in eo libro quem de Paradiso edidit opinionem referat quorundam qui arbitrati sunt hanc impositionem nominum non esse reuera factam, sed per eam mysticè significatam esse rationis & imperij humani in animalia excellentiam, communis tamen & vera est Patrum Theologorúmque sententia, verè imposita fuisse animalibus nomina ab Adamo. Id enim tam apertè & explicatè Scriptura tradit, vt non modò negari, sed vel in dubium vocari sine flagitio non possit. Quid enim aliud significat Scriptura nisi hoc, cùm inquit: Adduxit Deus animalia ad Adam, vt videret quid vocaret ea: omne enim quod vocauit Adam animae viuentis, ipsum est nomen eius: appellauitq́ Adam nominibus suis cuncta animantia? Nimirum, superuacanea sunt argumenta vbi tam aperta sunt diuinae Scripturae verba. Et cùm haec narratio Mosis non minus sit historica quàm superiores, non minus etiam quàm illae secundùm propriam significationem vulgarémque vsum vocum interpretanda & intelligenda est.
This imposition of names declares the command and power of the first man over the living things, and his perfect knowledge of the animals, and the excellent force and dignity of the reason by which man surpasses all the animals: for to put names on things rightly is a function of a reason not of any kind, but of an excellent knowledge and a perfect wisdom. But although Moses Barcepha, in the book which he published on Paradise, reports the opinion of certain men who thought that this imposition of names was not really done, but that by it was mystically signified the excellence of human reason and command over the animals — yet the common and true opinion of the Fathers and Theologians is that names were truly imposed on the animals by Adam. For Scripture delivers this so openly and explicitly that it can not only not be denied, but cannot even be called into doubt without crime. For what else does Scripture signify but this, when it says: “God brought the animals to Adam, that he might see what he would call them: for whatever Adam called every living soul, that is its name: and Adam called all the living things by their names”? Surely, arguments are superfluous where the words of divine Scripture are so open. And since this narration of Moses is no less historical than the preceding ones, it is also to be interpreted and understood, no less than they, according to the proper signification and common usage of the words.2



EVSEBIVS in lib. 11. de Praeparat. Euangel. cap. 4. & propriè de hac nominum impositione, & in vniuersum de impositione nominum, quae apud Hebraeos magis quàm apud alias gentes aptè & conuenienter fit naturae cuiúsque rei, egregiè disputat. Et inter caetera quae inibi tractat, hunc ipsum locum Mosis explanans, ita scribit: Cùm Moses dicat, Omne quod vocauit Adam animae viuétis ipsum est nomen eius, nihil aliud dicere voluit, nisi conuenienter ad naturam rei nomen fuisse inditum. Quasi diceret: Vt ab eo quodq́; vocatum est, sic in eius natura erat. Et cap. 3. eiusdem libri: Moses, inquit, priusquam Greci, vel ipsum Philo-[sophia...]
Eusebius, in book 11 On the Evangelical Preparation, chapter 4, excellently disputes both properly about this imposition of names, and in general about the imposition of names — which among the Hebrews, more than among other nations, is done aptly and suitably according to the nature of each thing. And among the other things which he there treats, explaining this very place of Moses, he writes thus: “When Moses says, ‘Whatever Adam called every living soul, that is its name,’ he wished to say nothing else than that the name was suited to the nature of the thing. As if he said: As each thing was called by him, so it was in its nature.” And in chapter 3 of the same book: “Moses,” he says, “before the Greeks, or [knew] philosophy itself [...] [continues]3



...sophiae nomen cognoscerent, innumerabilia de impositione nominum dixit, aut natura duce, aut Dei iudicio nomina rebus esse imposita ostendens. Plato quoque non impositione nuda, sed duce natura recte nomina rebus imponi docet: idque Barbarorum auctoritate confirmat, Hebraeos meo quidem iudicio significans; non enim apud alios talem observationem facile invenies. Ex multis igitur quae hac de re disseruerat Plato, colligit non cuiusque hominis, sed sapientissimi esse nomina rebus, ut oportet, imponere. Non ergo, inquit, triviale quiddam est, o Hermogenes, recta nominis impositio, sed doctissimorum atque praestantissimorum virorum. Tum Cratylus: Recte, inquit, ais, duce natura nomina rebus accommodata, putans nec quemvis hoc facere posse, sed illum tantummodo qui ad rei naturam respiciens, ad eam nomen ipsum recte accommodare potest. Sic Eusebius.
...[such that] they might recognize the very name of wisdom (sophia), he [Moses] said innumerable things about the imposition of names, showing that names are imposed on things either with nature as guide, or by the judgment of God. Plato too teaches that names are rightly imposed on things not by bare imposition, but with nature as guide; and he confirms this by the authority of the Barbarians, meaning, in my judgment at least, the Hebrews; for you will not easily find such an observation among other peoples. From the many things, therefore, that Plato had discussed on this matter, he gathers that it belongs not to just any man, but to the wisest, to impose names on things as is fitting. ‘It is no trivial thing, then,’ he says, ‘O Hermogenes, the right imposition of a name, but the work of the most learned and most excellent men.’ Then Cratylus: ‘Rightly,’ he says, ‘do you say that names are accommodated to things with nature as guide,’ holding that not just anyone can do this, but only he who, looking to the nature of the thing, can rightly accommodate the name itself to it. Thus Eusebius.4



Moses Barcepha in illo libro quem paulo ante nominavi, ex quorundam sententia tradit, Adamum editiori Paradisi loco insidentem, augustaque auctoritate et maiestate, ac tali vultus splendore qualem emicuisse et effulsisse e facie Mosis in 34. cap. libri Exodi scriptum est, voce quae sensu excipi posset pronuntiata, singulis animantium generibus nomina indidisse, unumquodque nominatim appellando: illa vero summissis capitibus prona, neque prae nimio decore quo ille splendebat intueri ipsum audentia, singulatim praeteribant, et suis ab illo appellabantur ex ordine nominibus. Verbi gratia, cum taurum ille nomine appellaret, continuo is audito nomine suo transibat coram illo capite summisso: similiter nominatim citatus equus praeteribat deiecta cervice, neque Adami aspectum sustinens: idemque ceteris contigit.
Moses Barcepha, in that book which I named a little earlier, relates on the opinion of certain authors that Adam, seated in the higher place of Paradise, with august authority and majesty, and with such splendor of countenance as is written to have shone forth and blazed from the face of Moses in the 34th chapter of the book of Exodus, pronouncing with a voice that could be grasped by sense, assigned names to the individual kinds of animals, calling each one by name: while they, bowed down with lowered heads, and not daring to look upon him because of the exceeding glory with which he shone, passed by one at a time, and were called by him each by its name in order. For example, when he called the bull by name, at once, hearing its own name, it passed before him with head bowed: likewise the horse, summoned by name, passed by with neck lowered, not enduring the sight of Adam: and the same befell the rest.5



Illud porro animadvertendum est hoc loco, Adamum non modo scientiam rerum a Deo accepisse, sed linguam etiam perfectam, qua et loqueretur ipse, et secum loquentem Deum intelligeret, qua usus est Deus cum dixit Adamo et Evae: Crescite, et multiplicamini, et quae deinceps sequuntur ad finem usque eius capitis. Hac etiam lingua denuntiavit Adamo praeceptum non edendi ex arbore scientiae boni et mali: denique per hanc linguam facta sunt verba quaecunque in tribus primis libri Geneseos capitibus, vel a Deo, vel ab Adamo et Eva, vel a serpente dicta esse legimus.
This further must be noted in this place, that Adam received from God not only the knowledge of things, but also a perfect language, by which he himself might speak, and might understand God speaking with him, the language God used when he said to Adam and Eve: ‘Increase and multiply,’ and what follows thereafter to the very end of that chapter. In this language too he announced to Adam the precept of not eating from the tree of the knowledge of good and evil: in short, through this language were made all the words which we read to have been spoken in the first three chapters of the book of Genesis, whether by God, or by Adam and Eve, or by the serpent.6



Censet autem Tostatus quaest. 344. super 13. cap. libri Geneseos, nomina quae animalibus imposuit Adamus, non ea tum primum a Deo ipsum accepisse: sic enim non Adamus, sed Deus ipse imposuisse eis nomina diceretur: sed Adamum accepisse linguam a Deo, quantum ad alia omnia perfectam, praeter eam partem quae animalium nomina continet, quam scilicet integram reliquit Deus sollertiae ac sapientiae Adami: videlicet ut ipse per scientiam quam habebat animalium, et per notitiam plurimarum vocum quam acceperat, nomina conderet, atque imponeret animalibus, singulorum naturis rite congruentia: nec ea quidem uno modo formata, sed diversis e causis petita, vel ex propria differentia specifica, vel ex naturali proprietate, vel ex motu, vel ex figura, vel ex peculiari aliqua operatione, vel...
But Tostatus holds, in question 344 on the 13th chapter of the book of Genesis, that the names which Adam imposed on the animals he did not then receive for the first time from God himself: for in that case not Adam, but God himself would be said to have imposed the names on them; but rather that Adam received the language from God, perfect as to all else, except that part which contains the names of the animals, which God of course left whole to the ingenuity and wisdom of Adam: namely, so that he himself, through the knowledge of animals which he had, and through the acquaintance with very many words which he had received, might fashion names and impose them on the animals, rightly suited to the natures of each: and these not formed in one manner only, but drawn from diverse causes, whether from their own specific difference, or from a natural property, or from motion, or from shape, or from some peculiar operation, or...7



...vel ex aliquo singulari et proprio accidenti. Lingua vero quam primo habuit Adam, et secundum quam imposuit animalibus nomina, concessu omnium Hebraea fuit, quae ante divisionem linguarum non appellabatur Hebraea; erat quippe una duntaxat lingua communis omnium hominum, et ut scriptura testatur, cap. 11. Genes.: Erat terra labii unius, et sermonum eorundem. Facta vero divisione, quoniam ea lingua quae fuerat communis omnium facta est specialis in sola familia Heber, quo vivente contigit divisio linguarum religiose custodita, idcirco ab Heber postea dicta est Hebraea: quod nomen primum legimus Abrahamo tributum, in cap. 14. Genes. Legenda sunt in hanc sententiam quae reliquit scripta S. Augustinus in lib. 17. de Civit. Dei, cap. 11. et in lib. 18. cap. 39.
...or from some singular and proper accident. But the language which Adam first had, and according to which he imposed names on the animals, was by everyone's admission Hebrew, which before the division of tongues was not called Hebrew; for there was only one language common to all men, and as Scripture attests, Genesis chapter 11: ‘The earth was of one lip, and of the same speech.’ But once the division was made, since that language which had been common to all became special to the family of Heber alone—in whose lifetime the division of tongues occurred, religiously preserved [by his family]—for that reason it was afterward called Hebrew from Heber: which name we first read to have been attributed to Abraham, in Genesis chapter 14. To be read on this subject are the things St. Augustine left written in book 17 of the City of God, chapter 11, and in book 18, chapter 39.8



Fuisse autem primam omnium linguarum Hebraeam, qua nempe usus sit Adam ceterique mortales usque ad divisionem linguarum, eo patet argumento, quod illae etymologiae nominum, quas a primaevis illis hominibus traditas esse narrat liber Geneseos, non alia in lingua ulla, nisi in Hebraea sola locum habent: veluti quod Adam uxorem suam אִשָּה (Issah) dixit, quod de viro qui vocatur אִישׁ (Is) sumpta esset, eandemque nominavit Evam, quod mater esset omnium viventium: eodemque spectant etymologiae illorum nominum, Cain, Seth, et Noe. Creditur autem linguam Hebraeam etiam vulgo puram esse conservatam usque ad captivitatem Babylonicam: post eam vero linguam popularem Hebraeorum non fuisse plane Hebraicam, sed ex Hebraeo et Chaldaico sermone mistam, atque contami-
That Hebrew was the first of all languages—the one, namely, which Adam and the other mortals used up to the division of tongues—is shown by this argument: that those etymologies of names which the book of Genesis relates were handed down by those primeval men have a place in no other language whatsoever, but in Hebrew alone. For instance, that Adam called his wife אִשָּה (Issah, woman), because she was taken from the man who is called אִישׁ (Is, man), and that he named the same woman Eve, because she was the mother of all the living: and to the same point look the etymologies of those names, Cain, Seth, and Noah. It is moreover believed that the Hebrew language was preserved pure even in common use up to the Babylonian captivity: but that after it the popular language of the Hebrews was not plainly Hebraic, but mixed with the Hebrew and Chaldaic speech, and contami-9



...natam, et in sacris tantum Bibliis remansisse linguam pure Hebraeam: quo fit ut de Hebraeis quicunque de his quae pertinent ad doctrinas vel artes scripserunt, vel Graeca, vel Arabica, vel alia peregrina lingua usi fuerint.
...nated, and that a purely Hebrew language remained only in the sacred Scriptures: whence it comes that, among the Hebrews, whoever wrote about things pertaining to the sciences or the arts used either the Greek, or the Arabic, or some other foreign tongue.10



Sed enim, ambigunt nonnulli quo tempore impositio haec nominum sit ab Adamo facta. Hugo de S. Victore scribit vel die sexto factam esse, sicut indicat ordo Mosaicae narrationis, vel longo post tempore: neque enim cunctis animalium speciebus tam brevi tempore potuisset Adam apte nomina imponere: licet non desint qui oculos Adami illuminatos a Deo esse dicant, ut animalia omnia uno conspectu videre posset: quemadmodum legitur S. Benedictum simul totum mundum in radio solis vidisse. Verum narratio Mosis perspicue ostendit impositionem nominum factam esse ante formationem Evae, quinimo tradit causam cur Eva necessario creari debuerit ex eo Adamum intellexisse, quod inspectis consideratisque animalibus nullum reperisset quod sibi ad vitae humanae societatem et generationem prolis adiumento esse posset.
But indeed, some are in doubt at what time this imposition of names was made by Adam. Hugh of St. Victor writes that it was made either on the sixth day, as the order of the Mosaic narrative indicates, or a long time afterward: for Adam could not in so short a time have fittingly imposed names on all the species of animals; although there are not lacking those who say that Adam's eyes were illuminated by God, so that he could see all the animals at a single glance: just as we read that St. Benedict saw the whole world at once in a ray of the sun. But the narrative of Moses clearly shows that the imposition of names was made before the formation of Eve; indeed it relates that Adam understood the reason why Eve necessarily had to be created from this, that, the animals having been inspected and considered, he found none that could be of help to him for the fellowship of human life and the begetting of offspring.11



Translator’s notes
	Sub-lemma (Gen 2:20a). ↩
	Decorated initial 'H.' The naming displays Adam's lordship and perfect knowledge — naming rightly requires excellent wisdom. Against Moses bar Kepha's report of a 'merely mystical' reading, the common and true view is that Adam truly named the animals (Scripture so plainly states it that doubting it is a crime), the narration being historical and literal. Marginal gloss: 'De impositione nominum.' ↩
	Eusebius (Praep. Evang. 11.4) on Hebrew names fitting the nature of things: Adam's naming means the name suited the thing's nature ('as he called it, so it was'). A further citation (ch. 3, Moses prior to the Greek philosophers) is begun. Catchword 'sophia' (signature VV 3). RESUME PDF 567 with '...vel ipsum Philo[sophiam]...'. ↩
	Conclusion of the Eusebius block-quote (de Praep. Evang. lib. 11) carried over from the previous page; quoting Plato's Cratylus (the exchange of Socrates, Hermogenes, and Cratylus on whether names fit things by nature). Ends with the attribution marker 'Sic Eusebius.' ↩
	Marginal author-citation: Moses Bar-Cepha (Moses Barcepha), the Syriac bishop, on the scene of Adam naming the animals. Reported in indirect discourse ('tradit ... indidisse'). The reference to Moses' shining face is Exodus 34:29-35. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Adamum linguam Hebraeam ab initio divinitus accepisse' (that Adam received the Hebrew tongue divinely from the beginning). 'Crescite et multiplicamini' = Genesis 1:28. ↩
	Tostatus = Alfonso Tostado (Abulensis); his Questions on Genesis, q. 344 on Gen. 13. Sentence continues onto the next page (catchword 'vel'). ↩
	'Erat terra labii unius, et sermonum eorundem' = Genesis 11:1 (Vulgate). The etymology of 'Hebrew' from Heber (Eber). Augustine, De Civitate Dei 17.11 and 18.39. ↩
	GLYPHS verified by magnification: אִשָּה = Issah (woman, Gen. 2:23) and אִישׁ = Is (man); the man/woman wordplay of Gen. 2:23 ('she shall be called Woman, because she was taken out of Man'). Marginal gloss: 'Hebraeam linguam fuisse primam omnium' (that Hebrew was the first of all languages). Sentence continues onto next page (catchword 'cam'). ↩
	Completes the sentence on the corruption of post-exilic vernacular Hebrew by Chaldaic. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Quando Adam imposuit nomina animalibus' (when Adam imposed names on the animals). Hugh of St. Victor; the vision of St. Benedict seeing the whole world in a sunbeam (Gregory, Dialogues 2.35). Catchword at foot of page: 'DISPV' (heading the Disputatio that opens the next page). ↩




DISPUTATION ON THE EXTENT and excellence of the knowledge which Adam had

LatineEnglish


DISPUTATION ON THE EXTENT and excellence of the knowledge which Adam had.1
DISPUTATIO DE AMPLITUDINE et excellentia eius scientiae quam habuit Adam.



Ceterum, hoc loco Mosis de impositione nominum ab Adamo facta satis opinor explanato, ad propositam de scientia Adami disputationem pertractandam aggrediamur. In ea vero disputatione quaestiones quinque sunt enodandae. Prima quaestio: An Adam sit creatus scientia rerum naturalium praeditus. Altera quaestio: Quantam habuerit scientiam. Tertia: An cunctis hominibus qui post eum fuerunt sapientior fuerit. Quarta: An scientiam etiam rerum supernaturalium habuerit. Quinta: An, si mansisset status innocentiae, omnes posteri Adami similiter ut ipse scientiam rerum omnium ab exordio sui ortus habuissent.
Now, this passage of Moses concerning the imposition of names by Adam having been, I think, sufficiently explained, let us proceed to take up the proposed disputation concerning the knowledge of Adam. In that disputation five questions are to be unraveled. The first question: Whether Adam was created endowed with knowledge of natural things. The second question: How much knowledge he had. The third: Whether he was wiser than all the men who came after him. The fourth: Whether he had knowledge also of supernatural things. The fifth: Whether, if the state of innocence had remained, all Adam's descendants would, like him, have had knowledge of all things from the very beginning of their birth.2



Translator’s notes
	Major divider: the opening Disputatio of Book V's treatment of Adam's knowledge (de scientia Adami). ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Quinque quaestiones de scientia Adami' (five questions on the knowledge of Adam). Preface enumerating the five questions of the Disputatio. ↩




QUESTION I. Whether, as soon as he was created, Adam had knowledge of all things

LatineEnglish


QUESTION I. Whether, as soon as he was created, Adam had knowledge of all things.1
QUAESTIO I. An statim ut creatus est Adam habuerit scientiam omnium rerum.



Quantum ad primam quaestionem, videtur non ita simul ut creatus est Adam habuisse scientiam. Nam vel ea scientia fuisset acquisita, vel ingenerata et naturalis ei, vel infusa: sed nec tempus ei fuit acquirendi omnes scientias et experiendi res omnes; et quod est naturale inest in omnibus quae sunt eiusdem speciei: ceterorum autem omnium animi creantur a Deo nudi omni scientia, ita ut ignorantia magis homini naturalis quam scientia esse videatur. Si autem infusam habuit scientiam, non igitur ea fuit eiusdem speciei atque est aliorum hominum scientia. Adiice quod eorum omnium quae in eadem specie continentur eadem ratio est consequendi suam perfectionem: cum ergo ceteri homines scientiam rerum naturalium non singulari aliquo Dei munere et inspiratione, sed proprio studio et opera consequantur, idem quoque accidisse Adamo existimare convenit.
As to the first question, it seems that Adam did not have knowledge as soon as he was created. For that knowledge would have been either acquired, or innate and natural to him, or infused: but neither was there time for him to acquire all the sciences and to experience all things; and what is natural is present in all things that are of the same species: but the souls of all the rest are created by God bare of all knowledge, so that ignorance seems more natural to man than knowledge. But if he had infused knowledge, then it was not of the same species as is the knowledge of other men. Add that, of all things contained under the same species, there is one and the same manner of attaining their perfection: since therefore other men attain knowledge of natural things not by any singular gift and inspiration of God, but by their own study and effort, it is fitting to suppose that the same befell Adam.2



Verum certa et indubitata Theologorum sententia est, Adamum omni scientia rerum naturalium a suo usque ortu fuisse praeditum. Lege Magistrum Sententiarum, lib. 2. dist. 23., et super eandem dist. Scholasticos, praesertim vero Bonaventuram, art. 2. quaest. 1. et 2., etiam Thomam 1. p. quaest. 94., necnon et Hugonem S. Victoris, lib. 1. de Sacramentis, part. 6. cap. 12. Id autem supra ostendimus divinae Scripturae testimoniis, tum ex hoc loco Mosis, tum ex cap. 17. libri Ecclesiastici, tum ex libri Ecclesiastae cap. 7. expromptis. Hoc ipsum praeterea...
But it is the certain and undoubted opinion of the Theologians that Adam was, from his very origin, endowed with all knowledge of natural things. Read the Master of the Sentences, book 2, distinction 23, and on the same distinction the Scholastics, but especially Bonaventure, article 2, questions 1 and 2; also Thomas, part 1, question 94; and likewise Hugh of St. Victor, book 1 of On the Sacraments, part 6, chapter 12. This we showed above by the testimonies of divine Scripture, drawn both from this passage of Moses, and from chapter 17 of the book of Ecclesiasticus, and from chapter 7 of the book of Ecclesiastes. This same thing, moreover...3



...praeterea quatuor rationibus ex Patrum et Theologorum doctrina expressis confirmare possumus. Prima ratio: Deus in exordio mundi animalia omnia creavit in suo quaeque genere perfecta, tam secundum perfectiones specificas quam individuales, id est, secundum magnitudinem et robur corporis, secundum potentiam generandi, denique secundum potentiam exequendi et perficiendi omnes actiones naturales: ergo similiter Adamum secundum easdem res perfectum condidit. Quemadmodum igitur Adam creatus est perfecto corpore, videlicet quantum ad integritatem aetatis, proceritatem staturae, robur et firmitatem virium, et potentiam generandi alios; ita credendum est factum esse eum animo menteque perfectum, sed naturalis perfectio mentis scientia est, hanc igitur habuit Adam ab initio, praesertim vero cum quae a Deo proxime efficiuntur ea sint perfectissima; Adamum vero totum solus Deus, nullius causae efficientis concursu, tam secundum corpus quam secundum animam creavit: utraque igitur parte perfectissimus a Deo creatus est: non fuisset autem perfectus si praecipua ei perfectio naturalis defuisset.
...we can confirm, moreover, by four reasons drawn from the doctrine of the Fathers and the Theologians. First reason: God, at the beginning of the world, created all the animals each perfect in its own kind, both according to specific and according to individual perfections, that is, according to the size and strength of body, according to the power of generating, and finally according to the power of carrying out and completing all natural actions: therefore likewise he founded Adam perfect according to the same things. As, therefore, Adam was created with a perfect body—namely as to the fullness of age, tallness of stature, vigor and firmness of strength, and the power of generating others—so it is to be believed that he was made perfect in soul and mind; but the natural perfection of the mind is knowledge, this therefore Adam had from the beginning, especially since the things that are produced immediately by God are most perfect; and Adam as a whole God alone created, with the concurrence of no efficient cause, both according to body and according to soul: in both parts, therefore, he was created by God most perfect: but he would not have been perfect if the chief natural perfection had been lacking to him.4



Altera ratio: Quoniam Adam humani generis secundum carnalem generationem sator et parens futurus erat, idcirco creari eum oportuit aetate perfecta et ad generandum idonea; cum idem futurus esset primus doctor rectorque hominum, conveniens profecto fuit praeditum creari eum perfecta facultate docendi et regendi alios homines: id autem sine scientia praestari non potest. Namque, ut scribit Aristoteles in primo et secundo libro Metaphysicorum, signum scientis est posse alios docere, et quod est causa cur alia sint talia, ipsum maxime tale esse necesse est.
Second reason: Since Adam was to be the sower and parent of the human race according to carnal generation, for that reason it was fitting that he be created at a perfect age and suited for generating; and since the same man was to be the first teacher and ruler of men, it was assuredly fitting that he be created endowed with the perfect faculty of teaching and governing other men: but that cannot be furnished without knowledge. For, as Aristotle writes in the first and second books of the Metaphysics, the sign of one who knows is to be able to teach others, and what is the cause why other things are such, must itself most of all be such.5



Tertia ratio: Si Adam creatus esset sine scientia, eamque paulatim studio et opera comparare sibi debuisset, longo tempore in veritatis ignoratione versatus esset: ignorantia autem veritatis et inscitia rerum quae patent sensibus admodum molesta et acerba fuisset homini sciendi cupidissimo: atqui nihil molesti vel acerbi in eo statu vel animo vel corpori accidisset: non igitur ignorans et inscius creatus est Adam. Etenim, si diu ille fuisset ignorans, facile fuisset propter veritatis et rerum ignorationem falsis eum assentiri opinionibus, et in absurdos errores prolabi; videlicet approbare falsa pro veris, aut vera pro falsis reprobare, quod, ut praeclare dixit Augustinus, non est natura hominis conditi, sed poena damnati. Quarta ratio: Si Deus talem creavit hominem, ut summa tranquillitate animi ac iucunditate, omnique tristitia et dolore vacuus quietam et beatam vitam ageret, eique ad esum corporalem tantam optimorum ciborum copiam comparavit; consentaneum profecto fuit ita creari hominem a Deo, ut ne propter ignorantiam rerum afficeretur tristitia, et careret suavissima voluptate quae ex rerum scientia percipitur, quarum contemplatione velut dulcissimo mentis pabulo animus noster pascitur, et alitur ad aeternitatem. Quod si Adam simul atque creatus est, omnes et corporis et animi alentis atque sen-
Third reason: If Adam had been created without knowledge, and had had to procure it for himself gradually by study and effort, he would have spent a long time in ignorance of the truth: but ignorance of the truth and unacquaintance with the things that lie open to the senses would have been exceedingly troublesome and bitter to a man most eager to know: yet nothing troublesome or bitter would have befallen, in that state, either his soul or his body: therefore Adam was not created ignorant and unknowing. For indeed, if he had long been ignorant, it would have been easy, on account of his ignorance of the truth and of things, for him to assent to false opinions and to slip into absurd errors; namely, to approve false things as true, or to reject true things as false—which, as Augustine excellently said, is not the nature of man as created, but the penalty of man condemned. Fourth reason: If God created man such that, with the utmost tranquillity and pleasantness of soul, and free from all sadness and pain, he might lead a quiet and blessed life, and provided for him so great an abundance of the best foods for bodily nourishment; it was assuredly consistent that man be so created by God that he should not, on account of ignorance of things, be afflicted with sadness, and lack the sweetest delight which is derived from the knowledge of things—by whose contemplation, as by the sweetest food of the mind, our soul is fed and is nourished unto eternity. But if Adam, as soon as he was created, [had] all the faculties both of the body and of the nourishing and per-6



...tientis facultates perfecte obire et explere poterat, quis dubitet eum quoque functiones mentis, cognoscendis et contemplandis rebus omnibus, excellenter ab initio exercere potuisse?
...he could perfectly fulfill and discharge the faculties [of the nourishing and perceiving soul], who would doubt that he was also able, from the beginning, excellently to exercise the functions of the mind in knowing and contemplating all things?7



Sed roget aliquis, an illa scientia rerum naturalium quam Adam habuit infusam, specie differret a scientia earundem rerum quam ceteri homines habent proprio studio acquisitam? Huic ego responderim non fuisse diversam specie: erat enim scientia humana, id est, naturalis perfectio hominis, agentis etiam tunc vitam animalem. Erat quidem illa infusa scientia, sed per accidens, nam per se debebat esse acquisita: sed quia Adam fuit primus homo futurusque aliorum hominum doctor, necesse fuit ipsum statim esse perfectum secundum scientiam: et quia non potuit eam perfectionem statim habere per acquisitionem, necesse fuit habere eam per infusionem. Sicut igitur Adam, licet longe aliter procreatus esset a Deo quam ceteri omnes generantur, non idcirco tamen specie differebat ab aliis hominibus, ita scientia eius infusa non erat diversae speciei atque scientia aliorum hominum acquisita.
But someone may ask whether that knowledge of natural things which Adam had infused differed in species from the knowledge of those same things which other men have, acquired by their own study. To this I would reply that it did not differ in species: for it was human knowledge, that is, the natural perfection of man, who even then was living an animal life. That knowledge was indeed infused, but accidentally so, for of itself it ought to have been acquired: but because Adam was the first man and was to be the teacher of other men, it was necessary that he be at once perfect in knowledge; and because he could not have that perfection at once by acquisition, it was necessary that he have it by infusion. Just as, therefore, Adam—although he was procreated by God in a far different way than all the rest are generated—did not on that account differ in species from other men, so his infused knowledge was not of a different species than the acquired knowledge of other men.8



Certe, ut B. Thomas non uno loco philosophari solet, in quo magistrum suum Aristotelem sequitur, simpliciter et absolute prius est perfectum quam imperfectum, et actus prior est potentia: quia nec imperfectum ad perfectionem, neque quod est potentia perduci ad actum potest, nisi ab eo quod sit perfectum et actu existat. Cogitandum igitur est Adami scientiam ita se habuisse, ut se habet scientia acquisita in eo homine qui eam perfecte tenet et possidet. Habebat enim Adam in intellectu species intelligibiles omnium universalium et specierum naturalium scibilium sic expressas, sic inter se dispositas et ordinatas, ut propria cuiusque scibilis ratio exigit. At vero, quia dum animus est in hoc mortali corpore, non potest perficere actum sciendi et intelligendi sine respectu et conversione sui ad phantasmata, propterea Adam praeter species intelligibiles rerum universalium intellectui suo a Deo impressas, habebat expressa phantasmata proprie ac distincte repraesentantia individua cuiuslibet speciei, ut in eis mens, quae ad naturam eius speciei pertinebant, scrutari et contemplari sine errore posset.
Certainly, as the Blessed Thomas is wont to philosophize in more than one place, wherein he follows his master Aristotle: simply and absolutely the perfect is prior to the imperfect, and act is prior to potency: because neither can the imperfect [be brought] to perfection, nor can what is in potency be brought to act, except by that which is perfect and exists in act. It must therefore be thought that Adam's knowledge was such as acquired knowledge is in a man who perfectly holds and possesses it. For Adam had in his intellect the intelligible species of all universals and of the natural knowable species, so expressed, and so arranged and ordered among themselves, as the proper character of each knowable demands. But since, while the soul is in this mortal body, it cannot complete the act of knowing and understanding without regard and conversion of itself to phantasms, therefore Adam, besides the intelligible species of universal things impressed on his intellect by God, had also expressed phantasms properly and distinctly representing the individuals of each species, so that in them his mind could examine and contemplate, without error, the things that pertained to the nature of that species.9



Translator’s notes
	Question divider opening the first of the five questions. ↩
	The 'videtur' arguments (objections) holding that Adam did not have knowledge at his creation—the threefold disjunction acquired/innate/infused. ↩
	The determinatio (the affirmative answer). References: Peter Lombard, Sentences II d.23; Bonaventure; Aquinas, ST I q.94; Hugh of St. Victor, De Sacramentis I.6.12; Sirach (Ecclesiasticus) 17; Ecclesiastes 7. Sentence continues onto next page (catchword 'praeterea'). ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Auctor quatuor rationibus probat Adamum creatum esse in scientia perfectum' (the author proves by four reasons that Adam was created perfect in knowledge). Prima ratio: argument from the perfection of God's immediate creation. ↩
	Altera ratio: argument from Adam's role as first parent, teacher, and ruler. Aristotle, Metaphysics I-II (the mark of knowledge is the ability to teach; cf. Metaph. A.1-2, alpha minor). ↩
	Tertia and Quarta rationes. Augustine: 'non est natura hominis conditi, sed poena damnati' (it is not the nature of man as created, but the penalty of the condemned). Colophon/signature at foot: 'Comm. in Gen. Tom. 1.' with gathering signature 'XX'. Sentence continues onto next page (catchword 'tientis', i.e. ...alentis atque sentientis facultates...). ↩
	Completes the Quarta ratio sentence carried over from p.529 (catchword 'tientis'): if Adam's lower faculties were perfect, so too his mind. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'An scientia Adami specie differebat a nostra' (whether Adam's knowledge differed in species from ours). Answer: no—infused only 'per accidens' because he had no time to acquire it. ↩
	Aquinas/Aristotle: act is prior to potency, the perfect to the imperfect (cf. Metaph. IX; ST I q.94). Scholastic account of Adam's knowledge: infused intelligible species plus distinct phantasms (the mind needing 'conversio ad phantasmata'). ↩




QUESTION II. How great was the knowledge of Adam

LatineEnglish


QUESTION II. How great was the knowledge of Adam.1
QUAESTIO II. Quanta fuerit scientia Adami.



Altera quaestio est, quantam habuerit Adam scientiam, hoc est, utrum ab initio tenuerit scientiam rerum omnium quae naturali via et ratione cognosci et sciri ab homine possunt. Sine causa Caietanus, locum Mosis de impositione nominum ab Adamo facta explanans, arbitratus est Adamum habuisse scientiam omnium rerum corporalium, praeter elementa tamen, et coelos, et sydera: nam cum haec sint principes mundi partes, e quibus hic mundus coagmentatus et integratus constat, eorum perfe-...
The second question is, how great a knowledge Adam had—that is, whether from the beginning he held the knowledge of all things that can be known and understood by man by the natural way and reasoning. Without cause Cajetan, in explaining the passage of Moses about the imposition of names by Adam, judged that Adam had knowledge of all bodily things, except, however, the elements, and the heavens, and the stars: for since these are the principal parts of the world, out of which this world is compacted and made whole, their perfe-...2



...perfecta cognitio reservata est soli Deo, qui, ut cecinit David Psalmo 146, numerat multitudinem stellarum, et omnibus eis nomina vocat: atque ob eam causam Moses non omnibus rebus dixit Adamum imposuisse nomina, sed volatilibus modo et terrestribus animantibus. Volo ut hanc Caietani sententiam ex propriis eius verbis lector agnoscat. Sic autem eo loci scribit Caietanus: Et dixit hoc Moses, non solum ut ostenderet perfectam notitiam animalium fuisse in Adamo, sed ad differentiam astrorum, quorum nomina reservata sunt Deo; iuxta illud: Qui numerat multitudinem stellarum, et omnibus eis nomina vocat; et ad differentiam coelorum prius quam reliquorum, et terrae ac maris, quae a Deo nomina sortita fuisse scriptum est superius. Ut ex his intelligamus Adam non fuisse communicatam scientiam perfectam omnium corporalium: unde et significatius subditur, Adam nomina imposuisse tantum animalibus. Rationabile autem est communicatam quoque intelligi primo homini scientiam piscium et vegetabilium, siquidem eiusdem rationis est communicari scientiam animalium terrestrium et volatilium atque scientiam piscium et vegetabilium. Immo cum in maiori claudatur minus, et terrestria atque volatilia perfectiora sint piscibus et vegetabilibus, communicata scientia perfectiorum, communicata quoque insinuatur scientia imperfectiorum. Nec est simile de coelis et terra, quoniam horum perfecta notitia ad totius Universi perfectam notitiam spectat: sunt enim haec prima Universi principia, et propterea merito divinae nominationi reservata sunt simul cum maribus, quorum etiam notitia nunquam perfecte habita est ab homine. Haec Caietanus.
...perfect knowledge is reserved to God alone, who, as David sang in Psalm 146, ‘numbers the multitude of the stars, and calls them all by their names’: and for that reason Moses did not say that Adam imposed names on all things, but only on the flying and land animals. I wish the reader to recognize this opinion of Cajetan from his own words. Thus Cajetan writes in that place: ‘And Moses said this, not only to show that there was in Adam a perfect knowledge of animals, but to mark the difference of the stars, whose names are reserved to God; according to that text, “He numbers the multitude of the stars, and calls them all by their names”; and to mark the difference of the heavens before the rest, and of the earth and sea, which were written above to have received their names from God. So that we may understand from these things that perfect knowledge of all bodily things was not communicated to Adam: whence it is the more significantly added that Adam imposed names only on the animals. But it is reasonable to understand that the knowledge of fishes and plants was also communicated to the first man, since it is of the same character that the knowledge of land and flying animals be communicated, and the knowledge of fishes and plants. Indeed, since in the greater the less is included, and land and flying creatures are more perfect than fishes and plants, when the knowledge of the more perfect is communicated, the knowledge of the less perfect is thereby implied as communicated too. Nor is it the same with the heavens and the earth, since the perfect knowledge of these pertains to the perfect knowledge of the whole Universe: for these are the first principles of the Universe, and therefore they were deservedly reserved to the divine naming, together with the seas, of which also the knowledge was never perfectly had by man.’ Thus Cajetan.3



Sed nec Caietani vera est opinio, et ratio qua ea nititur et fulcitur infirmissima est. Adamum enim rerum omnium etiam coelestium tenuisse scientiam, tam facile et promptum est ostendere et probare, ut non satis mirari queam id Caietano, viro scilicet acuto et docto, non fuisse cognitum ac persuasum. Principio, quibus rationibus in antecedentis quaestionis tractatione ostensum est fuisse ab initio scientiam in Adamo, iisdem plane concluditur fuisse in eo perfectam scientiam, id est, omnium rerum quae ab homine naturaliter scientia comprehendi possunt. Deinde, concors est Patrum et Theologorum sententia, Adamum creatum esse a Deo virum tam animo quam corpore perfectum: animi autem perfectio, quantum ad mentem et rationem, scientia est: huius autem primas partes tenet scientia rerum coelestium: ea namque natura sua nobilissima est omnium, et votis hominum optatissima, quin etiam possessione et usu pretiosissima, utilissima, et iucundissima: qui fit igitur credibile, ceterarum rerum cognitione Adamo concessa, hanc unam coelestium rerum scientiam non ei fuisse a Deo tributam? Ad haec, in rebus coelestibus, praeter alias res omnes naturales, clarissima elucent Dei sapientiae et providentiae indicia et argumenta; et hinc humana mens gradum facit ad naturalem Theologiam, id est, ad scientiam Dei ac mentium coelestium: Philosophica enim cognitio Dei et Angelorum praecipue colligitur ex scientia coelorum et syderum.
But the opinion of Cajetan is not true, and the reasoning by which it leans and is propped up is most feeble. For that Adam held the knowledge of all things, even of the heavenly ones, is so easy and ready to show and prove that I cannot sufficiently wonder that this was not known and persuaded to Cajetan, a man indeed acute and learned. In the first place, by the very reasons by which, in the treatment of the preceding question, it was shown that there was knowledge in Adam from the beginning, by those same reasons it is plainly concluded that there was in him perfect knowledge, that is, of all things that can be comprehended by man's natural knowledge. Next, the opinion of the Fathers and Theologians is in accord that Adam was created by God a man perfect both in soul and in body: but the perfection of the soul, as regards the mind and reason, is knowledge; and the foremost place of this is held by the knowledge of heavenly things: for that knowledge is by its nature the noblest of all, and the most desired by the wishes of men, indeed the most precious, most useful, and most delightful in possession and use: how then is it credible that, the knowledge of all other things having been granted to Adam, this one knowledge of heavenly things alone was not bestowed on him by God? Besides, in heavenly things, beyond all other natural things, the clearest indications and arguments of God's wisdom and providence shine forth; and from this the human mind makes its step toward natural Theology, that is, toward the knowledge of God and of the heavenly minds: for the philosophical knowledge of God and of the Angels is chiefly gathered from the knowledge of the heavens and the stars.4



Si igitur Adamus scientiam corporum coelestium non habuit, nec Dei et intelligentiarum naturalem scientiam habere potuit. Quid, quod perfecta rerum sublunarium scientia constare non potest sine corporum coelestium perfecta notitia? Coelum enim est causa universalis huius mundi sublunaris: causam dico efficientem, conservantem, regentem atque moderantem. Ac licet cuiuscumque rei cognitio iucunda sit homini, rerum tamen coelestium notitia praestantissimum est ac suavissimum humanae mentis pabulum, inenarrabili voluptate implens animum nostrum: ut si hac scientia caruerit Adam, nec perfectus homo fuisse, nec in summis voluptatibus ac deliciis vixisse, vere dici possit.
If, therefore, Adam did not have knowledge of the heavenly bodies, neither could he have natural knowledge of God and of the [angelic] intelligences. What of the fact that the perfect knowledge of sublunary things cannot stand without the perfect knowledge of the heavenly bodies? For the heaven is the universal cause of this sublunary world: a cause, I mean, that is efficient, conserving, governing, and moderating. And although the knowledge of any thing whatever is pleasant to man, yet the knowledge of heavenly things is the most excellent and sweetest food of the human mind, filling our soul with unspeakable delight: so that, if Adam had lacked this knowledge, it could truly be said that he was neither a perfect man, nor lived amid the highest pleasures and delights.5



Quod si rationibus ad id probandum deficeremus, nonne divina Scriptura plurimum nos movere deberet, quae in libro Ecclesiastici cap. 17 affirmat, Deum replevisse cor Adami scientia et disciplina, et ostendisse ei magnalia sua? At si defuit ei scientia rerum coelestium et elementorum, quomodo repletus fuit scientia et disciplina? Magnalia vero Dei operum potissime cernuntur in coelis et astris, sicut dixit David, Psalmo octavo: Quoniam videbo coelos tuos, opera digitorum tuorum, Lunam et Stellas quae tu fundasti. Atque haec nostra sententia est quoque sententia scholae Theologorum, ut videre licet apud Magistrum sententiarum distinctione 23, et apud S. Thomam prima parte qu. 94. Certe Hugo S. Victoris lib. 1 de Sacramentis, parte 6, c. 13, 14, et 15, scribit primum hominem ante lapsum triplicem habuisse perfectam naturalem cognitionem: Dei, a quo et propter quem creatus fuerat; sui ipsius, qui ad imaginem et similitudinem Dei creatus erat; et aliarum omnium rerum corporalium, quae a Deo fuerant propter hominem conditae.
But if we were to fail of reasons for proving this, ought not divine Scripture greatly to move us, which in the book of Ecclesiasticus, chapter 17, affirms that God filled the heart of Adam with knowledge and instruction, and showed him his great works? But if knowledge of heavenly things and of the elements was lacking to him, how was he filled with knowledge and instruction? Now the great works of God's deeds are most of all discerned in the heavens and the stars, as David said in the eighth Psalm: ‘For I will behold thy heavens, the works of thy fingers, the Moon and the Stars which thou hast founded.’ And this our opinion is also the opinion of the school of the Theologians, as may be seen in the Master of the Sentences, distinction 23, and in St. Thomas, first part, question 94. Certainly Hugh of St. Victor, in book 1 of On the Sacraments, part 6, chapters 13, 14, and 15, writes that the first man, before the fall, had a threefold perfect natural knowledge: of God, by whom and for whom he had been created; of himself, who had been created to the image and likeness of God; and of all other bodily things, which had been founded by God for the sake of man.6



Ceterum, ex hac generali rerum scientia quam in Adamo fuisse contendimus, tria rerum genera excipienda censemus: unum eorum quae vocantur futura contingentia, alterum eorum quae nominantur arcana vel secreta cordium, tertium etiam omnium praesentium individuorum cuiuslibet speciei. Verbi gratia, non sciebat Adam omnia individua piscium, nec omnem numerum arenae aut lapidum: huiusmodi enim nec pertinent ad perfectionem humani intellectus, neque conferebantur ad perfectionem et felicitatem illius status innocentiae. Hinc quoque apparet quemadmodum Adamus in scientia progressu temporis proficere potuerit: tribus nempe modis. Primo, cognoscendo novas rerum species, quae subinde creatae fuissent vel ex putri materia, vel ex diversarum specierum admistione: deinde, quantum ad cognitionem individuorum cuiuslibet speciei: denique, quantum ad modum sciendi. Ab initio enim habuit Adam scientiam rerum speculative tantum et abstractive (sicut nunc in scholis Philosophi et Theologi loquimur), eandem postea clariorem quodammodo et firmiorem habuit, sensuum iudiciis et experimentis illustratam atque confirmatam.
But from this general knowledge of things which we maintain was in Adam, we judge that three kinds of things must be excepted: one, those which are called future contingents; another, those which are named the hidden or secret things of hearts; the third, [the knowledge] of all present individuals of every species. For example, Adam did not know all the individual fishes, nor the whole number of the sand or of the stones: for things of this sort neither pertain to the perfection of the human intellect, nor contributed to the perfection and happiness of that state of innocence. Hence it also appears in what way Adam could have progressed in knowledge with the passage of time: namely, in three ways. First, by coming to know new species of things, which were thereafter created either from putrid matter, or from the mixture of diverse species; next, as regards the knowledge of the individuals of each species; finally, as regards the manner of knowing. For from the beginning Adam had knowledge of things only speculatively and abstractly (as we Philosophers and Theologians now speak in the schools), and afterward he had the same knowledge somewhat clearer and firmer, illustrated and confirmed by the judgments of the senses and by experience.7



...et syderum atque elementorum, quae scilicet competere in hominem potest, nulli hominum fuisse concessam, sed soli Deo reservatam, luculento Salomonis exemplo et argumento manifeste refellitur. Auctor enim libri Sapientiae in capite septimo Salomonem, de multiiugi scientia quam sibi Deus concesserat, his verbis loquentem inducit: Ipse dedit mihi horum quae sunt scientiam veram; ut sciam dispositionem orbis terrarum et virtutes elementorum, initium et consummationem et medietatem temporum, vicissitudinum permutationes et consummationes temporum, morum mutationes et divisiones temporum, anni cursus et stellarum dispositiones, naturas animalium et iras bestiarum, vim ventorum et cogitationes hominum, differentias virgultorum et virtutes radicum; et quaecunque sunt absconsa et improvisa didici: omnium enim artifex docuit me Sapientia.
...and of the stars and of the elements—which, namely, can belong to man—was granted to no man, but reserved to God alone: [this] is manifestly refuted by the clear example and argument of Solomon. For the author of the book of Wisdom, in the seventh chapter, introduces Solomon speaking these words about the manifold knowledge which God had granted him: ‘He gave me the true knowledge of the things that are; that I may know the disposition of the globe of the earth and the powers of the elements, the beginning and ending and midst of the times, the alterations of their courses and the changes of seasons, the revolutions of the year and the dispositions of the stars, the natures of animals and the rage of wild beasts, the force of winds and the reasonings of men, the diversities of plants and the virtues of roots; and whatsoever things are hidden and unforeseen, I have learned: for Wisdom, the artificer of all, taught me.’8



Audis, lector, datam fuisse Salomoni veram, id est, certam, evidentem, ac perfectam scientiam orbis terrarum, elementorum, et stellarum, et omnium quae abscondita sunt et abstrusa? Non igitur earum rerum perfecta cognitio soli Deo, ut putavit Caietanus, sic reservata est, ut ob id Adamum eiusmodi scientia caruisse credendum sit. Sed Caietanus, eo quod Adamus nec terrae, nec mari, nec coelis nomina indidit, argumentatur earum rerum non fuisse in Adamo scientiam. Egregia scilicet argumentatio: quasi vero Adamus, ipso auctore Caietano, non perfectam habuerit scientiam lapidum, metallorum, stirpium, ac piscium, quibus tamen rebus nomina eum imposuisse nusquam legimus. Cur autem solis terrestribus animantibus et avibus nomina assignaverit Adam, paulo supra indicavimus.
Do you hear, reader, that there was given to Solomon a true—that is, certain, evident, and perfect—knowledge of the globe of the earth, of the elements, and of the stars, and of all things that are hidden and abstruse? Therefore the perfect knowledge of those things was not so reserved to God alone, as Cajetan supposed, that on that account it should be believed that Adam lacked such knowledge. But Cajetan argues, from the fact that Adam imposed names neither on the earth, nor on the sea, nor on the heavens, that there was no knowledge of those things in Adam. An excellent argument, to be sure! As if indeed Adam, by Cajetan's own admission, did not have perfect knowledge of stones, metals, plants, and fishes—on which things, however, we nowhere read that he imposed names. But why Adam assigned names only to the land animals and the birds, we have indicated a little above.9



Translator’s notes
	Question divider opening the second of the five questions. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Caietanus censet Adamum non habuisse scientiam ex[quisitam coelorum et elementorum]' (Cajetan holds Adam did not have exact knowledge of the heavens and elements; gloss continues onto next page margin). Cajetan = Thomas de Vio Cajetanus. Sentence continues onto next page (catchword 'perfecta'). ↩
	Block-quote of Cajetan's own words, ending with the attribution marker 'Haec Caietanus.' 'Qui numerat multitudinem stellarum, et omnibus eis nomina vocat' = Psalm 146:4 (Vulgate; = Ps. 147:4 Hebrew numbering). Cajetan: God reserved to himself the naming (hence perfect knowledge) of stars, heavens, earth and seas. Catchword 'Si' (signature XX 2). ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Refellitur ... praedicta opinio Caietani' (the aforesaid opinion of Cajetan is refuted). Pererius's refutation: the same arguments that prove Adam had knowledge prove he had perfect knowledge, including of the heavens—the noblest knowledge, the gateway to natural theology. ↩
	Continuation: heavenly knowledge is the foundation of perfect sublunary science (the heavens being the universal cause) and the sweetest 'pabulum' of the mind. ↩
	Scriptural proof: Ecclesiasticus (Sirach) 17:6-8; Psalm 8:4 ('I will behold thy heavens...'). Concurring authorities: Peter Lombard Sent. II d.23, Aquinas ST I q.94, Hugh of St. Victor De Sacramentis I.6.13-15 (Adam's threefold knowledge: of God, of self, of bodily creation). ↩
	Marginal glosses: 'Tria genera rerum scientia Adami minime comprehensa' (three kinds of things not comprehended by Adam's knowledge); 'Quomodo profecisset Adam in scientia' (how Adam would have progressed in knowledge). The three exceptions: future contingents, secrets of hearts, and all present individuals. Catchword '& syde[rum]' continues to next page. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'De scientia Salomonis' (on the knowledge of Solomon). Block-quote of Wisdom 7:17-21 (Vulgate). Completes from p.532 catchword '& syde[rum]': Cajetan held perfect knowledge of stars/elements was reserved to God—refuted by Solomon's example. ↩
	Pererius drives the refutation home: Solomon had perfect knowledge of the heavens, so the absence of name-giving proves nothing—Adam knew stones, metals, plants, fishes too without naming them. ↩




QUESTION III. Whether Adam was wiser than all mortals

LatineEnglish


QUESTION III. Whether Adam was wiser than all mortals.1
QUAESTIO III. Vtrum Adam sapientior fuerit cunctis mortalibus.



Tertio loco quaestio illa tractanda est, utrum Adamus fuerit omnium mortalium sapientissimus. Non includimus in hanc comparationem dominum nostrum Iesum Christum, quem, etiam qua homo fuit, quemadmodum aliis omnibus perfectionibus, ita perfectione scientiae ac sapientiae cunctis mortalibus praecelluisse certum est. Ad quaestionem igitur propositam respondemus, vocabulum sapientiae non unius tantum esse significationis, sed quatuor modis posse accipi. Primo quidem pro uno ex septem donis Spiritus Sancti: et hac ratione tanta est in uno quolibet homine sapientia, quanta in eo est charitas et gratia gratum faciens. Et quia in beatissima Virgine et Apostolis maiorem credimus fuisse gratiam quam in Adamo, idcirco maiorem quoque fuisse in illis sapientiam existimare convenit. Altero modo nomen sapientiae accipitur pro scientia rerum divinarum et myste-...
In the third place, that question must be treated, whether Adam was the wisest of all mortals. We do not include in this comparison our Lord Jesus Christ, who, even as he was man, just as he excelled all mortals in every other perfection, so it is certain that he excelled them in the perfection of knowledge and wisdom. To the proposed question, then, we answer that the word ‘wisdom’ is not of one signification only, but can be taken in four ways. First, indeed, for one of the seven gifts of the Holy Spirit: and in this sense there is as much wisdom in any one man as there is in him of charity and of sanctifying grace. And because we believe there was greater grace in the most blessed Virgin and in the Apostles than in Adam, it is therefore fitting to suppose that there was also greater wisdom in them. In the second way, the name ‘wisdom’ is taken for the knowledge of divine things and myste-...2



...riorum Fidei, quae vel humano studio et diligentia comparata, vel gratis Dei munere homini data est: et hanc sapientiam credibile admodum est maiorem fuisse in Apostolis et in quibusdam Ecclesiae Doctoribus quam in Adamo. Etenim mysteria Fidei ac rerum divinarum, post adventum Christi uberius, subtilius, distinctius, et enodatius percepta et cognita sunt. Tertio modo nonnunquam vocabulum sapientiae ponitur pro scientia rerum moralium et civilium, idemque valet atque prudentia politica et scientia bene regendi alios: atque hoc genus sapientiae facile adducor ut excellentiorem fuisse credam in Salomone quam in Adamo: haec enim sapientia magis necessaria erat Salomoni, innumerabilem nempe recturo populum: eamque praecipue Salomon a Deo petiit, et Deus ei perfectissimam tribuit, ut in tertio libro Regum, cap. tertio, scriptum est. Postremo, vox sapientiae in usu est apud Philosophos et Theologos pro perfecta et consummata rerum omnium scientia; quae cum alias doctrinas complectitur, tum potissime Metaphysicam, cui praeter ceteras disciplinas nomen sapientiae convenire, in primo libro Metaphysicorum docet Aristoteles. De hac autem sapientia intelligi debet quaestio proposita, utrum Adamus sapientior fuerit cunctis mortalibus: id quod nos, ne quod satis per se manifestum est disputando longius faciamus, sine ulla dubitatione et censemus et affirmamus.
...[and myste]ries of the Faith, which is either procured by human study and diligence, or given to man by the free gift of God: and it is quite credible that this wisdom was greater in the Apostles and in certain Doctors of the Church than in Adam. For the mysteries of the Faith and of divine things, after the coming of Christ, have been perceived and known more fully, more subtly, more distinctly, and more clearly. In a third way the word ‘wisdom’ is sometimes put for the knowledge of moral and civil things, and is equivalent to political prudence and the science of governing others well: and this kind of wisdom I am readily led to believe was more excellent in Solomon than in Adam, for this wisdom was more necessary to Solomon, who was to govern an innumerable people; and Solomon especially asked it of God, and God bestowed on him a most perfect [measure of it], as is written in the third book of Kings, chapter three. Finally, the word ‘wisdom’ is in use among the Philosophers and Theologians for the perfect and consummate knowledge of all things; which, while it embraces other disciplines, embraces most of all Metaphysics, to which, beyond all other disciplines, the name of wisdom belongs, as Aristotle teaches in the first book of the Metaphysics. Now of this wisdom the proposed question must be understood—whether Adam was wiser than all mortals: which we, lest by disputing we make longer what is sufficiently manifest of itself, both judge and affirm without any doubt.3



Tribus autem modis Adamus sapientia praecessit ceteros mortales. Primum quidem amplitudine scientiae: habuit enim Adamus, ut supra ostendimus, scientiam omnium rerum naturalium, quod nulli adhuc mortalium contigit. Deinde, praestantia modi sciendi: namque alii pleraque norunt probabili tantum ratione, vel non ex causis, sed ex effectis, vel non ostensiva demonstratione, sed ducente ad impossibile: Adamus vero perfectam cuiusque rei, et ex propriis eius causis ductam scientiam tenebat. Tertio, firmitate atque immobilitate scientiae: non enim in statu innocentiae amitti scientia potuisset. Siquidem quatuor ex causis accidit ut amittatur scientia: vel per diuturnam cessationem ab actu sciendi: huiusmodi enim habitus sicut assidua exercitatione acquiruntur, ita longa cessatione perduntur. Verum in statu innocentiae non ea fuisset cessatio, quippe cum exercitatio animi in cognoscendis et contemplandis rebus, quotidiana fuisset et iucundissima hominis occupatio. Perditur etiam scientia corruptione interioris sensus quem appellamus Phantasiam, quae vel morbo vel alio casu penitus corrumpi potest: ita ut litteratissimi homines omnium quae sciebant, etiam proprii nominis memoriam perdiderint. Mirum dictu, quod tamen affirmate Plinius libro 7, capite 24, et Solinus capite 7, tradunt, Messalam Corvinum, oratorem in primis clarum ac nobilem, ex diuturno et vehementi morbo in tantam rerum omnium quas noverat venisse oblivionem, ut etiam nominis sui non recordaretur. Verum, Adamus in statu innocentiae ab omnibus morbis, vitiis, incommodis, et defectibus corporis et sen-...
Now in three ways Adam surpassed the rest of mortals in wisdom. First, in the extent of his knowledge: for Adam had, as we showed above, the knowledge of all natural things, which has befallen no mortal up to now. Next, in the excellence of his manner of knowing: for others know most things only by probable reasoning, or not from causes but from effects, or not by ostensive demonstration but by [reduction] leading to the impossible: but Adam held a perfect knowledge of each thing, drawn from its own proper causes. Third, in the firmness and immovability of his knowledge: for in the state of innocence knowledge could not have been lost. For it happens from four causes that knowledge is lost: either through long cessation from the act of knowing—for such habits, just as they are acquired by constant exercise, so are they lost by long cessation. But in the state of innocence there would have been no such cessation, since the exercise of the mind in knowing and contemplating things would have been the daily and most delightful occupation of man. Knowledge is also lost by the corruption of the interior sense which we call the Imagination (Phantasia), which can be utterly corrupted by disease or some other mishap: so that the most learned men have lost the memory of all they knew, even of their own name. It is wonderful to tell, yet Pliny in book 7, chapter 24, and Solinus in chapter 7, affirm as a fact that Messala Corvinus, an orator foremost in renown and nobility, from a long and violent disease fell into such forgetfulness of all the things he had known that he did not even remember his own name. But Adam, in the state of innocence, was empty and free of all diseases, vices, inconveniences, and defects of body and of the sen-[ses]...4



...suum tam interiorum quam exteriorum vacuus et liber fuisset. Amittitur etiam habitus scientiae propter contrarium ignorantiae habitum, quem quis captiosa et fallaci ratione persuasus atque deceptus induit. Sed hoc nequaquam poterat accidere Adamo: eius namque clarissima et certissima erat scientia, nec fallaciis circumveniri aut in errores induci poterat. Legimus praeterea accidisse nonnullis oblivionem disciplinarum quas tenebant ex ipsorum voluntate et dono Dei, quippe qui eam oblivionem, ut ad quietem et tranquillitatem animi et spiritus consolationem magno futuram adiumento, studiose et obnixe a Deo petierant. Narrat Tostatus quaestione 11 in caput tertium libri tertii Regum, Albertum Magnum summis precibus orasse B. Virginem, ut sibi a Deo impetraret oblivionem humanarum doctrinarum et eorum quae in Philosophia didicerat: idque obtinuisse. Ponam hic verba Tostati, quo magis lectori satisfaciam.
...[of the sen]ses, both inner and outer. Knowledge is also lost on account of the contrary habit of ignorance, which a man puts on when, persuaded and deceived by captious and fallacious reasoning, [he embraces error]. But this could in no way befall Adam: for his knowledge was most clear and most certain, nor could it be circumvented by fallacies or led into errors. We read, moreover, that forgetfulness of the disciplines they held befell some men by their own will and as a gift of God, inasmuch as they had earnestly and resolutely asked that forgetfulness from God, as something that would be a great help toward the rest and tranquillity of mind and the consolation of the spirit. Tostatus relates, in question 11 on the third chapter of the third book of Kings, that Albert the Great with the utmost prayers besought the Blessed Virgin to obtain for him from God the forgetfulness of human doctrines and of the things he had learned in Philosophy: and that he obtained it. I shall set down here the words of Tostatus, the more to satisfy the reader.5



Fertur, inquit, de Alberto Magno Teutonico ordinis Praedicatorum, qui in naturalibus disciplinis excellens valde fuerat, orasse eum Dominam nostram, ut non sineret ipsum mori in opinionibus Philosophorum, sed in sola fide: et obtinuit: per quinquennium enim ante mortem, ut traditur, omnino ignorans fuit, ita ut nec litteras sciret. Haec Tostatus. At enim, hoc non accidisset Adamo: nimirum homini in statu innocentiae cognitio et tractatio harum doctrinarum nullum spiritui detrimentum aut impedimentum, quin etiam magnum adiumentum et ad Dei amorem atque cultum incitamentum attulisset.
‘It is reported,’ he says, ‘of Albert the Great, a German of the Order of Preachers, who had been greatly excellent in the natural disciplines, that he prayed to Our Lady not to let him die amid the opinions of the Philosophers, but in faith alone: and he obtained it; for during the five years before his death, as is handed down, he was wholly ignorant, so that he did not even know his letters.’ Thus Tostatus. But indeed this would not have befallen Adam: for to a man in the state of innocence the knowledge and handling of these doctrines would have brought no detriment or hindrance to the spirit, but rather a great help and an incitement to the love and worship of God.6



Sed huic opinioni, quae Adamum sapientia praefert cunctis mortalibus, adversari videtur divina Scriptura, faciens Salomonem sapientiorem omnibus hominibus qui eum antecesserant, quique post eum futuri erant. Sic enim loquitur Deus cum Salomone in tertio capite libri tertii Regum: Dedi tibi cor sapiens et intelligens, in tantum ut nullus ante te similis tui fuerit, nec post te surrecturus sit. Atque hic locus Scripturae adeo movit Tostatum, ut is in quaest. 7 super illud caput Scripturae non dubitaverit dicere Salomonem fuisse Adamo sapientiorem. Cui tamen ego minime assentior: quin potius arbitror Adamum omni genere scientiae ac sapientiae humanae praestantiorem fuisse Salomone: tum quia Adam creatus est, et in statu innocentiae, hoc est perfectissimo, et ipse tam corpore quam animo perfectissimus: perfectio igitur scientiae quae est hominis propria magis decebat statum illum hominis perfectum, magisque conveniebat Adamo quam Salomoni: tum etiam quod perfecta scientia rerum naturalium non tam necessaria aut utilis futura erat Salomoni quam Adamo: quippe qui primus futurus erat magister humani generis, primusque omnium disciplinarum doctor. Quod autem Scriptura dicit Salomonem excelluisse scientia omnes qui ante eum fuerant, ne opinioni nostrae videatur officere, quatuor modis commode interpretari possumus. Primo, Salomonem fuisse sa-...
But to this opinion, which prefers Adam in wisdom to all mortals, divine Scripture seems to be opposed, making Solomon wiser than all the men who had preceded him and who were to come after him. For thus God speaks with Solomon in the third chapter of the third book of Kings: ‘I have given thee a wise and understanding heart, insomuch that there hath been none like thee before thee, nor shall arise after thee.’ And this passage of Scripture so moved Tostatus that he, in question 7 on that chapter of Scripture, did not hesitate to say that Solomon was wiser than Adam. To whom, however, I by no means assent: rather I judge that Adam was more excellent than Solomon in every kind of human knowledge and wisdom: both because Adam was created in the state of innocence, that is, the most perfect, and he himself was most perfect in body as in soul—the perfection of knowledge, then, which is proper to man, more befitted that perfect state of man, and was more fitting to Adam than to Solomon; and also because the perfect knowledge of natural things would be not so necessary or useful to Solomon as to Adam, inasmuch as Adam was to be the first teacher of the human race and the first instructor in all the disciplines. But as for the fact that Scripture says Solomon excelled in knowledge all who were before him, lest it seem to stand against our opinion, we can fittingly interpret it in four ways. First, that Solomon was wi-...7



...pientiorem omnibus, uno tamen excepto Adamo: non enim raro universales Scripturae sententiae non universaliter accipiendae sunt, sed ut plurimum et maxima ex parte. Vel sit comparatio Salomonis cum omnibus aliis hominibus qui proprio studio, industria, et diligentia sapientiam sunt adepti, extra quorum numerum est Adamus, qui eam sibi divinitus inditam habuit; namque velimus nolimus, ex illa generali sententia dominum nostrum Iesum Christum excipere necesse est. Vel dictus est Salomon sapientior omnibus, non quidem simpliciter omnibus hominibus, sed omnibus Regibus et principibus qui ante eum praefuerunt Hebraeo populo: aut etiam quibuslibet gentis Hebraeae, qui doctrina ullo tempore excelluerant Hierosolymis.
...[that Solomon was] wiser than all, yet with one exception, Adam: for not seldom the universal statements of Scripture are not to be taken universally, but for the most part and in the greatest part. Or let the comparison of Solomon be with all other men who attained wisdom by their own study, industry, and diligence—outside whose number is Adam, who had it divinely implanted in him; for, willing or unwilling, from that general statement we must except our Lord Jesus Christ. Or Solomon was called wiser than all, not indeed than all men simply, but than all the Kings and princes who before him had ruled the Hebrew people: or even than any of the Hebrew nation who at any time had excelled in learning at Jerusalem.8



Quam interpretationem valde probabilem facit, quod de se ipsemet Salomon scripsit sub finem primi capitis libri Ecclesiastae: Ecce, inquit, magnus effectus sum, et praecessi omnes sapientia qui fuerunt ante me in Hierusalem. Vel denique Scriptura non loquitur de sapientia quae est scientia speculativa rerum naturalium et divinarum, sed de scientia politica quae est prudentia bene regendi ac moderandi civitates ac populos. Et haec interpretatio fidem capit ex ipsa Scriptura, quae illo ipso loco narrat Salomonem petiisse a Deo non scientiam rerum naturalium, sed prudentiam regendi populum Hebraeum; haec enim ita loquentem facit Salomonem: Dabis, Domine, servo tuo cor docile, ut populum tuum iudicare possit, et discernere inter bonum et malum: quis enim poterit iudicare populum istum, populum tuum hunc multum? Et Deus respondit ei: Quia postulasti verbum hoc, et non petisti tibi dies multos, nec divitias, nec animas inimicorum tuorum, sed postulasti tibi Sapientiam ad discernendum iudicium: Ecce feci tibi secundum sermones tuos, et dedi tibi cor sapiens et intelligens, in tantum ut nullus ante te similis tui fuerit, nec post te surrecturus sit.
Which interpretation is made very probable by what Solomon himself wrote about himself toward the end of the first chapter of the book of Ecclesiastes: ‘Behold,’ he says, ‘I am become great, and have surpassed in wisdom all that were before me in Jerusalem.’ Or, finally, Scripture is not speaking of the wisdom which is the speculative knowledge of natural and divine things, but of the political knowledge which is the prudence of governing and moderating cities and peoples well. And this interpretation gains credit from Scripture itself, which in that very place relates that Solomon asked of God not the knowledge of natural things, but the prudence of governing the Hebrew people; for it represents Solomon speaking thus: ‘Thou shalt give, O Lord, to thy servant a docile heart, that he may be able to judge thy people, and to discern between good and evil: for who shall be able to judge this people, this thy great people?’ And God answered him: ‘Because thou hast asked this thing, and hast not asked for thyself many days, nor riches, nor the lives of thy enemies, but hast asked for thyself Wisdom to discern judgment: behold, I have done for thee according to thy words, and have given thee a wise and understanding heart, insomuch that there hath been none like thee before thee, nor shall arise after thee.’9



Praecipue autem Dominus Salomoni dedit incredibilem perspicaciam ingenii atque solertiam, ut in rebus maxime obscuris et dubiis, in quibus scilicet veritas nullis indiciis et argumentis certo investigari et deprehendi potest, videret ipse et ubi verum esset et quid fieri oporteret: quam quidem solertiam et prudentiam mirabiliter ostendit Salomon in illarum duarum mulierum disceptatione. Quapropter cum Scriptura Salomonis super ea controversia iudicium et sententiam enarrasset, subiunxit: Audivit itaque omnis Israel iudicium quod iudicasset Rex, et timuerunt Regem, videntes sapientiam Dei esse in eo ad faciendum iudicium. Non est tamen negandum etiam rerum naturalium scientiam amplissimam Salomoni esse datam: id enim apertissime traditur in libro Sapientiae capite 7, quem locum paulo supra commemoravimus. Et in capite 4 libri 3 Regum sic est: Praecedebat sapientia Salomonis sapientiam omnium Orientalium et Aegyptiorum, et erat sapientior cunctis hominibus. Et disputavit super lignis, a cedro quae est in Libano usque ad Hyssopum quae egreditur de pariete: et disseruit de iumentis, et volucribus, et reptilibus, et piscibus, et veniebant de cunctis populis ad audiendum sapientiam Salomonis.
But especially the Lord gave to Solomon an incredible keenness of intellect and skill, so that in matters most obscure and doubtful—in which, namely, the truth can be investigated and detected with certainty by no signs or arguments—he himself might see both where the truth lay and what ought to be done: which skill and prudence Solomon wonderfully displayed in the dispute of those two women. Wherefore, when Scripture had narrated Solomon's judgment and sentence upon that controversy, it added: ‘And so all Israel heard the judgment which the King had judged, and they feared the King, seeing that the wisdom of God was in him to do judgment.’ Yet it is not to be denied that a most ample knowledge of natural things too was given to Solomon: for this is most openly handed down in the book of Wisdom, chapter 7, which passage we mentioned a little above. And in the fourth chapter of the third book of Kings it is thus: ‘The wisdom of Solomon surpassed the wisdom of all the Orientals and of the Egyptians, and he was wiser than all men. And he disputed about trees, from the cedar that is in Lebanon unto the hyssop that cometh out of the wall: and he discoursed of beasts, and of birds, and of reptiles, and of fishes, and they came from all peoples to hear the wisdom of Solomon.’10



Translator’s notes
	Question divider opening the third of the five questions. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Vocabulum sapientiae quatuor modis esse in usu' (the word 'wisdom' is used in four ways). Christ excepted from the comparison. First two of four senses of 'sapientia': (1) the gift of the Holy Spirit (proportional to grace—hence the Virgin and Apostles exceed Adam); (2) knowledge of divine things and mysteries. Catchword 'riorum' (signature XX 3); continues to next page. ↩
	The four senses of 'sapientia' completed (1st was the gift of the Spirit, p.533): (2) the mysteries of Faith; (3) moral/civil/political prudence (greater in Solomon—1 Kings 3); (4) perfect/consummate knowledge = Metaphysics (Aristotle, Metaph. I). The question concerns sense 4, and Pererius affirms Adam was wisest. Catchword from p.533 was 'riorum'. ↩
	Marginal glosses: 'Tripliciter Adamus cunctis hominibus praestitit sapientia' (in three ways Adam surpassed all men in wisdom); 'Quatuor causae amissionis scientiae' (four causes of the loss of knowledge). The three modes of Adam's excellence: extent, mode of knowing (from proper causes), and permanence. First causes of losing knowledge: cessation, and corruption of the Phantasia (Pliny NH 7.24, Solinus 7: Messala Corvinus forgetting his own name). Continues to next page (catchword 'sensuum'). ↩
	Completes the four causes of losing knowledge (contrary habit of error). Marginal gloss: 'Tostatus mirum narrat de Alberto Magno' (Tostatus tells a wonder about Albert the Great). Tostatus, q.11 on 3 Kings 3. Lead-in to the Tostatus block-quote about Albertus Magnus. ↩
	Block-quote of Tostatus's anecdote about Albertus Magnus (Albert the Great, OP) losing his learning before death, ending with the attribution marker 'Haec Tostatus.' Pererius adds: such loss could not befall Adam, for whom learning was pure help. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Vtrum Adamus sapientior fuerit Salomone' (whether Adam was wiser than Solomon). Objection from 1 Kings 3:12 ('a wise and understanding heart'); Tostatus q.7 held Solomon wiser. Pererius disagrees, then offers four interpretations of the Solomon text. Catchword 'pientiorem' continues to next page. ↩
	Marginal gloss (continued from p.535): 'Explicatur locus scripturae in 3. capite libri 3. Regum de praestanti scientia Salomonis' (the passage of 3 Kings 3 on Solomon's surpassing knowledge is explained). First three interpretations: universal statements taken broadly; comparison only with self-taught men (excepting Adam and Christ); comparison only with Hebrew kings/sages. ↩
	Fourth interpretation: Solomon's wisdom = political prudence, not speculative science. Quotes Ecclesiastes 1:16 and the prayer and answer of 1 Kings 3:9-12. ↩
	Solomon's prudence shown in the judgment of the two harlots (1 Kings 3:16-28). Yet he also had natural knowledge (Wisdom 7); quotes 1 Kings 4:30-34 ('disputed about trees... from the cedar... unto the hyssop'). Catchword 'QVAE' heads the next question (QUAESTIO IV). ↩




QUESTION IV. On the knowledge of supernatural things which Adam had

LatineEnglish


QUESTION IV. On the knowledge of supernatural things which Adam had.1
QUAESTIO IIII. De scientia rerum supernaturalium quam habuit Adam.



Illud etiam quaeritur, utrum Adam habuerit scientiam rerum supernaturalium. Sed Adamum supernaturalium rerum scientiam ab initio habuisse, eo probari argumento facile potest, quod, ut infra ostendemus, Adamus creatus sit cum gratia gratum faciente, cuius quasi fundamentum est fides. Impossibile enim est, auctore Paulo ad Hebr. 11, sine fide placere Deo. Fides vero cognitio est rerum supernaturalium; definitur enim a Paulo: substantia rerum sperandarum, argumentum non apparentium. Adiice, quod Adam principalius propter finem supernaturalem quam propter naturalem fuerat a Deo conditus. Cum igitur, quo finem suum naturalem consequeretur, a primo data fuerit ei scientia rerum naturalium, consentaneum profecto erat ut, ad assequendum finem suum supernaturalem, similiter cognitione rerum supernaturalium instructus crearetur. Nam qua obsecro ratione perfectus esset Adam a Deo creatus, si ei tam principalis et necessaria perfectio, cognitionem dico rerum supernaturalium, defuisset?
It is also asked whether Adam had knowledge of supernatural things. But that Adam had the knowledge of supernatural things from the beginning can easily be proved by this argument: that, as we shall show below, Adam was created with sanctifying grace, whose foundation, as it were, is faith. For it is impossible, on Paul's authority in Hebrews 11, to please God without faith. But faith is a knowledge of supernatural things; for it is defined by Paul: ‘the substance of things to be hoped for, the evidence of things that appear not.’ Add that Adam had been founded by God more principally for a supernatural end than for a natural one. Since, therefore, in order that he might attain his natural end, the knowledge of natural things was given him from the first, it was assuredly fitting that, in order to attain his supernatural end, he should likewise be created furnished with the knowledge of supernatural things. For by what reasoning, I pray, would Adam have been created perfect by God, if so principal and necessary a perfection—I mean the knowledge of supernatural things—had been lacking to him?2



Sed quarum rerum supernaturalium cognitionem tenuit Adam? Mihi quidem certe fit admodum credibile, sex genera rerum supernaturalium fuisse Adamo cognita. Primum quidem, noverat Adam praemia supernaturalia esse viris bonis et Deo sancte ac pie servientibus in coelis constituta, namque ut Paulus scribit ad Hebraeos 11: Accedentem ad Deum credere oportet quia est, et inquirentibus se remunerator sit. Tum habebat sine dubio fidem et certam notitiam ultimi finis supernaturalis humanae naturae: siquidem ex fine pendet ordinatio totius vitae, sicut ordinatio scientiae speculativae pendet ex primis cuiusque scientiae principiis speculativis. Sic enim se habet finis ad actionem, ut prima principia speculativa cuiusque scientiae ad eius scientiae cognitionem. Quoniam igitur Adam factus est usu rationis et liberi arbitrii perfectus, et potens ab initio vel bene vel male agendi, convenientissimum erat ultimum finem eius statim ipsi notum esse, ut sciret quo sua omnia ac seipsum referre deberet.
But of which supernatural things did Adam hold the knowledge? To me, certainly, it becomes quite credible that six kinds of supernatural things were known to Adam. First, indeed, Adam knew that supernatural rewards are appointed in heaven for good men who serve God holily and piously, for, as Paul writes to the Hebrews 11: ‘He that cometh to God must believe that he is, and is a rewarder to them that seek him.’ Then he had, without doubt, faith and a certain knowledge of the ultimate supernatural end of human nature: for on the end depends the ordering of the whole life, just as the ordering of speculative knowledge depends on the first speculative principles of each science. For the end stands to action as the first speculative principles of each science stand to the knowledge of that science. Since, therefore, Adam was made perfect in the use of reason and of free will, and able from the beginning to act either well or ill, it was most fitting that his ultimate end be at once known to himself, so that he might know whither he ought to refer all that was his, and himself.3



Deinde, novit ea quae simpliciter omni homini atque omni tempore necessaria sunt homini, quo finem illum consequatur: haec autem cetera sunt, gratia gratum faciens, et tres virtutes Theologicae, fides, spes, et charitas, et si quid aliud est huiusmodi. Haec autem sciebat Adam non a nobis proficisci, nec propriis viribus parari posse, sed gratuito donari a Deo. Ad haec, satis probabile est non latuisse Adamum horribilem illum Angelorum casum, qui propter superbiam coelo deturbati plurimas coelestium sedium vacuas reliquerunt; huius enim casus et ruinae cognitio multum prodesse Adamo poterat, ut eum...
Next, he knew the things that are simply necessary to every man and at every time, in order to attain that end: and these are sanctifying grace, and the three Theological virtues—faith, hope, and charity—and whatever else is of this kind. And these Adam knew do not proceed from us, nor can be procured by our own powers, but are freely given by God. Besides, it is sufficiently probable that there was not hidden from Adam that horrible fall of the Angels, who, cast down from heaven for pride, left many of the heavenly seats empty; for the knowledge of this fall and ruin could profit Adam much, that [it might]...4



...eum in humilitate, et divinae legis obedientia, et timore severitatis divini iudicii ac iustitiae contineret. Maximo autem gaudio animum eius complebat, nosse tantas illas ruinas coelestes per homines terrenos, qui ex ipsius stirpe progenerandi erant, reparari ac refici debere. Atque hoc sensit et scriptum reliquit Catharinus, in Commentariis suis in Genesim, super illis verbis primi capitis, Et benedixit illis dicens, Crescite et multiplicamini, in digressione qua disputat de felici statu primorum hominum ante peccatum: et ad hoc ille accommodat verba illa quae sunt in cap. 17 libri Ecclesiastici, ubi Scriptura inter alia bona quae Deum primis hominibus tribuisse narrat, ponit et hoc: Et iudicia sua, inquit, ostendit illis. Quae iudicia? inquit Catharinus, nimirum quibus Deus revelavit illis transgressionem pessimorum spirituum, et quomodo iudicaverat eos et damnaverat.
...[that the knowledge of the angels' fall] might keep him in humility, and in obedience to the divine law, and in fear of the severity of the divine judgment and justice. And it filled his mind with the greatest joy to know that those great heavenly ruins were to be repaired and restored through earthly men, who were to be begotten from his own stock. And this Catharinus felt and left in writing, in his Commentaries on Genesis, on those words of the first chapter, ‘And he blessed them, saying, Increase and multiply,’ in a digression where he disputes about the happy state of the first men before sin; and to this he applies those words which are in chapter 17 of the book of Ecclesiasticus, where Scripture, among the other goods which it relates God bestowed on the first men, sets down this also: ‘And he showed them his judgments,’ it says. What judgments? says Catharinus—namely those by which God revealed to them the transgression of the worst spirits, and how he had judged and condemned them.5



Praeterea, distincte et explicate cognovit Adam per fidem mysterium sanctissimae Trinitatis: hoc enim tradit Epiphanius in exordio eius operis quod scripsit adversus haereses. Et vero id fit admodum credibile: non enim consentaneum fuit, primum hominem tot tantisque bonis tum naturalibus tum supernaturalibus cumulatum, et in illo felici statu innocentiae positum, mysterium Trinitatis, primum scilicet et maximum omnium mysteriorum Fidei, et cuius clara visio, ut Augustinus inquit, tota est Fidei merces, ignorasse; praesertim vero cum hoc mysterium primo in creatione Adami fuisset indicatum, cum dixit Deus: Faciamus hominem ad imaginem et similitudinem nostram; et coram Adamo postea dixit Deus: Ecce Adam quasi unus ex nobis factus est, sciens bonum et malum.
Moreover, Adam knew distinctly and explicitly, through faith, the mystery of the most holy Trinity: for this Epiphanius hands down at the opening of the work which he wrote against the heresies. And indeed this becomes quite credible: for it was not fitting that the first man, heaped with so many and so great goods both natural and supernatural, and placed in that happy state of innocence, should have been ignorant of the mystery of the Trinity—the first, namely, and greatest of all the mysteries of the Faith, and whose clear vision, as Augustine says, is the whole reward of the Faith—especially since this mystery had been indicated at the very creation of Adam, when God said, ‘Let us make man to our image and likeness’; and afterward, in Adam's presence, God said, ‘Behold, Adam is become as one of us, knowing good and evil.’6



Ad extremum, cognovit etiam Adamus, ut multis et magnis Doctoribus placuit, futuram Filii Dei ex ipsius progenie incarnationem. Cognovit igitur Adam Filium Dei aliquando sumpturum carnem humanam, non quidem ut per mortem suam liberaret hominem a peccato (sic enim Adam sui lapsus et peccati fuisset praescius), sed ut caput esset humani generis ad ipsum honorandum et glorificandum, sicut Ioseph (utitur hoc exemplo Bonaventura) patriarcha praevidit in somno futuram exaltationem suam, non tamen venditionem suam aut inclusionem in carcerem. Et haec quidem sententia maxime competit et quadrat in opinionem eorum qui putant, etiam si Adam non peccasset, Christum tamen fuisse incarnandum. Ac mysterium quidem incarnationis, ita ut diximus, fuisse Adamo cognitum, censet Sanctus Thomas, secunda secundae, quaestione secunda, articulo septimo; Bonaventura quoque in secundo sententiarum, distinctione vigesimatertia, in expositione textus Magistri; et Catharinus loco paulo superius nominato; et B. Prosper in capite primo primae partis eorum trium, quos de promissionibus et praedictionibus Dei composuit. Tractans enim illa verba quae sunt in secundo cap. Genes., Propter hoc relinquet homo patrem et matrem, etc., et ponderans quod Paulus ad Ephesios scribens, capite quinto, super illis verbis...
Lastly, Adam also knew, as it has pleased many great Doctors [to hold], the future incarnation of the Son of God from his own progeny. Adam knew, therefore, that the Son of God would one day take human flesh—not indeed that by his death he might free man from sin (for in that case Adam would have foreknown his own fall and sin), but that he might be the head of the human race for its honoring and glorifying—just as the patriarch Joseph (Bonaventure uses this example) foresaw in a dream his future exaltation, but not his selling or his imprisonment. And this opinion most fits and squares with the view of those who hold that, even if Adam had not sinned, Christ would nevertheless have been incarnate. And that the mystery of the incarnation was, as we have said, known to Adam, Saint Thomas holds, in the second part of the second part, question two, article seven; Bonaventure too, in the second book of the Sentences, distinction twenty-three, in the exposition of the Master's text; and Catharinus in the place named a little above; and Blessed Prosper in the first chapter of the first of those three parts which he composed concerning the promises and predictions of God. For, treating those words which are in the second chapter of Genesis, ‘For this cause shall a man leave father and mother,’ etc., and weighing what Paul, writing to the Ephesians, chapter five, [says] on those words...7



...verbis dixit, Sacramentum hoc magnum est, ego autem dico in Christo et in Ecclesia, affirmat notam fuisse Adamo coniunctionem Christi cum Ecclesia, et quod, ut Eva ex latere suo formata erat, sic Ecclesiam formatum iri ex latere Christi in cruce pendentis. Quanquam hoc posterius dictum Prosperi non videtur verum: significat enim Adam novisse futuram mortem et passionem Christi, haud dubie hominis a peccato liberandi causa ab eo suscipiendam: ex quo efficeretur ipsum peccati sui fuisse praescium, quod negat Augustinus libro undecimo de Genesi ad litteram, capite decimooctavo, nec placet Theologis.
...said in those words, ‘This is a great sacrament; but I speak in Christ and in the Church,’ [Prosper] affirms that the conjunction of Christ with the Church was known to Adam, and that, as Eve had been formed from his side, so the Church was to be formed from the side of Christ hanging on the cross. Although this latter saying of Prosper does not seem true: for it implies that Adam knew the future death and passion of Christ, which doubtless was to be undergone by him for the sake of freeing man from sin—from which it would follow that Adam foreknew his own sin, which Augustine denies in book eleven of On Genesis according to the Letter, chapter eighteen, and which is not approved by the Theologians.8



Sed illud hoc loco quaeri posset, utrum cognitio rerum supernaturalium et divinarum, quam in statu innocentiae habuit Adam, fuerit sublimior et clarior quam est fides, licet inferior fuerit et obscurior quam sit cognitio earundem rerum per lumen gloriae: ita ut lumen illud quod habuit Adam medium quodammodo fuerit inter lumen Fidei et lumen gloriae, hoc videlicet inferius et superius illo. Hugo quidem certe simile quiddam sensisse videtur. Sic enim scribit, libro primo de Sacramentis, parte sexta, capite 14: Cognitionem Creatoris primus homo habuisse creditur, cognovit enim a quo creatus fuerat, non eo modo cognoscendi quo ex auditu solo percipitur, quo modo a credentibus absens quaeritur, sed quadam interiori inspiratione qua Dei praesentiam contemplabatur: non tamen ita excellenter sicut post hanc vitam sancti visuri sunt, neque ita in aenigmate qualiter in hac vita videmus. Sic Hugo.
But this might here be asked, whether the knowledge of supernatural and divine things which Adam had in the state of innocence was more sublime and clearer than faith is, although it was lower and more obscure than is the knowledge of those same things through the light of glory: so that the light which Adam had was in a way intermediate between the light of Faith and the light of glory, lower, namely, than the latter and higher than the former. Hugh certainly seems to have thought something similar. For thus he writes, in book one of On the Sacraments, part six, chapter 14: ‘The first man is believed to have had knowledge of the Creator, for he knew him by whom he had been created—not in that manner of knowing by which he is perceived from hearing alone, in the way the absent [God] is sought by believers, but by a certain interior inspiration by which he contemplated the presence of God: yet not so excellently as the saints are to see [him] after this life, nor so in an enigma as we see in this life.’ Thus Hugh.9



Cuius sententiam interpretans Beatus Thomas secunda secundae, quaestione quinta, articulo primo, dicit contemplationem Dei et rerum divinarum quae tollit necessitatem Fidei, esse contemplationem Dei quam in patria beati habent, qua scilicet supernaturalis veritas per essentiam videtur. Hanc autem contemplationem non habuit Angelus ante confirmationem, nec primus homo ante peccatum, sed eorum contemplatio erat altior quam nostra, per quam propius accedentes ad Deum plura manifeste cognoscere poterant de divinis effectibus et mysteriis quam nos possumus: unde non inerat eis fides qua ita quaereretur Deus absens sicut a nobis quaeritur. Erat enim praesentior eis Deus per lumen sapientiae quam sit nobis, licet non ita eis praesens esset ut est beatis per lumen gloriae. Et quamvis Adam non acceperit cognitionem rerum divinarum per auditum exteriorem ab alio extrinsecus loquente et docente, accepit tamen eam per auditum interiorem, Deo interius inspirante et docente, quo modo Prophetae audiebant, et David dixit: Audiam quid loquatur in me Dominus Deus.
Interpreting his opinion, the Blessed Thomas, in the second part of the second part, question five, article one, says that the contemplation of God and of divine things which removes the necessity of Faith is the contemplation of God which the blessed have in the fatherland, by which, namely, supernatural truth is seen through essence. But this contemplation neither the Angel had before his confirmation, nor the first man before sin; rather their contemplation was higher than ours, by which, approaching nearer to God, they could manifestly know more about the divine effects and mysteries than we can: whence there was not in them a faith by which the absent God would be sought as he is sought by us. For God was more present to them through the light of wisdom than he is to us, although he was not so present to them as he is to the blessed through the light of glory. And although Adam did not receive the knowledge of divine things through exterior hearing from another speaking and teaching from without, he received it nevertheless through interior hearing, God inwardly inspiring and teaching, in the way the Prophets heard, and as David said: ‘I will hear what the Lord God will speak in me.’10



Quamobrem Augustinus lib. 11 de Genesi ad litteram, cap. 33: Fortasse, ait, intrinsecus et ineffabilibus modis Deus cum primis hominibus antea loquebatur, sicut etiam cum Angelis loquitur, ipsa incommutabili veritate illustrans mentes eorum, ubi est intellectus nosse simul quaecumque etiam per tempora non fiunt simul; Forte, inquam, sic cum eis loquebatur, etsi non tanta participatione divinae sapientiae quantam capiunt Angeli, tamen...
Wherefore Augustine, in book 11 of On Genesis according to the Letter, chapter 33: ‘Perhaps,’ he says, ‘God formerly spoke with the first men in inward and ineffable ways, just as he also speaks with the Angels, illuminating their minds by that very unchangeable truth, where it belongs to the intellect to know at once whatever things, even those that come to pass through time, do not come to pass at once. Perhaps, I say, he spoke thus with them, although not with so great a participation of divine wisdom as the Angels grasp, yet...’11



...pro humano modulo quantumlibet minus, sed illo ipso genere visitationis et locutionis: fortassis etiam illo qui fit per creaturam, sive in ecstasi spiritus corporalibus imaginibus, sive ipsis sensibus corporis aliqua specie praesentata vel ad videndum vel ad audiendum, sicut in Angelis suis solet videri Deus, vel sonare per nubem. Haec Augustinus.
...however much less according to the human measure, yet by that very kind of visitation and speech: perhaps even by that which comes about through a creature, whether in an ecstasy of the spirit by bodily images, or by some species presented to the very senses of the body, whether for seeing or for hearing, just as God is wont to be seen in his Angels, or to sound through a cloud. Thus Augustine.12



Denique Sanctus Thomas in prima parte, quaestione 94, articulo primo, censet Adamum agnovisse Deum altiori cognitione quam nos cognoscamus, et fuisse cognitionem eius quodammodo mediam inter cognitionem praesentis status et cognitionem patriae, qua Deus per essentiam videtur. Constat enim Deum clarius et eminentius videri per intelligibiles effectus quam per sensibiles et corporeos. A consideratione autem plena et liquida intelligibilium effectuum retrahitur vel retardatur homo ab amore et occupatione circa res sensibiles. At primum hominem fecit Deus rectum, ut dicitur Eccles. 7, qua rectitudo in eo erat, ut quae sunt inferiora in homine subderentur superioribus, et haec nullo modo impedirentur ab illis. Quapropter primus homo non impediebatur per res exteriores sensibiles a clara et firma contemplatione rerum intelligibilium, quas ex irradiatione primae veritatis percipiebat, sive naturali cognitione sive gratuita. Et quia duplex est medium cognoscendi: unum, in quo simul videtur quod per medium videri dicitur, sicut cum homo videtur per speculum et simul videtur cum ipso speculo: alterum medium est, per cuius notitiam devenitur ad cognoscendum aliquid ignotum, sicut est medium demonstrationis: et sine huiusmodi medio Deum videbat Adamus, non tamen sine priori medio. Non enim oportebat primum hominem pervenire in Dei cognitionem per demonstrationem sumptam ab aliquo effectu sicut nobis est necessarium, sed simul in effectibus praecipue intelligibilibus suo modo Deum cognoscebat.
Finally, Saint Thomas, in the first part, question 94, article one, holds that Adam knew God by a higher knowledge than we know him, and that his knowledge was in a way intermediate between the knowledge of the present state and the knowledge of the fatherland, by which God is seen through essence. For it is established that God is seen more clearly and eminently through intelligible effects than through sensible and bodily ones. But from the full and clear consideration of intelligible effects a man is drawn back or retarded by love and occupation about sensible things. Yet God made the first man upright, as is said in Ecclesiastes 7, which uprightness was in him so that the things that are lower in man were subject to the higher, and these were in no way hindered by them. Wherefore the first man was not hindered by exterior sensible things from the clear and firm contemplation of intelligible things, which he perceived from the irradiation of the first truth, whether by natural knowledge or by gratuitous. And since the medium of knowing is twofold: one, in which there is seen at the same time that which is said to be seen through the medium, as when a man is seen through a mirror and is seen together with the mirror itself; the other medium is that by whose knowledge one arrives at knowing something unknown, as is the medium of demonstration: and without a medium of this latter kind Adam saw God, yet not without the former medium. For it was not necessary that the first man arrive at the knowledge of God through a demonstration taken from some effect, as is necessary for us, but at once, in the effects especially intelligible, he knew God in his own way.13



Similiter si quaeratur, utrum Adam tunc cognosceret Deum in aenigmate? respondendum est, in aenigmate inesse obscuritatem, quae quidem obscuritas dupliciter potest accipi: vel quatenus quaelibet creatura est obscura et velut tenebrae si cum immensitate divinae claritatis comparetur, et sic Adam videbat Deum in aenigmate, quia videbat Deum per effectus creatos: vel potest intelligi obscuritas quae accidit homini propter peccatum, de qua loquitur Augustinus libro decimoquarto de Trinitate, capite nono, prout scilicet impeditur homo a consideratione rerum intelligibilium per sensibilium occupationem, et sic Adam non cognoscebat Deum in aenigmate. Hactenus ex Beato Thoma.
Likewise, if it be asked whether Adam then knew God in an enigma, it must be answered that in an enigma there is obscurity, which obscurity can indeed be taken in two ways: either inasmuch as every creature is obscure and, as it were, darkness if it be compared with the immensity of the divine brightness—and in this way Adam saw God in an enigma, because he saw God through created effects; or the obscurity can be understood which befalls man on account of sin, of which Augustine speaks in book fourteen of On the Trinity, chapter nine—namely, as a man is hindered from the consideration of intelligible things by his occupation with sensible ones—and in this way Adam did not know God in an enigma. Thus far from the Blessed Thomas.14



Nec dissimilis est, nec hoc loco praetereunda, sed observanda lectori Bonaventurae sententia. Sic enim ille scribit in secundo sententiarum, distinctione vigesimatertia, articulo secundo, quaestione secunda: Cognitio hominis in statu innocentiae media erat inter cognitionem status gloriae et status miseriae: sicut etiam locus Paradisi medius erat inter hanc vallem miseriae et patriam coelestem. Et quemadmodum Paradisus terrestris similior erat terrae quam coelo, sic cognitio Adae in statu innocentiae conformior erat cognitioni status praesentis quam futuri. Unde in solo statu gloriae videbitur Deus immediate et in sua substantia, ita ut nulla...
Nor unlike [this], nor here to be passed over, but to be noted by the reader, is the opinion of Bonaventure. For thus he writes in the second book of the Sentences, distinction twenty-three, article two, question two: ‘The knowledge of man in the state of innocence was intermediate between the knowledge of the state of glory and of the state of misery: just as the place of Paradise too was intermediate between this valley of misery and the heavenly fatherland. And just as the earthly Paradise was more like to earth than to heaven, so the knowledge of Adam in the state of innocence was more conformed to the knowledge of the present state than of the future. Whence in the state of glory alone will God be seen immediately and in his substance, so that there be no...’15



...sit ibi obscuritas; in statu vero innocentiae et naturae lapsae videtur Deus mediante speculo, sed differenter. Nam in statu innocentiae videbatur Deus per speculum clarum: nulla enim in anima erat peccati nebula: in statu vero miseriae videtur per speculum obscuratum propter peccatum primi hominis, et ideo nunc videtur per speculum et in aenigmate. Aenigma enim, sicut dicit Augustinus in libro decimoquarto de Trinitate, capite nono, est similitudo obscura.
...there be obscurity there; but in the state of innocence and of fallen nature God is seen by means of a mirror, yet differently. For in the state of innocence God was seen through a clear mirror, for there was no cloud of sin in the soul; but in the state of misery he is seen through a mirror darkened on account of the sin of the first man, and therefore now he is seen through a mirror and in an enigma. For an enigma, as Augustine says in book fourteen of On the Trinity, chapter nine, is an obscure likeness.16



Est autem quadruplex genus cognoscendi Deum, videlicet per fidem, per contemplationem, per sensibilem apparitionem, per apertam visionem. Primum est gratiae communis: secundum, gratiae excellentis: tertium est gratiae specialis: quartum est gratiae consummantis et glorificantis. Et sufficientia istorum modorum ita colligitur: quia omne quod cognoscitur per aliquid praesens intellectui cognoscitur: Deum quoque per aliquid praesens intellectui cognosci ab homine necesse est. Aut igitur cognosco Deum per hoc quod est praesens mihi, aut quia est praesens alii. Si quia est praesens alii, haec est cognitio fidei: cognosco enim et credo Deum esse trinum et unum, quia Dei Filius hoc enarravit et Spiritus sanctus inspiravit: quod enim credimus, debemus auctoritati, ut scribit Augustinus in libro de Utilitate credendi, capite undecimo. Si autem cognosco Deum per hoc quod est praesens mihi, id potest fieri tripliciter: aut quia est praesens mihi in proprio effectu, et sic est contemplatio, quae tanto excellentior est quanto effectum divinae gratiae magis in se homo sentit, et quanto melius potest Deum considerare in exterioribus creaturis. Aut est praesens mihi Deus in proprio signo, et sic est apparitio, sicut apparuit Deus Abrahae in subiecta creatura qua ipsum Deum figurabat, et Spiritus sanctus in columba. Aut denique praesens est homini Deus in lumine suo et in seipso, secundum quod dicitur cognosci facie ad faciem: et est aperta visio, quae quidem merces est tota humanorum meritorum.
Now there is a fourfold kind of knowing God, namely by faith, by contemplation, by sensible apparition, by open vision. The first is of common grace; the second, of excellent grace; the third is of special grace; the fourth is of consummating and glorifying grace. And the sufficiency of these modes is gathered thus: because everything that is known is known through something present to the intellect; God too must be known by man through something present to the intellect. Either, then, I know God through this, that he is present to me, or because he is present to another. If because he is present to another, this is the knowledge of faith: for I know and believe God to be three and one, because the Son of God declared this and the Holy Spirit inspired it; for what we believe, we owe to authority, as Augustine writes in the book On the Usefulness of Believing, chapter eleven. But if I know God through this, that he is present to me, this can come about in three ways: either because he is present to me in his proper effect, and so it is contemplation, which is the more excellent the more a man feels in himself the effect of divine grace, and the better he can consider God in exterior creatures. Or God is present to me in his proper sign, and so it is apparition, as God appeared to Abraham in a subject creature by which he figured God himself, and the Holy Spirit [appeared] in a dove. Or finally God is present to man in his own light and in himself, according to what is said to be known face to face: and this is open vision, which indeed is the whole reward of human merits.17



Primum igitur et ultimum genus cognitionis Dei non competebat statui innocentiae: primum quidem propter cognitionem aenigmaticam, et quia cognitio fidei ut plurimum ex auditu est: ultimum vero propter summam perfectionem non exhibebatur homini in terris, sed promittebatur dandum in coelis. Secundum vero et tertium genus cognitionis Dei, scilicet contemplationis et apparitionis, in utrumque statum competunt, sed in statu innocentiae potissimum vigebat contemplatio: tum propter animae puritatem, tum etiam propter carnis et inferiorum virium subiectionem: quibus duabus rebus ut plurimum anima caret in statu naturae lapsae, ideoque non potest ad illum gradum contemplationis attingere. Sic Bonaventura.
The first, therefore, and the last kind of the knowledge of God did not belong to the state of innocence: the first, indeed, on account of enigmatic knowledge, and because the knowledge of faith is for the most part from hearing; but the last, on account of its supreme perfection, was not exhibited to man on earth, but was promised as to be given in heaven. But the second and third kinds of the knowledge of God, namely of contemplation and of apparition, belong to both states; yet in the state of innocence contemplation especially flourished, both on account of the purity of the soul, and also on account of the subjection of the flesh and of the lower powers: of which two things the soul is for the most part deprived in the state of fallen nature, and therefore cannot attain to that grade of contemplation. Thus Bonaventure.18



Sed in hac Bonaventurae sententia, quod dixit cognitionem fidei propter obscuritatem non fuisse in Adamo ante peccatum, id ego, si praecise intelligatur, minime probare possum. Nam, ut supra diximus, nec Adam nec Angelus, dum erant in via, poterant sine fide aut placere Deo, aut mysterium Trinitatis certo et indubitanter cognoscere: propterea enim mysterium istud vocatur supernaturale, quia vim et facultatem omnis creatae intelligentiae longissime supe-...
But in this opinion of Bonaventure, in that he said that the knowledge of faith, because of its obscurity, was not in Adam before sin, this—if it be understood precisely—I am by no means able to approve. For, as we said above, neither Adam nor the Angel, while they were on the way, could without faith either please God, or know the mystery of the Trinity certainly and without doubt: for this is why that mystery is called supernatural, because it far surpasses the power and faculty of every created intelligence...19



...rat, nec certa eius cognitio haberi potest nisi per fidem in via, aut per visionem in patria. Denique, etiam in Adamo priusquam peccaret, verissime dici poterat quod Propheta ille dixit, Iustus ex fide vivit: et quod scribit Paulus, Dum sumus in corpore, peregrinamur a Domino, ambulantes per fidem et non per speciem: et nunc videmus per speculum in aenigmate, tunc autem facie ad faciem.
...[surpasses the power of every created intelligence], nor can certain knowledge of it be had except by faith on the way, or by vision in the fatherland. Finally, even of Adam, before he sinned, it could most truly be said what that Prophet said, ‘The just man lives by faith’: and what Paul writes, ‘While we are in the body, we are absent from the Lord, walking by faith and not by sight’: and ‘now we see through a mirror in an enigma, but then face to face.’20



Scire tamen convenit, cognitionem rerum divinarum quam habuit Adam dupliciter ea quam nos habemus fuisse praestantiorem. Primo quidem propter praestantiam ingenii et scientiae, quo fiebat ut multa ille de rebus divinis ratione et intelligentia comprehenderet, ad quae mens nostra nunc aspirare non potest nisi lumine Fidei adiuta. Quemadmodum etiam nunc inter Christianos nonnulla de Deo et rebus divinis docti et sapientes viri non tantum fide, sed etiam naturali ratione et scientia noverunt, quae tamen idiotis sola fide percepta et cognita sunt. Deinde, nos habemus fidem tam respectu obiecti revelati quam Dei revelantis: non enim est nobis evidenter notum revelata esse a Deo mysteria quae credimus. At primus homo, licet non haberet evidentem cognitionem ipsius obiecti Fidei, habebat tamen evidentem revelationis a Deo factae: noverat enim evidenter mysteria illa sibi esse a Deo revelata. Sed unde noverat? quia sentiebat mentem suam interius illuminatam ad cognoscenda ea quae humana ratione non possunt cognosci, idque sine ordine ad phantasmata: hoc autem ab alio quam a Deo, qui solus in mentem humanam illabi potest et solus in eam habet potestatem et efficacitatem, proficisci et effici non potest.
Yet it is fitting to know that the knowledge of divine things which Adam had was in two ways more excellent than that which we have. First, on account of the excellence of his intellect and knowledge, whereby it came about that he comprehended by reason and understanding many things about divine matters, to which our mind now cannot aspire unless aided by the light of Faith. Just as even now, among Christians, certain things about God and divine matters, which learned and wise men know not only by faith but also by natural reason and knowledge, are nevertheless to the unlearned perceived and known by faith alone. Next, we have faith both as regards the revealed object and the revealing God: for it is not evidently known to us that the mysteries we believe have been revealed by God. But the first man, although he did not have evident knowledge of the object of Faith itself, nevertheless had evident [knowledge] of the revelation made by God: for he knew evidently that those mysteries were revealed to him by God. But whence did he know it? Because he felt his mind inwardly illuminated to know those things that cannot be known by human reason, and that without reference to phantasms: but this can proceed and be effected by none other than God, who alone can glide into the human mind and alone has power and efficacy over it.21



Genus autem contemplationis quo in beato illo statu innocentiae usus est Adam, usque adeo sublime et excellens fuit, ut saepenumero mens eius ab omnium usu sensuum abstracta, et in ecstasim rapta, curiae coelesti et Angelorum choris interesset. Audiat lector non meam sed Augustini sententiam, qui extremo capite libri noni de Genesi ad litteram ita scribit:
Now the kind of contemplation which Adam used in that blessed state of innocence was so sublime and excellent that very often his mind, abstracted from all use of the senses and rapt into ecstasy, was present at the heavenly court and the choirs of Angels. Let the reader hear not my opinion but Augustine's, who in the last chapter of book nine of On Genesis according to the Letter writes thus:22



Illa ecstasis quam Deus immisit in Adam ut soporatus obdormiret, recte intelligitur ad hoc immissa, ut et ipsius mens per ecstasim particeps fieret tanquam angelicae curiae, et intrans in sanctuarium Dei intelligeret novissima. Denique, evigilans tanquam prophetia plenus, cum ad se adductam costam, mulierem suam videret, eructavit continuo quod magnum sacramentum commendat Apostolus: Hoc nunc os ex ossibus meis, et caro de carne mea, etc. Quae verba cum primi hominis fuisse Scriptura ipsa testetur, Dominus tamen in Evangelio Deum dixisse declaravit, ut hinc intelligeremus, propter ecstasim qua praecesserat in Adam, hoc eum divinitus tanquam prophetam dicere potuisse. Sic Augustinus.
‘That ecstasy which God sent upon Adam, so that, made drowsy, he fell asleep, is rightly understood to have been sent for this end: that his mind too, through the ecstasy, might become a partaker, as it were, of the angelic court, and, entering into the sanctuary of God, might understand the last things. And then, awaking as one full of prophecy, when he saw the rib brought to him, his wife, he immediately burst forth with what the Apostle commends as a great sacrament: “This now is bone of my bones, and flesh of my flesh,” etc. Which words, although Scripture itself attests them to have been the first man's, the Lord nevertheless declared in the Gospel that God had said—so that we might understand from this that, on account of the ecstasy that had preceded in Adam, he could speak this divinely, as a prophet.’ Thus Augustine.23



Horum similia scribit Gregorius in primo capite libri quarti Dialogorum: Postquam, inquit, de Paradisi gaudiis, culpa exigente, expulsus est primus humani generis parens, in huius caecitatis atque exilii quam patimur venit aerumnam: quia peccando extra semetipsum fusus, iam illa coelestis patriae gaudia quae prius contemplabatur videre non potuit. In Paradiso quippe assueverat homo verbis Dei perfrui, et Beatorum Angelorum...
Things similar to these Gregory writes in the first chapter of the fourth book of the Dialogues: ‘After,’ he says, ‘the first parent of the human race was expelled from the joys of Paradise, his fault demanding it, he came into the misery of this blindness and exile which we suffer: because, poured out beyond himself by sinning, he could no longer see those joys of the heavenly fatherland which before he contemplated. For in Paradise man had been accustomed to enjoy the words of God, and [to be present at the company] of the Blessed Angels...’24



...Angelorum spiritibus, cordis munditia et celsitudine visionis interesse. Sed postquam huc cecidit, ab illo quo implebatur mentis lumine recessit. Ex cuius videlicet carne nos in huius exilii caecitate nati, audimus quidem coelestem esse patriam, audimus eius cives Angelos Dei, audimus eorundem Angelorum socios spiritus iustorum et perfectorum: sed carnales quique, quia illa invisibilia scire non valent per experimentum, dubitant verum ne sit quod corporalibus oculis non vident. Quae nimirum dubietas in primo parente esse non potuit, quia exclusus a Paradisi gaudiis, hoc quod amiserat, quia viderat, recolebat. Hactenus sunt verba Gregorii. Ex quibus licet argumentari, saltem auctore Gregorio, Adamum aliquandiu fuisse in statu innocentiae: affirmat enim Gregorius eum consuevisse Dei verbis perfrui et beatorum Angelorum choris interesse; vocabulum autem consuetudinis in brevissimo tempore poni non solet.
...to be present, by purity of heart and loftiness of vision, with the spirits of the Angels. But after he fell to this place, he withdrew from that light of the mind by which he was filled. From his flesh, namely, we, born in the blindness of this exile, hear indeed that there is a heavenly fatherland, we hear that its citizens are the Angels of God, we hear that the companions of those same Angels are the spirits of the just and perfect: but carnal men, because they cannot know those invisible things by experience, doubt whether that be true which they do not see with bodily eyes. Which doubt, of course, could not be in the first parent, because, excluded from the joys of Paradise, he recalled what he had lost, because he had seen it. Thus far the words of Gregory. From which it is permitted to argue, on Gregory's authority at least, that Adam was for some time in the state of innocence: for Gregory affirms that he was accustomed to enjoy the words of God and to be present at the choirs of the blessed Angels; and the word ‘accustomed’ is not usually applied to a very brief time.25
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QUESTION V. Whether in the state of innocence the descendants of Adam would have had innate knowledge

LatineEnglish


QUESTION V. Whether in the state of innocence the descendants of Adam would have had innate knowledge.1
QUAESTIO V. An in statu innocentiae posteri Adae innatam habuissent scientiam.



Sed videamus, utrum posteri Adae, si status ille innocentiae mansisset, nati fuissent cum scientia rerum omnium, similiter ut ipse Adam omnium rerum scientia excellens creatus est. Ad hanc quaestionem respondemus: In statu innocentiae posteros Adae non fuisse nascituros cum scientia. De his enim quae supra naturam sunt, nisi temere loqui velimus, non est aliud affirmandum nisi quod vel in Sacris litteris proditum est, vel Ecclesiae auctoritate aut patrum testimonio suffultum, aut ratione aliqua vel necessaria vel certe admodum probabili munitum: sed nihil horum suppetit nobis ad probandum posteris Adae ingeneratum iri scientiam, ergo non est id affirmandum. Quinimo si rationem ipsam consulamus, ea nobis contrarium suadebit ac probabit, siquidem naturale homini est scientiam acquirere per sensus et experimenta: idcirco enim anima rationalis cum hoc corpore omnium sensuum, tam exteriorum quam interiorum instrumentis et praesidiis instructo, copulata est, ut eorum adminiculo doctrinas, quarum ex se ipsa expers est, comparare posset: hac enim re differt intellectus humanus ab Angelico.
But let us see whether the descendants of Adam, if that state of innocence had remained, would have been born with the knowledge of all things, just as Adam himself was created excelling in the knowledge of all things. To this question we answer: In the state of innocence the descendants of Adam would not have been born with knowledge. For concerning the things that are above nature, unless we wish to speak rashly, nothing is to be affirmed except what is either delivered in the Sacred Scriptures, or supported by the authority of the Church or the testimony of the Fathers, or fortified by some reason either necessary or at least quite probable: but none of these is at hand for us to prove that knowledge would be implanted in Adam's descendants; therefore this is not to be affirmed. Indeed, if we consult reason itself, it will persuade and prove to us the contrary, since it is natural to man to acquire knowledge through the senses and experiences: for this reason the rational soul has been joined with this body, furnished with the instruments and aids of all the senses, both exterior and interior, so that by their support it might procure the teachings of which it is of itself destitute: for in this the human intellect differs from the angelic.2



Quid, quod sicut posteri Adae non fuissent nati perfecta aetate, nec perfecta corporis magnitudine ac robore, ita nec essent nati perfecto animo et ratione, id est, cum scientia. Atque haec est opinio Hugonis, lib. 1 de Sacramentis, part. 6, et S. Thomae in prima parte, q. 101, contra quam duo possunt obiici. Unum est: ignorantiam accidisse homini ex culpa: sed in illo statu nati...
What of the fact that, just as Adam's descendants would not have been born at a perfect age, nor with a perfect size and strength of body, so neither would they have been born with a perfect mind and reason, that is, with knowledge? And this is the opinion of Hugh, in book 1 of On the Sacraments, part 6, and of St. Thomas in the first part, question 101—against which two things can be objected. One is: that ignorance befell man from his fault; but in that state [men would have been] born...3



...nati fuissent homines sine culpa, ergo sine ignorantia; cum scientia igitur. Alterum est: si Adam habuit ab initio scientiam rerum omnium, cur non eam similiter eius posteri habuissent? Ad priorem obiectionem respondemus, secundum Hugonem et Thomam, duplicem esse ignorantiam: alteram quam Theologi appellant purae negationis et nescientiam, quae quidem non ex culpa oritur, sed ex conditione naturae creatae, quae non potest omnia et quolibet tempore scire: quippe talis etiam inest in Angelis, neque enim illi omnia norunt: quid igitur mirum, si ea fuisset in posteris Adae a primo ortu? Alteram vero ignorantiam esse docent vitiosam et culpabilem, quae est privatio cognitionis eorum quae nosse debet homo vel simpliciter, vel aliquo certo tempore: huiusmodi autem ignorantia non fuisset in posteris Adae: nam licet nati fuissent ignorantes, non tamen earum rerum quas illa prima aetate scire eos oportebat aut decebat.
...men would have been born without fault, therefore without ignorance; with knowledge, then. The other is: if Adam had from the beginning the knowledge of all things, why would his descendants not likewise have had it? To the first objection we answer, according to Hugh and Thomas, that ignorance is twofold: one which the Theologians call [ignorance] of pure negation and nescience, which indeed does not arise from fault, but from the condition of created nature, which cannot know all things and at every time—for such is present even in the Angels, since not even they know all things: what wonder, then, if it had been in Adam's descendants from their first birth? But the other ignorance they teach to be vicious and culpable, which is the privation of the knowledge of those things which a man ought to know, either simply or at some certain time: but ignorance of this kind would not have been in Adam's descendants: for although they would have been born ignorant, yet not of those things which at that first age it behooved or befitted them to know.4



Ad posteriorem obiectionem respondendum est, multa fuisse in Adamo (quia is erat primus homo et parens et doctor humani generis) singularia et propria, quae non decebat illi esse cum aliis hominibus communia: cuiusmodi fuere, Adamum a solo Deo esse factum ex limo terrae, perfecta aetate et corporis statura, et potentem generandi prolem, atque ex ipso formatam esse mulierem. Sicut igitur haec propria fuere Adami, sic et illud, habere ab ortu suo rerum omnium scientiam. Sed quamvis posteris Adae scientia rerum non fuisset ingenita, eam tamen illi, cum ad aetatem discendo idoneam venissent, brevi, facile, perfecteque comparassent. Decem enim rebus vehementer illi ad capessendas doctrinas omnes fuissent adiuti: quibus rebus quia nos amisso illo statu misere caremus, propterea et pauci, et difficiliter, et tarde, atque imperfecte disciplinas humanas adipiscimur.
To the second objection it must be answered that there were in Adam (because he was the first man and parent and teacher of the human race) many singular and proper things which it was not fitting that he should have in common with other men: of which kind were, that Adam was made by God alone from the slime of the earth, at a perfect age and bodily stature, and able to generate offspring, and that woman was formed from him. As, therefore, these things were proper to Adam, so also was that—to have from his birth the knowledge of all things. But although knowledge of things would not have been innate to Adam's descendants, they would nevertheless have procured it briefly, easily, and perfectly when they had come to an age fit for learning. For by ten things they would have been mightily aided in grasping all the teachings: of which things, because, having lost that state, we are wretchedly deprived, therefore we attain human disciplines few [in number], with difficulty, slowly, and imperfectly.5



Sed quaenam erant decem illae res quibus posteri Adae ad comparandas omnes scientias praeclare instructi paratique accessissent? Prima res erat summa docilitas et habilitas ad discendum quodlibet sciendumque, propter admirabilem ingenii, memoriae ac iudicii excellentiam, et incredibilem discendi ardorem, verique noscendi cupiditatem. Secunda erat praestantia omnium sensuum, tam interiorum quam exteriorum, quorum ministerio atque adminiculo et velut aucupio mens humana utitur ad aucupandam et consequendam scientiam. Tertia, ingens copia optimorum doctorum, qui et ipsi rerum omnium scientia excellerent, et ad eam docendum alios aptissimi et accommodatissimi essent. Quarta, tanta vitae longitudo, quanta parandis tractandisque omnibus doctrinis non modo sufficeret, sed etiam longe superesset. Quinta, optima valetudo, robur corporis, firmitasque virium. Sexta, facilitas parandi abunde omnia quae ad victum et vestitum omnemque cultum vitae pertinent. Septima, magna opportunitas periclitandi vires, experiendique naturas, proprietates, affectiones, virtutesque animalium, stirpium, metallorum, la-...
But what were those ten things by which Adam's descendants would have approached, splendidly equipped and prepared, the procuring of all the sciences? The first thing was the highest docility and aptitude for learning and knowing anything, on account of the admirable excellence of intellect, memory, and judgment, and an incredible ardor for learning and desire of knowing the truth. The second was the excellence of all the senses, both interior and exterior, by whose service and support, and as it were fowling, the human mind makes use to hunt and attain knowledge. The third, a vast abundance of the best teachers, who would themselves excel in the knowledge of all things, and would be most apt and suited for teaching it to others. The fourth, such length of life as would not only suffice for procuring and handling all the disciplines, but would even far exceed [it]. The fifth, the best health, vigor of body, and firmness of strength. The sixth, ease of procuring abundantly all things that pertain to food and clothing and every appointment of life. The seventh, a great opportunity of testing the powers, and experiencing the natures, properties, affections, and virtues of animals, plants, metals, sto-...6



...pidum, denique rerum omnium naturalium, quae est origo et seminarium scientiae. Octava, perfecta moderatio animi, et omnium perturbationum sedatio, cunctorumque affectuum sub rationis imperium subiectio: itaque nihil tum maiori studio et cupiditate concupiscerent et consectarentur homines quam scientiam et virtutem. Nona, singularis quaedam et eximia erga homines in eo statu viventes providentia et cura Dei, eos miris modis ad pervestigandam et acquirendam rerum omnium cognitionem adiuvantis, vel per interiores illustrationes, vel per Angelos qui tunc homines familiariter visitassent. Decima et ultima, nulla id temporis homini ad insistendum doctrinarum studio a daemonibus impedimenta accidissent. Nunc autem daemon a studio bonarum artium et liberalium doctrinarum duabus de causis deducere homines conatur: tum quod ardens discendi studium hominem a plerisque vitiis et cupiditatibus rerum terrenarum vehementer abducit: tum quod veretur daemon ne qui honestis disciplinis comparandis sedulo dant operam, earum deinde usu ad praedicandam et illustrandam Dei gloriam, iuvandosque homines et ab erroribus (quorum daemon ipse sator et auctor est) liberandos, magno cum imperii sui quod in homines impios et improbos habet detrimento et exitio, conferant.
...[of] stones, and finally of all natural things, which is the origin and seedbed of knowledge. The eighth, perfect moderation of soul, and the calming of all disturbances, and the subjection of all the affections under the command of reason: so that men would then crave and pursue nothing with greater zeal and desire than knowledge and virtue. The ninth, a certain singular and exceptional providence and care of God toward men living in that state, helping them in wondrous ways to investigate and acquire the knowledge of all things, whether through interior illuminations, or through the Angels who would then have familiarly visited men. The tenth and last, that at that time no impediments would have befallen man, from the demons, to his persevering in the study of the disciplines. But now the demon strives for two reasons to draw men away from the study of the good arts and liberal disciplines: both because an ardent zeal for learning vehemently draws a man away from most of the vices and desires of earthly things; and because the demon fears that those who diligently give their effort to procuring the honorable disciplines may afterward, by the use of them, contribute to the proclaiming and illustrating of the glory of God, and the helping of men, and their freeing from the errors of which the demon himself is the sower and author—to the great detriment and ruin of his own dominion, which he holds over impious and wicked men.7



Translator’s notes
	Question divider opening the fifth and last question of the disputation on Adam's knowledge. ↩
	Pererius's answer to Question V: Adam's posterity would NOT have been born with knowledge, since human knowledge is naturally acquired through the senses (unlike the angelic intellect). Methodological rule for things above nature: affirm only what Scripture, Church, Fathers, or reason supports. ↩
	Argument from analogy (not born at perfect age/size, so not with knowledge); the opinion of Hugh of St. Victor (De Sacr. I.6) and Aquinas (ST I q.101). Two objections introduced; the first (ignorance came from sin) continues to next page (catchword 'nati'). ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Duae obiectiones. Qualis ignorantia fuisset in statu innocentiae' (two objections; what kind of ignorance there would have been in the state of innocence). Answer to objection 1: twofold ignorance—pure nescience (natural, even in angels) versus vicious/culpable ignorance (which would not be present). ↩
	Answer to objection 2: Adam's having knowledge from birth was singular to him (as was being made from clay by God alone, etc.); his posterity would acquire knowledge easily, aided by ten things (now lost to us). ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Decem res quibus homines in statu innocentiae ad comparandam scientiam fuissent adiuti' (the ten things by which men in the state of innocence would have been aided in acquiring knowledge). The first seven of the ten aids enumerated. Continues to next page (catchword 'lapidum'). ↩
	The last three of the ten aids (8th moderation of soul; 9th God's providence by inner illuminations and angelic visits; 10th absence of demonic impediments). The two reasons the demon now draws men from study. This concludes Question V and the whole disputation on Adam's knowledge. ↩




DISPUTATION ON THE SECOND EXCELLENCE of the state of innocence, that is, on Sanctifying Grace

LatineEnglish


DISPUTATION ON THE SECOND EXCELLENCE of the state of innocence, that is, on Sanctifying Grace.1
DISPUTATIO DE SECUNDA EXCELLENTIA status innocentiae, id est, de Gratia gratum faciente.



In hac disputatione, similiter ut in ea quae hanc praecessit, quaestiones quinque pertractandae sunt. Prima quaestio est: Utrum Adam cum gratia gratum faciente creatus sit. Secunda, an illa gratia cum qua creatum esse Adamum ostendemus tanta fuerit, ut penitus excluderet omne peccatum etiam veniale. Tertia, Utrum homines in statu innocentiae maiorem habuissent gratiam quam in statu legis Evangelicae sanctissimi homines habuerunt. Quarta, Utrum si Adam non peccasset, posteri eius cum gratia nati fuissent. Quinta, Utrum si Adam non peccasset, posteri eius fuissent in gratia confirmati.
In this disputation, just as in the one that preceded it, five questions are to be treated. The first question is: Whether Adam was created with sanctifying grace. The second, whether that grace with which we shall show Adam to have been created was so great that it utterly excluded all sin, even venial. The third, whether men in the state of innocence would have had greater grace than the most holy men had in the state of the Evangelical law. The fourth, whether, if Adam had not sinned, his descendants would have been born with grace. The fifth, whether, if Adam had not sinned, his descendants would have been confirmed in grace.2



Translator’s notes
	MAJOR DIVIDER: the second disputation of Book V, treating the second internal good of innocence—sanctifying grace (gratia gratum faciens). Follows the first disputation, on Adam's knowledge. ↩
	Preface enumerating the five questions of the second disputation (on sanctifying grace). ↩




QUESTION I. Whether Adam was created with grace

LatineEnglish


QUESTION I. Whether Adam was created with grace.1
QUAESTIO I. Vtrum sit cum gratia creatus Adam.



Prima haec quaestio et per se nobilis et celebris est, et est Theologorum eruditis disputationibus atque opinionum varietate et dissensione magis nobilitata. Catharinus opinatur Adamum primo esse conditum in puris naturalibus, postea esse orna-...
This first question is both in itself noble and celebrated, and has been made more renowned by the learned disputations of the Theologians and by the variety and dissension of opinions. Catharinus is of the opinion that Adam was first founded in pure naturals, and afterward was adorn-[ed with grace]...2



...ornatum iustitia originali: deinde gratia gratum faciente donatum esse ac decoratum. Illud apud Theologos extra controversiam est, Adam gratiam habuisse ante suum lapsum. Testimonia Patrum ad id probandum commemorat Magister in 2. lib. dist. 29., et Gratianus de Poenitentia, dist. 2, c. Tolle charitatem. Nec licet hoc in dubium vocare, cum duorum sit Conciliorum, Arausicani et Tridentini, decretis constitutum atque communitum. Certe in Tridentino, in sessio. 5, in decreto de peccato originali, sic est: Adam per peccatum amisit sanctitatem et iustitiam in qua fuerat a Deo constitutus. Et hoc rationi valde consentaneum est: propter peccatum enim Adamus gratiam Dei et dona coelestia perdidit, quippe propter illud primum peccatum ipse cum universa posteritate sua condemnatus est, et privatus iure possidendi regnum coeleste. Habebat igitur ante peccatum ius regni coelestis; hoc autem ius non aliter nisi propter gratiam Dei datur homini. Nimirum, si per primum illud peccatum non perdidisset Adam Dei gratiam, nulla erat ratio cur unius illius primi peccati reatus tantum, non autem aliorum peccatorum quae deinde patravit Adam, ad posteros derivaretur. Hoc igitur cum omnium concessum pro certo haberi debeat, non attinet pluribus verbis disputare.
...[Adam was first founded in pure naturals; then] adorned with original justice; then gifted and graced with sanctifying grace. This is among the Theologians beyond controversy: that Adam had grace before his fall. The testimonies of the Fathers to prove this the Master records in the second book, distinction 29, and Gratian in [the treatise] On Penance, distinction 2, chapter ‘Take away charity.’ Nor is it permitted to call this into doubt, since it is established and fortified by the decrees of two Councils, of Orange and of Trent. Certainly in [the Council of] Trent, in session 5, in the decree on original sin, it is thus: ‘Adam by sin lost the holiness and justice in which he had been constituted by God.’ And this is very consonant with reason: for on account of sin Adam lost the grace of God and the heavenly gifts, inasmuch as on account of that first sin he himself, with his whole posterity, was condemned, and deprived of the right of possessing the heavenly kingdom. He had, therefore, before sin the right to the heavenly kingdom; but this right is not given to man except on account of the grace of God. Indeed, if through that first sin Adam had not lost the grace of God, there would have been no reason why the guilt of that one first sin alone, and not of the other sins which Adam afterward committed, should be derived to his descendants. Since, therefore, this must be held as certain, granted by all, it is not worthwhile to dispute it in more words.3



Illud autem inter Theologos controversum est, utrum Adam in primo ortu suo et ab initio gratiam Dei habuerit, an postea eam acceperit: de hoc variant Theologi sententias. Non fuisse eum cum gratia creatum, sed tantum cum iustitia originali, multi et magni Doctores censuerunt: Hugo S. Victoris lib. 1 de Sacramentis, parte sexta; Alexander de Hales parte 2, quaest. 96; Bonaventura et Scotus lib. 2 sententiarum, distinct. 26; Marsilius in eundem librum, quaest. 16; et item Altissiodorensis.
But this is controverted among the Theologians, whether Adam had the grace of God in his very origin and from the beginning, or received it afterward: on this the Theologians vary in their opinions. That he was not created with grace, but only with original justice, many great Doctors have judged: Hugh of St. Victor, book 1 of On the Sacraments, part six; Alexander of Hales, part 2, question 96; Bonaventure and Scotus, book 2 of the Sentences, distinction 26; Marsilius on the same book, question 16; and likewise the Altissiodorensis [William of Auxerre].4



Confirmat eam sententiam Bonaventura his argumentis: Magis congruit gratia cum gloria quam natura cum gratia: sed Adamo collata est gratia ante gloriam: ergo natura quoque data est ante gratiam. Postea, per gratiam fit matrimonium quoddam spirituale inter Deum et animam hominis, sed ea lex matrimonii est ut id minime fiat sine coniugis utriusque consensu: ergo dari non debuit Adamo gratia sine eius consensu: praesertim autem cum hoc habeat Dei providentia, ut nulli adulto, quique iam rationis usu pollet, gratiam suam absque eius consensu et praeparatione tribuat. Deinde, quo clarius et certius Adam cognosceret gratiam quae ipsi a Deo tribuebatur vere esse gratiam, id est, omnem naturae facultatem excedere, atque homini gratuito donari, eaque ratione Deo gratior et devotior esset: convenientius fuit ut eam postquam creatus est haberet, quam ut simul cum natura sibi quodammodo ingeneratam acciperet.
Bonaventure confirms that opinion by these arguments: Grace agrees more with glory than nature with grace: but grace was conferred on Adam before glory: therefore nature too was given before grace. Again, through grace there comes about a certain spiritual marriage between God and the soul of man, but this is the law of marriage, that it least of all takes place without the consent of both spouses: therefore grace ought not to have been given to Adam without his consent: especially since God's providence has this rule, that to no adult who already has the use of reason does he grant his grace without that person's consent and preparation. Next, so that Adam might know more clearly and certainly that the grace which was bestowed on him by God was truly grace—that is, that it exceeds every faculty of nature, and is freely given to man, and that for this reason he might be more grateful and devoted to God—it was more fitting that he should have it after he was created, than that he should receive it as it were ingrained in him together with nature.5



Scotus, eo quem supra nominavi loco respondens ad quartum argumentum, arbitratur iustitiam originalem cum qua creatus est Adam non fuisse gratiam gratum facientem: fuisse tamen donum supernaturale. Habebant autem se gratia gratum faciens et iustitia ori-...
Scotus, in the place I named above, answering the fourth argument, judges that the original justice with which Adam was created was not sanctifying grace: yet that it was a supernatural gift. Now sanctifying grace and original ju-[stice] stood to one another...6



...originalis, inquit Scotus, sicut excedens et excessum. Excedebat enim iustitia originalis ipsam gratiam gratum facientem quatuor rebus: etenim, iustitia originalis non modo rationem Deo subdebat, sed etiam sensum rationi, et corpus animae: deinde, promptius, delectabilius, firmius coniungebat mentem cum Deo: tum, non admittebat ullum peccatum, non tantum mortale, sed etiam veniale: denique, faciebat hominem omne bonum morale prompte et iucunde, et sine ulla interiori molestia operari. Gratia vero gratum faciens eo vincit et antecellit iustitiam originalem, quod hominem excellentius iungit Deo, scilicet ut fini et bono supernaturali: facitque hominem vere gratum et amicum Deo, eiusque filium et haeredem vitae aeternae, et ut is mereri queat etiam de condigno aeternam vitam.
...original [justice], says Scotus, as the exceeding and the exceeded. For original justice exceeded sanctifying grace itself in four things: for original justice not only subjected reason to God, but also sense to reason, and body to soul; next, it joined the mind to God more readily, more delightfully, more firmly; then, it admitted no sin, not only no mortal, but not even venial; finally, it made man perform every moral good readily and pleasantly, and without any interior trouble. But sanctifying grace surpasses and excels original justice in this, that it joins man to God more excellently, namely as to his supernatural end and good: and it makes man truly pleasing to God and his friend, and his son and heir of eternal life, and [makes it] that he can even merit eternal life by condign merit.7



Altera opinio est, Adamum creatum esse in gratia. Hanc fuisse Augustini sententiam multis ille locis aperte declaravit. Namque in Enchiridio, capite 104, sic ait: Primum hominem Deus in ea salute in qua conditus erat custodire voluisset, eumque opportuno tempore post genitos filios sine interpositione mortis ad meliora perducere: ubi iam non solum peccatum non committere, sed nec voluntatem posset habere peccandi; si ad permanendum sine peccato, sicut factus erat, perpetuam voluntatem habiturum esse praescisset. In libro autem de Correptione et gratia, capite 10, affirmat primum hominem factum esse a Deo rectum et cum bona voluntate. Apud Augustinum autem nulla est simpliciter bona voluntas sine Dei gratia. Tradit item ipsum factum esse beatum, ea nimirum beatitudine quae potest homini in hac vita contingere, quae tamen nulla esset sine Dei gratia.
The other opinion is that Adam was created in grace. That this was Augustine's view he declared openly in many places. For in the Enchiridion, chapter 104, he says thus: ‘God would have kept the first man in that salvation in which he had been founded, and at a suitable time, after children were begotten, would have led him without the interposition of death to better things: where now he would be able not only not to commit sin, but not even to have the will of sinning—if he had foreknown that [Adam] would have a perpetual will to remain without sin, as he had been made.’ But in the book On Reproof and Grace, chapter 10, he affirms that the first man was made by God upright and with a good will. But for Augustine there is no simply good will without the grace of God. He hands down likewise that he was made blessed—with that blessedness, namely, which can befall a man in this life, which nevertheless would be none without the grace of God.8



Ad hunc autem modum scribit: Primum hominem fecit Deus beatum: quia et non mori et non miserum fieri in sua potestate esse sentiebat. In quo statu recto ac sine vitio si per ipsum liberum arbitrium manere voluisset, profecto sine ullo mortis et infelicitatis experimento acciperet illam, merito huiusmodi permansionis, et beatitudinis plenitudinem qua et sancti Angeli sunt beati, id est, ut cadere non posset ulterius, et hoc certissime sciret. Et in capite eiusdem libri undecimo: Tunc, inquit, dederat homini Deus bonam voluntatem: in illa quippe eum fecerat qui fecerat rectum. Dederat adiutorium, sine quo in ea non posset permanere si vellet; ut autem vellet, in eius libero reliquit arbitrio. Si autem hoc adiutorium vel Angelo vel homini, cum primum facti sunt, defuisset, quoniam non talis natura facta erat ut sine divino adiutorio posset manere si vellet, non utique sua culpa cecidisset: adiutorium quippe defuisset sine quo manere non possent.
And in this manner he writes: ‘God made the first man blessed: because he felt it to be in his own power both not to die and not to become wretched. In which upright and faultless state, if by his own free will he had willed to remain, he would assuredly, without any experience of death and unhappiness, have received—by the merit of such perseverance—both that fullness of blessedness by which the holy Angels too are blessed, that is, that he could fall no further, and would know this most certainly.’ And in the eleventh chapter of the same book: ‘Then,’ he says, ‘God had given man a good will: for in that will he had made him who had made him upright. He had given help, without which he could not remain in it if he willed; but that he should will, he left to his free choice. But if this help had been lacking to the Angel or to man when they were first made, since their nature had not been made such that it could remain without divine help if it willed, [Adam] would certainly not have fallen by his own fault: for the help would have been lacking without which they could not remain.’9



In libro quoque decimoquarto de Civitate Dei, capite 11 et 17, dicit primum hominem creatum esse a Deo rectum et cum bona voluntate; cumque par sit ratio Angelorum atque primorum hominum, ut significat Augustinus in libro de Correptione et gratia, capite decimo et undecimo, idque placet fere Theologis, si Angelus cum gratia creatus est, similiter hominem creatum esse cum gratia putandum est. Angelos autem creatos esse cum gratia, multis disertisque verbis disputat...
Also in the fourteenth book of the City of God, chapters 11 and 17, he says that the first man was created by God upright and with a good will; and since the case of the Angels and of the first men is parallel, as Augustine indicates in the book On Reproof and Grace, chapters ten and eleven—and this pleases nearly all the Theologians—if the Angel was created with grace, likewise man must be thought to have been created with grace. And that the Angels were created with grace, [Augustine] disputes in many eloquent words...10



Augustinus lib. 12 de Civitate Dei, cap. 9: Simul, inquit, atque facti sunt Angeli, ei a quo facti sunt, amore cum quo facti sunt, adhaeserunt. Et paulo infra: Deus fecit Angelos cum bona voluntate, hoc est, cum amore casto quo illi adhaeserunt: simul in eis condens naturam et largiens gratiam. Denique post haec, amorem et bonam voluntatem cum qua creati sunt Angeli appellat charitatem diffusam in eos per Spiritum sanctum.
Augustine, book 12 of the City of God, chapter 9: ‘As soon,’ he says, ‘as the Angels were made, they clung, by the love with which they were made, to him by whom they were made.’ And a little below: ‘God made the Angels with a good will, that is, with the chaste love by which they clung [to him]: at once founding nature in them and bestowing grace.’ And then, after these things, the love and good will with which the Angels were created he calls charity poured out into them through the Holy Spirit.11



Sanctus item Hieronymus in Commentariis super Oseam testatur, daemones in magna esse spiritus pinguedine a Deo creatos. Hoc ipsum Patres colligunt ex iis quae Isaias cap. 14 de Lucifero sub persona regis Babylonis, et Ezechiel capite 28 de eodem sub persona principis Tyri vaticinantur. Accedit ad haec, quod multi sanctorum Patrum et veterum doctorum, explanantes illa verba, Faciamus hominem ad imaginem et similitudinem nostram, illud, Ad similitudinem nostram, de similitudine quam habet homo cum Deo propter gratiam et virtutes interpretandum et intelligendum censuerunt: cuius interpretationis auctores, supra libro quarto, Origenem, Victorinum, Basilium, Ambrosium, Chrysostomum, Augustinum, Bedam, Rupertum atque Hugonem nominavimus. Ab hac etiam sententia stare videtur Paulus ita scribens ad Colossen. 3: Expoliantes vos veterem hominem cum actibus suis, et induentes novum, eum qui renovatur in agnitionem Dei secundum imaginem eius qui creavit illum: ubi renovationem hominis per gratiam appellat Paulus renovationem imaginis in qua creatus est homo. Et sic interpretandum est quod multi veteres dixerunt, Adamum propter peccatum quod admisit imaginem Dei ad quam erat conditus perdidisse.
Saint Jerome likewise, in his Commentaries on Hosea, attests that the demons were created by God in great fatness of spirit. This same thing the Fathers gather from what Isaiah, chapter 14, prophesies of Lucifer under the person of the king of Babylon, and Ezekiel, chapter 28, of the same under the person of the prince of Tyre. To these is added that many of the holy Fathers and ancient doctors, in explaining those words, ‘Let us make man to our image and likeness,’ judged that the phrase ‘to our likeness’ should be interpreted and understood of the likeness which man has with God on account of grace and the virtues: of which interpretation we named, above in the fourth book, as authors Origen, Victorinus, Basil, Ambrose, Chrysostom, Augustine, Bede, Rupert, and Hugh. With this opinion Paul too seems to stand, writing thus to the Colossians 3: ‘Stripping off the old man with his deeds, and putting on the new, him who is renewed unto the knowledge of God according to the image of him that created him’: where Paul calls the renewal of man through grace the renewal of the image in which man was created. And thus must be interpreted what many of the ancients said, that Adam, on account of the sin he committed, lost the image of God to which he had been founded.12



Ad huius praeterea opinionis confirmationem quidam pertinere existimant quod in capite 17 libri Ecclesiastici scriptum est his verbis: Deus creavit hominem de terra, et secundum imaginem suam fecit illum: et secundum se vestivit illum virtute. Illud autem secundum se idem significat quod ad sui similitudinem. Sicut enim dicitur de Deo, Confessionem et decorem induisti: et alio in Psalmo, Dominus regnavit, decorem induit, induit Dominus fortitudinem et praecinxit se: sic etiam homo ad similitudinem Dei suo modo virtute ornatus est, hoc est, praeditus acumine ingenii quo per omnia animo et cogitatione penetrare, multaque praeclara potenter efficere valeat. Hoc enim loco vocabulum illud Virtute non significat virtutem moralem quae vitiis contraria est, quam Graeci vocant ἀρετήν, sed significat robur et fortitudinem, Graece enim est ἰσχύν. Quare probabilius quidam ex eo loco argumentantur, Adamum esse conditum perfecto corporis robore et perfecta animi virtute, quae complectitur scientiam et virtutes morales atque etiam supernaturales; quanquam Graece pro illo secundum se pluraliter legitur κατ' ἑαυτούς, id est, secundum seipsos, ut ad homines referatur. Tota enim lectio Graeca pluraliter loquitur: vel quia de Adamo et Eva agit, vel quoniam loquitur de his quae in Adamo toti humanae naturae collata sunt.
Besides, some consider that there pertains to the confirmation of this opinion what is written in chapter 17 of the book of Ecclesiasticus in these words: ‘God created man of the earth, and made him according to his own image: and according to himself he clothed him with virtue.’ But that ‘according to himself’ means the same as ‘to his own likeness.’ For just as it is said of God, ‘Thou hast put on confession and beauty’; and in another Psalm, ‘The Lord hath reigned, he hath put on beauty, the Lord hath put on strength and hath girded himself’; so also man, to the likeness of God, was in his own way adorned with virtue, that is, endowed with that keenness of intellect by which he might penetrate all things in mind and thought, and powerfully effect many splendid things. For in this place that word ‘virtue’ (virtute) does not signify the moral virtue which is contrary to the vices, which the Greeks call ἀρετήν (aretēn), but signifies vigor and strength, for in Greek it is ἰσχύν (ischyn). Wherefore some argue, more probably, from that place that Adam was founded with perfect bodily strength and perfect virtue of soul, which embraces knowledge and the moral and even supernatural virtues; although in Greek, for that ‘according to himself,’ it is read in the plural κατ' ἑαυτούς (kat' heautous), that is, ‘according to themselves,’ so that it refers to men. For the whole Greek reading speaks in the plural: either because it treats of Adam and Eve, or because it speaks of those things which in Adam were conferred on the whole human nature.13



B. Thomas 1. part. quaest. 95 et 100, ex illa sententia quae est in capite 7 libri Ecclesiastae, Fecit Deus hominem rectum, ut probet fuisse Adamum cum gratia a Deo creatum, hoc modo ratiocinatur: Rectitudo primi hominis in eo erat posita, ut ratio eius Deo esset subdita: rationi autem inferiores animae vires, et animae etiam corpus. Huius autem triplicis rectitudinis prima erat causa secundae et tertiae: secunda vero rectitudo, per quam inferiores animae vires subditae atque obedientes erant rationi; tertia item rectitudo qua corpus erat subiectum animae, non erant naturales: alioquin mansissent in homine post peccatum: quae enim naturalia sunt homini, ea propter peccatum non fuere homini ablata: sed erant gratuito concessa homini per Dei gratiam.
The Blessed Thomas, first part, questions 95 and 100, from that sentence which is in the seventh chapter of the book of Ecclesiastes, ‘God made man upright,’ in order to prove that Adam was created by God with grace, reasons in this way: The uprightness of the first man was placed in this, that his reason was subject to God; but to his reason the lower powers of the soul, and to the soul also the body. Now of this threefold uprightness the first was the cause of the second and third: but the second uprightness, by which the lower powers of the soul were subject and obedient to reason; and likewise the third uprightness, by which the body was subject to the soul, were not natural: otherwise they would have remained in man after sin: for the things that are natural to man were not taken away from man on account of sin: but they were freely granted to man through the grace of God.14



Prima igitur illa rectitudo, qua mens omnino subiecta erat Deo, ex qua scilicet aliae duae pendebant, non erat naturale, sed supernaturale donum gratiae Dei. Hinc concluditur, si primus homo creatus est cum illa rectitudine, eum cum Dei gratia creatum esse. Illud autem quod inferiores animae vires continebat in officio et in obedientia rationis fuisse supernaturale donum gratiae, non obscure indicavit Paulus ad Roman. 7. Cum enim dixisset: Sentio aliam legem in membris meis, repugnantem legi mentis meae, et captivantem me in lege peccati: cumque miserrimum statum suum quasi deplorans exclamasset: Infelix ego homo, quis me liberabit de corpore mortis huius? subiecit, Gratia Dei per Iesum Christum. Sola igitur Dei gratia carnem spiritui rebellem coercere et mentis imperio subiugare potest. Ergo cum in Adamo ante peccatum caro rationi minime rebellis fuerit, id profecto non aliter quam per gratiam Dei factum esse existimari debet. Sic B. Thomas.
That first uprightness, therefore, by which the mind was wholly subject to God, on which namely the other two depended, was not a natural but a supernatural gift of the grace of God. Hence it is concluded that, if the first man was created with that uprightness, he was created with the grace of God. And that what kept the lower powers of the soul in their duty and in obedience to reason was a supernatural gift of grace, Paul not obscurely indicated in Romans 7. For when he had said, ‘I perceive another law in my members, fighting against the law of my mind, and captivating me in the law of sin’; and when, as if deploring his most wretched state, he had exclaimed, ‘Unhappy man that I am, who shall deliver me from the body of this death?’ he added, ‘The grace of God through Jesus Christ.’ The grace of God alone, therefore, can restrain the flesh rebellious to the spirit, and subjugate it to the command of the mind. Therefore, since in Adam before sin the flesh was in no way rebellious to reason, that assuredly must be reckoned to have come about in no other way than through the grace of God. Thus the Blessed Thomas.15



Ad hoc etiam confirmandum valet quod scribit Augustinus lib. 13 de Civit. Dei, cap. 13: Posteaquam, inquit, precepti facta transgressio est, confestim, gratia deserente divina, de corporum suorum nuditate confusi sunt: senserunt enim novum motum inobedientis carnis suae, tanquam reciprocam poenam inobedientiae suae. Iam quippe anima, libertate in perversum propria delectata et Deo dedignata servire, pristino corporis servitio destituebatur. Et quia superiorem dominum suo arbitrio deseruerat, inferiorem famulum ad suum arbitrium non tenebat: nec omnino habebat subditam carnem, sicut semper habere potuisset, si Deo subiecta ipsa mansisset. In libro autem 14 eiusdem operis, cap. 17, tractans illa verba tertii cap. Geneseos, Aperti sunt oculi eorum, cumque cognovissent se esse nudos, etc., ita scribit Augustinus: Patebant oculi eorum, sed adhuc non erant aperti, hoc est, non attenti ut cognoscerent quod eis indumento gratiae praestaretur, quando membra eorum voluntati repugnare nesciebant. Qua gratia remota, ut poena reciproca inobedientia plecteretur, extitit in motu corporis quaedam impudens novitas, unde esset indecens nuditas, et fecit attentos reddiditque confusos. Aperti sunt, inquit, oculi amborum, non ad videndum, nam et antea videbant, sed ad discernendum inter bonum quod amiserant et malum in quod ceciderant. Haec Augustinus.
To confirm this there also serves what Augustine writes in book 13 of the City of God, chapter 13: ‘After,’ he says, ‘the transgression of the precept was committed, at once, the divine grace deserting [them], they were confounded at the nakedness of their bodies: for they felt a new motion of their disobedient flesh, as a reciprocal penalty of their own disobedience. For now the soul, delighting perversely in its own liberty and disdaining to serve God, was deprived of the former service of the body. And because it had deserted its higher Lord by its own choice, it did not hold the lower servant to its own choice: nor had it the flesh wholly subject, as it could always have had it, if it had itself remained subject to God.’ But in book 14 of the same work, chapter 17, treating those words of the third chapter of Genesis, ‘Their eyes were opened, and when they had known that they were naked,’ etc., Augustine writes thus: ‘Their eyes were open, but not yet opened, that is, not attentive to know what was furnished to them by the garment of grace, when their members did not know how to resist their will. When this grace was removed, so that disobedience might be punished by a reciprocal penalty, there arose in the motion of the body a certain shameless novelty, whence there was an unseemly nakedness; and it made them attentive and rendered them confounded. Their eyes were opened, he says, of both, not to see, for they saw before too, but to discern between the good they had lost and the evil into which they had fallen.’ Thus Augustine.16



Quanquam qui iustitiam originalem donum quoddam faciunt a gratia gratum faciente diversum, hisce Pauli et Augustini sententiis nequaquam moventur. Respondent enim ipsam iustitiam originalem, quia erat donum Dei supernaturale non debitum homini, sed...
Although those who make original justice a certain gift distinct from sanctifying grace are by no means moved by these sentences of Paul and Augustine. For they answer that original justice itself, because it was a supernatural gift of God not owed to man, but...17



...sed gratuito ei tributum a Deo; propterea gratiam Dei a Patribus appellari. Sed enim creatum esse primum hominem cum gratia gratum faciente, aliis praeterea rationibus confirmari posset. Etenim, si est creatus Adam perfectus corpore et secundum omnia membra et facultates corporis, quis dubitet eum similiter creatum esse perfectum animo et ratione, et secundum omnes potentias animae rationalis? Non fuisset autem perfectus sine gratia. Si conditus est Adam in statu felicissimo et beatissimo, ut multis in locis inculcat Augustinus, idque declarat Paradisus in quo est Adam collocatus; cum primae huius felicitatis partes sint ipsius gratiae, haec illi deesse non debuit. Si talis est conditus ut fuerit amicus et familiaris Deo, non potuit sane gratia carere, quae hanc amicitiam parit et tuetur. Si talis est conditus ut posset non mori, cuius rei gratia comparavit ei Deus lignum vitae; si quae ad corporis conservationem aut delectationem pertinent, ea Deus illi statim et tam abunde providit, cur non bonorum quae ad animum pertinent potissimum maximeque necessarium, gratiam ei dederit? Si gratiam habuit ante peccatum, cur non habuerit simul atque est conditus?
...but was freely bestowed on him by God; and therefore it is called by the Fathers the grace of God. But indeed, that the first man was created with sanctifying grace can be confirmed by other reasons as well. For if Adam was created perfect in body, and as regards all his members and the faculties of the body, who would doubt that he was likewise created perfect in soul and reason, and as regards all the powers of the rational soul? But he would not have been perfect without grace. If Adam was founded in a most happy and blessed state, as Augustine inculcates in many places, and as the Paradise in which Adam was placed declares; since the foremost parts of this happiness belong to grace itself, this ought not to have been lacking to him. If he was so founded as to be a friend and intimate of God, he surely could not lack the grace which produces and guards this friendship. If he was so founded that he could escape death—for which purpose God provided him the tree of life—if the things that pertain to the conservation or delight of the body God provided him at once and so abundantly, why would he not have given him grace, the most important and most necessary of the goods that pertain to the soul? If he had grace before sin, why would he not have had it as soon as he was founded?18



Denique, si Adam factus est animo rectus et ratione perfectus, consentaneum fuit ut primum omnium cognosceret Deum, a quo, propter quem, et ad quem amandum, colendum, fruendumque creatus fuerat, atque ut ad eum tanquam ad finem suum supernaturalem se suaque omnia referret ac dirigeret: sine hac enim cognitione, ceterarum omnium rerum scientia inanis et futilis est. Vani enim sunt omnes homines, ut scriptum est in capite 13 libri Sapientiae, in quibus non subest scientia Dei. Illud etiam praeclare dictum est a Deo per Hieremiam, capite nono: Non glorietur sapiens in sapientia sua, et non glorietur fortis in fortitudine sua, et non glorietur dives in divitiis suis: sed in hoc glorietur qui gloriatur, scire et nosse me, quia ego sum Dominus qui facio misericordiam et iudicium et iustitiam in terra: haec enim placent mihi, ait Dominus. Atque haec cognitio Dei, ut est ultimus ipse ac supernaturalis finis hominis, non aliunde quam ex fide, quae donum Dei est, proficisci potuit: cum fide igitur Adam creatus est, nec sane cum fide informi aliisque virtutibus incomitata, cum fide igitur, spe et charitate. Adiice, quod principalius Adam creatus est propter finem supernaturalem quam propter naturalem: sed ad consequendum finem naturalem, statim ei dedit multa et praeclara dona: non est igitur dubitandum quin ei gratiam, quae ad supernaturalem finem adipiscendum necessaria est, statim impertiverit. Quod si Adam statim ut factus est habuit perfectum usum rationis, ergo statim potuit, aut etiam debuit, seipsum dirigere ac referre ad ultimum finem suum supernaturalem, potuitque bene mereri: quod quidem sine gratia facere non poterat; non igitur sine gratia creatus est.
Finally, if Adam was made upright in soul and perfect in reason, it was fitting that he should first of all know God—by whom, for whom, and to the loving, worshiping, and enjoying of whom he had been created—and that he should refer and direct himself and all that was his to God as to his supernatural end: for without this knowledge, the knowledge of all other things is empty and futile. ‘For vain are all men,’ as is written in chapter 13 of the book of Wisdom, ‘in whom there is not the knowledge of God.’ This too was excellently said by God through Jeremiah, chapter nine: ‘Let not the wise man glory in his wisdom, and let not the strong man glory in his strength, and let not the rich man glory in his riches: but let him that glorieth glory in this, to know and understand me, that I am the Lord, who do mercy and judgment and justice in the earth: for these things please me, saith the Lord.’ And this knowledge of God, since he is the very last and supernatural end of man, could proceed from nothing else than from faith, which is the gift of God: with faith, therefore, Adam was created, and surely not with formless faith unaccompanied by the other virtues, but with faith, then, hope, and charity. Add that Adam was created more principally for his supernatural end than for his natural one: but to attain his natural end, [God] at once gave him many and excellent gifts: there is no doubt, therefore, that he at once imparted to him grace, which is necessary for attaining the supernatural end. But if Adam, as soon as he was made, had the perfect use of reason, then at once he could, or even ought, to direct himself and refer himself to his ultimate supernatural end, and was able to merit well: which indeed he could not do without grace; he was not, therefore, created without grace.19



Nec vero in ortu suo Adam gratiam tantum accepit secundum habi-...
And indeed at his origin Adam received grace not only as a hab-[it]...20



...habitum, sed etiam secundum actum, id est, concurrendo ad receptionem gratiae cum proprio actu liberi arbitrii, eique consentiendo, et in Deum tendendo per actum fidei et dilectionis. Hoc autem ita esse, ex quatuor rebus, fere apud Theologos minime dubiis et controversis, argumentari possumus. Primo, Adam creatus est perfectus animo et ratione, et potens, statim ut est conditus, uti ratione et libero arbitrio. Deinde, actus liberi arbitrii, id est, voluntatis et intellectus, sunt indivisibiles, et uno instanti perfici et absolvi possunt. Ad haec, Adam creatus est rectus, quae rectitudo in primis faciebat ut Adam ratione et voluntate se ac sua subiiceret Deo, et ut primus actus mentis et voluntatis quem exerceret ad Deum conferretur. Postremo, excellentior ratio est sanctificationis et iustificationis, sanctificari et iustificari hominem per proprium actum et consensum liberi arbitrii, quam sine eo.
...[a hab]it, but also as an act, that is, by his concurring to the reception of grace by his own act of free will, and consenting to it, and tending toward God by an act of faith and love. And that this is so we can argue from four things, hardly doubtful or controverted among the Theologians. First, Adam was created perfect in soul and reason, and able, as soon as he was founded, to use his reason and free will. Next, the acts of free will, that is, of the will and the intellect, are indivisible, and can be completed and accomplished in a single instant. Besides, Adam was created upright, which uprightness made, first of all, that Adam by reason and will should subject himself and what was his to God, and that the first act of mind and will which he exercised should be directed to God. Finally, it is a more excellent manner of sanctification and justification that a man be sanctified and justified through his own act and the consent of free will, than without it.21



Ex his quatuor conficitur et concluditur quod volumus, Adamum eo ipso puncto temporis quo est creatus simul et ipsum exercuisse actum fidei et dilectionis erga Deum, et ipsum Deum gratia sanctificantem ei dedisse; ad eum scilicet modum quo Theologi disputant in iustificatione hominis adulti, in eodem instanti ex parte hominis esse ultimam dispositionem eius ad gratiam per proprium actum liberi arbitrii recipiendam, et ex parte Dei infusionem ipsius gratiae. Cum hac nostra sententia plane concordat B. Thomae doctrina. Is enim 1. parte, quaest. 96, art. 1, adversus id quod docere volebat, Adam scilicet creatum esse cum gratia, quinto loco sic subiicit: Ad hoc, inquit, quod quis accipiat gratiam, requiritur consensus ex parte recipientis, cum per hoc perficiatur matrimonium quoddam spirituale inter Deum et animam: sed consensus in gratiam esse non potest nisi prius existentis; ergo primus homo non accepit gratiam in primo instanti suae conditionis. Hanc obiectionem sub finem eius articuli sic ipsemet diluit: Ad quintum, inquit, dicendum est, quod cum motus voluntatis non sit continuus, nihil prohibet etiam in primo instanti suae creationis primum hominem gratiae consensisse.
From these four it is made out and concluded what we maintain: that Adam, in that very point of time in which he was created, at once both exercised an act of faith and love toward God, and God himself gave him sanctifying grace; in the very manner in which the Theologians dispute, concerning the justification of an adult, that in the same instant there is, on man's part, the ultimate disposition for receiving grace through his own act of free will, and, on God's part, the infusion of grace itself. With this our opinion the doctrine of the Blessed Thomas plainly agrees. For he, in the first part, question 96, article 1, against what he wished to teach—namely that Adam was created with grace—in the fifth place adds thus: ‘For a man to receive grace,’ he says, ‘consent is required on the part of the receiver, since by this a certain spiritual marriage is completed between God and the soul: but consent to grace can only be of one already existing; therefore the first man did not receive grace in the first instant of his founding.’ This objection, toward the end of the same article, he himself thus dissolves: ‘To the fifth it must be said that, since the motion of the will is not continuous, nothing prevents the first man from having consented to grace even in the first instant of his creation.’22
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QUESTION II. Whether in the state of innocence any venial sin could have been admitted

LatineEnglish


QUESTION II. Whether in the state of innocence any venial sin could have been admitted.1
QUAESTIO II. An in statu innocentiae potuisset admitti peccatum aliquod veniale.



Altera quaestio est, utrum gratia quam habuit Adam in statu innocentiae, et quam, nisi peccasset ipse, posteri eius habuissent, talis fuerit ut omnis peccati venialis admistionem et societatem excluderet? vel, ut alii proponunt eandem quaestionem, utrum Adam, manente statu innocentiae, peccare venialiter potuisset; vel utrum prius venialiter peccare potuerit quam mortaliter. Videtur enim in illo statu potuisse admitti peccatum veniale. Si enim Apostoli, qui fuerunt confirmati in gratia, et Ioannes Baptista, qui in utero matris suae sancti-...
The second question is, whether the grace which Adam had in the state of innocence—and which, had he not sinned, his descendants would have had—was such that it excluded all admixture and association of venial sin? Or, as others propose the same question, whether Adam, while the state of innocence remained, could have sinned venially; or whether he could have sinned venially before mortally. For it seems that in that state venial sin could have been admitted. For if the Apostles, who were confirmed in grace, and John the Baptist, who in his mother's womb was sancti-[fied]...2



...ficatus est, potuerunt venialiter peccare, cur non etiam Adam? neque enim maiorem in hoc quam in illis fuisse gratiam credibile est. Quod si facilius est committere peccatum veniale quam mortale, facilius igitur fuit Adamum in peccatum veniale labi quam in mortale. Et si gratia quam habebat non impediebat quominus mortaliter peccare posset, multo minus impedivisset ne posset facere qualecumque peccatum veniale. Ex adverso autem, videtur omne peccatum veniale, quia malum quoddam est dignumque aliqua poena, habensque aliquid tristitiae ac doloris adiunctum, plane adversari felicissimo statui innocentiae, qui ab omni malo corporis et animi, culpae ac poenae, vacuus erat.
...[was sancti]fied, could sin venially, why not Adam too? for it is not credible that there was greater grace in him than in them. But if it is easier to commit a venial sin than a mortal one, it was therefore easier for Adam to slip into a venial sin than into a mortal one. And if the grace he had did not prevent his being able to sin mortally, much less would it have prevented his being able to commit any venial sin whatever. On the contrary, however, it seems that every venial sin—because it is a certain evil and deserving of some penalty, and has something of sadness and pain attached—plainly opposes the most happy state of innocence, which was empty of all evil of body and soul, of fault and of penalty.3



Circa hanc quaestionem duas reperio sententias. Altera sententia est Alexandri de Hales et Bonaventurae in secundo Sententiarum, distinctione vigesima prima, articulo tertio, et Sancti Thomae in prima secundae, quaestione octuagesima nona, negantium in statu innocentiae potuisse fieri ullum peccatum veniale: sed necessarium fuisse primum peccatum esse mortale: et hanc opinionem Bonaventura dicit communiter a Doctoribus Theologiae probari, et merito sane. Namque status innocentiae non poterat destrui nisi per peccatum mortale, quippe quod aufert gratiam Dei et hominem Dei amore ac beneficiis reddit indignum. Peccatum igitur veniale non poterat destruere illum statum, nec tamen simul cum eo esse poterat, siquidem peccatum veniale multa fert secum illi tranquillissimo ac felicissimo statui omnino repugnantia.
Concerning this question I find two opinions. The one opinion is that of Alexander of Hales and Bonaventure, in the second book of the Sentences, distinction twenty-one, article three, and of Saint Thomas, in the first part of the second part, question eighty-nine, denying that any venial sin could have been done in the state of innocence: but [holding] that it was necessary that the first sin be mortal. And this opinion Bonaventure says is commonly approved by the Doctors of Theology, and rightly indeed. For the state of innocence could not be destroyed except by mortal sin, inasmuch as that takes away the grace of God and renders man unworthy of God's love and benefits. A venial sin, therefore, could not destroy that state, nor yet could it coexist with it, since a venial sin brings with it many things wholly repugnant to that most tranquil and happy state.4



Etenim, peccatum veniale per se magnum est malum, pro quo scilicet evitando quantavis poena corporis iure sit subeunda: dolorem affert, et poenitentiam habet coniunctam, et morsum conscientiae: debetur ei aliqua poena: minuit fervorem caritatis: multiplicatumque auget difficultatem bene agendi, facitque ut cum tristitia bonum faciamus: haec autem omnia fuissent ab illius status tranquillitate et felicitate remotissima. Nihil enim erat, ut scribit Augustinus libro decimoquarto de Civitate Dei, capite decimo, quod hominis in eo statu feliciter viventis carnem animumque offenderet. Erat enim in eo tranquilla peccati devitatio: qua manente, nullum omnino malum erat quod eum undecunque contristaret. Et in eiusdem libri capite 26: Summa, inquit, erat in carne sanitas, in anima tota tranquillitas: sicut in Paradiso nullus erat aestus aut frigus, sic in eius habitatore nulla ex cupiditate vel timore accedebat bonae voluntatis offensio. Nihil omnino triste, nihil erat inaniter laetum: gaudium vero perpetuabatur ex Deo, in quem flagrabat charitas ex corde puro, conscientia bona, et fide non ficta. Sic Augustinus.
For a venial sin is in itself a great evil, to avoid which any bodily penalty whatever may rightly be undergone: it brings pain, and has penitence joined to it, and the gnawing of conscience: some penalty is owed it: it lessens the fervor of charity: and, multiplied, it increases the difficulty of doing well, and makes us do good with sadness: but all these things would have been most remote from the tranquillity and happiness of that state. For there was nothing, as Augustine writes in the fourteenth book of the City of God, chapter ten, that could offend the flesh and soul of man living happily in that state. For there was in it a tranquil avoidance of sin: which remaining, there was no evil at all that could from any source sadden him. And in chapter 26 of the same book: ‘The highest,’ he says, ‘health was in the flesh, in the soul entire tranquillity: as in Paradise there was no heat or cold, so in its inhabitant no offense of good will arose from desire or fear. Nothing at all was sad, nothing was vainly glad: but joy was perpetuated from God, toward whom charity glowed out of a pure heart, a good conscience, and faith unfeigned.’ Thus Augustine.5



Deinde, peccatum veniale est quaedam inordinatio hominis, repugnat igitur summae rectitudini, in qua secundum omnes suas partes et potentias homo creatus est. Ad haec, si in illo statu fuisset tanta sanitas corporis ut nullus vel levissimus homini morbus potuisset accidere, ergo par fuisset animi sanitas et ab omni culpa vacuitas. Denique, si in...
Next, a venial sin is a certain disorder of man, and therefore is repugnant to the highest uprightness in which man was created according to all his parts and powers. Besides, if in that state there had been such health of body that not even the slightest disease could have befallen man, then there would have been equal health of soul and freedom from all fault. Finally, if in...6



...si in eo statu admisisset homo peccatum veniale, aut propter id doluisset, aut nihil doluisset: si doluisset, dolor ille et tristitia poena fuisset animi, et gaudio quo in eo statu usquequaque plenissimo fruebatur homo, contraria: si nihil doluisset, hoc ipsum auxisset culpam, et deteriorem hominem graviorique dignum supplicio fecisset.
...if in that state man had committed a venial sin, either he would have grieved for it, or grieved not at all: if he had grieved, that pain and sadness would have been a penalty of the soul, and contrary to the joy which in that state man enjoyed everywhere most fully: if he had grieved not at all, this very thing would have increased the guilt, and made the man worse and worthy of a heavier punishment.7



Altera fuit sententia, potuisset Adam in illo statu prius peccare venialiter quam mortaliter: quam Scotus in secundo sententiarum, dist. 21, quaest. 1, sequitur, et hisce confirmat argumentis: Rectitudo status innocentiae magis repugnabat peccato mortali quam veniali: sed non obstante illa rectitudine potuit Adam peccare mortaliter: ergo potuisset etiam peccare venialiter. Deinde, donum illius innocentiae vel iustitiae originalis non magis hominem iungebat cum Deo quam qualiscumque et quantacumque gratia gratum faciens quae est in viatore: sed quantacumque fuerit gratia gratum faciens, potest ea simul esse cum peccato veniali, ut fuit in Apostolis: ergo similiter in Adamo potuit contingere.
The other opinion was that Adam in that state could have sinned venially before mortally: which Scotus, in the second book of the Sentences, distinction 21, question 1, follows, and confirms by these arguments: The uprightness of the state of innocence was more repugnant to mortal than to venial sin: but, notwithstanding that uprightness, Adam could sin mortally: therefore he could also have sinned venially. Next, the gift of that innocence or original justice did not join man to God more than any sanctifying grace whatever, of whatever degree, which is in the wayfarer: but whatever sanctifying grace there be, it can coexist with venial sin, as it was in the Apostles: therefore the same could happen likewise in Adam.8



His accedit, quod tria sunt genera peccati venialis: quoddam enim accidit homini ex surreptione sensualitatis: alterum provenit ex subito aliquo et indeliberato rationis motu, uti est primus motus infidelitatis aut desperationis: atque haec duo genera peccati venialis et Scotus fatetur, nec ullus Theologorum abnuit, in statum innocentiae cadere non potuisse. Siquidem in eo sensualitas usque eo rationi erat subiecta, ut nec praeverteret eius imperium et moderationem, nec detrectaret. Ratio autem ipsa sic erat affecta et divino munere firmata, ut nullum in actum exiret, nisi hominis consilio, deliberatione et electione perfectum. Verum, praeter haec duo genera peccati venialis, est tertium quoddam, quod ex suo genere est veniale ob imperfectionem actus et levitatem materiae: cuiusmodi est verbum ociosum, et mendacium aut iocosum aut officiosum: hoc genus peccati venialis non videt Scotus qui posset negari in eo statu admitti potuisse. Nam si donum illud innocentiae vel iustitiae originalis non obstabat quin posset Adam peccare mortaliter, multo minus obstitisset ut non posset peccare venialiter. Non enim admissio huiusmodi peccati venialis arguit inordinatam esse partem superiorem aut inferiorem hominis, nec aliam inordinationem ponit quam quae in ipso actu peccati venialis implicatur.
To these is added that there are three kinds of venial sin: for one befalls man from the surreption of sensuality; another arises from some sudden and undeliberate motion of reason, such as is the first motion of unbelief or despair: and these two kinds of venial sin both Scotus admits, and no Theologian denies, could not fall into the state of innocence. For in it sensuality was so subject to reason that it neither forestalled its command and moderation, nor refused it. And reason itself was so disposed and strengthened by the divine gift that it issued into no act unless perfected by the man's counsel, deliberation, and choice. But besides these two kinds of venial sin, there is a third, which is by its own kind venial on account of the imperfection of the act and the lightness of the matter: of which kind is an idle word, and a lie, whether jocose or officious: this kind of venial sin Scotus does not see how it could be denied that it could have been admitted in that state. For if that gift of innocence or original justice did not prevent Adam from being able to sin mortally, much less would it have prevented his being able to sin venially. For the admission of a venial sin of this kind does not prove that the superior or inferior part of man was disordered, nor does it posit any disorder other than what is implicated in the very act of the venial sin.9



Quod autem contra quidam obiiciunt, omni peccato veniali deberi poenam aliquam, omnem autem poenam illi statui fuisse contrariam; ad id Scotus dupliciter respondet: Primo, non quamcumque poenam repugnasse illi statui, sed poenam duntaxat mortis corporalis, quae soli peccato mortali debebatur: tum, potuisse peccatum veniale citra poenam elui, per solam videlicet voluntatis displicentiam: denique etiam sine animi tristitia per actus ferventes charitatis eiusmodi peccata consumi ac deleri potuisse. Hactenus ex ipso Scoto. Et quanquam Bonaventura non negat hanc positionem satis esse pro-...
But as for what some object against this—that to every venial sin some penalty is owed, but that every penalty was contrary to that state—to this Scotus answers in two ways: First, that not every penalty was repugnant to that state, but only the penalty of bodily death, which was owed to mortal sin alone: then, that a venial sin could have been washed away without penalty, namely by the mere displeasure of the will: finally, that even without sadness of soul, such sins could have been consumed and blotted out by fervent acts of charity. Thus far from Scotus himself. And although Bonaventure does not deny that this position is sufficiently pro-[bable]...10



probabilem, affirmat tamen communiter eam non approbari a Doctoribus Theologiae. Et sane, inquit, ea opinio improbabilitatem habet, si quis attendat ad perfectionem status et regulam rectitudinis in qua erat Adam: a quo etiam cum nullum haberet impellens, exire non poterat, nisi contemnendo divinam iustitiam et foedando suam innocentiam et corrumpendo naturam suam: quae omnia faciunt primam culpam Adae non venialem sed mortalem fuisse, nec potuisse aliter esse. Et idem est communis opinio quam hodie approbant Doctores, primum peccatum Adae non veniale sed mortale esse debuisse. Sic Bonaventura.
...[that this position is sufficiently] probable, yet he affirms that it is not commonly approved by the Doctors of Theology. ‘And indeed,’ he says, ‘that opinion has improbability, if one attends to the perfection of the state and the rule of rectitude in which Adam was: from which, even though he had nothing impelling him, he could not depart except by despising the divine justice and defiling his innocence and corrupting his nature: all of which make the first fault of Adam to have been not venial but mortal, nor able to have been otherwise.’ And it is the common opinion which the Doctors approve today, that the first sin of Adam ought to have been not venial but mortal. Thus Bonaventure.11



Nos igitur priori sententiae, quae gravioribus rationum momentis et Doctorum auctoritatibus fulta probabilior est, assentientes, contrarias ei rationes supra positas breviter dissolvamus. Ad primam rationem Scoti ita respondendum est: mortale peccatum eo nomine magis quam veniale repugnasse illi statui, quod eum statum penitus destruebat: at peccatum veniale non satis erat ad eum statum evertendum: non enim felicitatem illam amitti decebat nisi propter id quo fieret homo inimicus Deo, eius lege contempta atque violata. Nihilominus tamen peccatum veniale omnino adversabatur illi statui, quem, dum is manebat, omnis mali tam culpae quam poenae expertem esse conveniebat, ut a Deo constitutum fuerat. Itaque Adamum committere peccatum mortale nihil repugnabat, sicut nec excidere illo statu innocentiae et felicitatem illam perdere: at manente felicitate illius status, admitti peccatum veniale, manifesta erat repugnantia, propterea quod status ille, ut diximus, nullius mali particeps erat: veniale autem peccatum nec leve, nec unum malum homini attulisset.
We, therefore, assenting to the former opinion, which is more probable, supported by weightier weights of reasons and by the authorities of the Doctors, let us briefly dissolve the contrary reasons set down above. To Scotus's first reason it must be answered thus: that mortal sin was more repugnant to that state than venial under this title, that it utterly destroyed that state; but venial sin was not enough to overthrow that state: for it was not fitting that that happiness be lost except on account of that by which man became an enemy of God, his law despised and violated. Nevertheless venial sin was wholly opposed to that state, which, while it remained, ought to be free of all evil, both of fault and of penalty, as it had been established by God. And so for Adam to commit a mortal sin was in no way repugnant, just as neither to fall from that state of innocence and lose that happiness: but, the happiness of that state remaining, for a venial sin to be admitted there was a manifest repugnance, because that state, as we said, partook of no evil: and a venial sin would have brought man no slight nor single evil.12



Ad secundam rationem Scoti sic respondeatur: Donum innocentiae et iustitiae originalis quantum ad aliqua magis hominem cum Deo coniungebat quam gratia gratum faciens, siquidem iustitia originalis sanabat omnes animae vires, et carnem sensumque perfecte subiiciebat rationi, ipsamque rationem vigilantissimam reddebat, et usque eo intentam ad id quod agi oportebat, ut nihil ea nisi scienter, consulte, ac deliberate ageret. Quocirca in illo statu facilis erat cuiuslibet venialis peccati vitatio: nunc autem, etiam a magna praeditis gratia, ad unum omnia venialia peccata perpetuo declinari non possunt.
To Scotus's second reason let it be answered thus: The gift of innocence and of original justice, as regards some things, joined man more to God than sanctifying grace, since original justice healed all the powers of the soul, and perfectly subjected the flesh and sense to reason, and rendered reason itself most watchful, and so intent upon what ought to be done, that it did nothing except knowingly, advisedly, and deliberately. Wherefore in that state the avoidance of any venial sin was easy: but now, even by those endowed with great grace, all venial sins down to the last cannot be perpetually avoided.13



Tertia Scoti ratio hoc a nobis habeat responsum. Nos quidem ingenue fatemur, ad perpetuo vitanda omnia venialia peccata tertii generis, quae Theologi appellant venialia ex genere suo, non satis fuisse donum gratiae gratum facientis, nec virtutes morales aut divinas Adami animo insidentes atque inhaerentes: eiusmodi enim dona et habitus multo magis arcere ab Adamo et excludere peccatum mortale debuissent quam veniale, maiorem enim cum illo quam cum hoc repugnantiam habent. Quod si Adamum admissione peccati mortalis prohibere non potuerunt, multo minus venialis peccati effectione prohibuissent. Existimamus igitur, praeter illa dona et...
Let Scotus's third reason have this answer from us. We indeed candidly admit that, for the perpetual avoidance of all venial sins of the third kind, which the Theologians call venial by their own kind, the gift of sanctifying grace was not enough, nor the moral or divine virtues seated and inhering in Adam's soul: for gifts and habits of this sort ought much more to have warded off from Adam and excluded mortal sin than venial, since they have greater repugnance with the former than with the latter. But if they could not prevent Adam from the admission of a mortal sin, much less would they have prevented him from the commission of a venial sin. We think, therefore, that besides those gifts and...14



...et habitus virtutum divinitus inditos, adfuisse Adamo singularem quandam providentiam, curam et protectionem Dei, qui, manente illo statu, servabat Adamum et continebat ne in istiusmodi peccata venialia prolaberetur: quemadmodum et vitam et sanitatem eius mirabiliter conservabat, ne ab innumerabilibus rebus quae extrinsecus accidere et nocere ei poterant vel minimum laederetur. Constituerat enim Deus (id quod maxime consentaneum erat) ut status ille non nisi usquequaque integer et expers omnis mali permaneret: ob idque vacuitas omnis mali poenae cum vacuitate ab omni malo culpae necessario coniuncta erat.
...and the habits of the virtues divinely implanted, there was present to Adam a certain singular providence, care, and protection of God, who, while that state remained, preserved Adam and kept him from slipping into venial sins of this kind: just as he also wondrously preserved his life and health, lest he be even slightly harmed by the innumerable things that could from without befall and injure him. For God had established (which was most fitting) that that state should remain only wholly intact and free of all evil: and on this account, freedom from all evil of penalty was necessarily joined with freedom from all evil of fault.15



Non sum inscius quemadmodum hanc Scoti rationem Bonaventura dissolvat: censet enim huiusmodi peccata genere suo venialia, uti est verbum ociosum aut mendacium officiosum sive iocosum, quae nunc in statu naturae lapsae sunt venialia, tunc ob illius status perfectionem et personae dignitatem futura fuisse mortalia. Sic enim in lib. 2 sententiarum, distinct. 21, ar. 3, quaest. 1, scribit Bonaventura: Ad illud quod obicitur, potuisse Adamum dicere verbum ociosum, quod est veniale peccatum, respondendum est verbum ociosum futurum Adamo fuisse mortale propter status eius perfectionem: unde quod dicitur communiter, aliquod esse peccatum ex genere suo veniale, hoc intelligendum est respectu naturae lapsae. Verum hanc opinionem merito refellit Sanctus Thomas, prima secundae, quaest. 89, artic. 3: Communiter, inquit, ponitur hominem in statu innocentiae non potuisse venialiter peccare: quod non ita est intelligendum, quasi id quod nobis est veniale, si Adam commisisset, futurum ei fuisset mortale propter altitudinem sui status, dignitas enim personae est circumstantia aggravans quidem peccatum, non tamen ipsum transferens in aliam speciem, nisi forte superveniente deformitate inobedientiae aut voti aut alicuius eiusmodi: quod in proposito dici non potest. Unde id quod est de se veniale non potuit transferri in mortale propter dignitatem primi status. Sic ergo intelligendum est, non potuisse Adam primo peccare venialiter, quia non potuit fieri ut committeret aliquid quod esset ex se peccatum veniale, priusquam integritatem primi status amitteret peccando mortaliter. Haec S. Thomas.
I am not unaware how Bonaventure dissolves this reason of Scotus: for he holds that sins of this kind venial by their own genus—such as an idle word, or an officious or jocose lie, which now in the state of fallen nature are venial—then, on account of the perfection of that state and the dignity of the person, would have been mortal. For thus, in the second book of the Sentences, distinction 21, article 3, question 1, Bonaventure writes: ‘To that which is objected, that Adam could have spoken an idle word, which is a venial sin, it must be answered that an idle word would have been mortal to Adam on account of the perfection of his state: whence what is commonly said, that some sin is by its own genus venial, this is to be understood with respect to fallen nature.’ But Saint Thomas rightly refutes this opinion, in the first of the second part, question 89, article 3: ‘It is commonly held,’ he says, ‘that man in the state of innocence could not sin venially: which is not to be understood as if what is venial to us, had Adam committed it, would have been mortal to him on account of the loftiness of his state—for the dignity of a person is a circumstance that indeed aggravates a sin, yet does not transfer it into another species, unless perhaps a deformity of disobedience or of a vow or of some such thing supervenes, which cannot be said in the case proposed. Hence what is of itself venial could not be transferred into mortal on account of the dignity of the first state. So therefore it is to be understood that Adam could not first sin venially, because it could not come about that he should commit something that was of itself a venial sin, before he lost the integrity of the first state by sinning mortally.’ Thus S. Thomas.16



Translator’s notes
	Question divider opening the second question of the disputation on sanctifying grace. ↩
	Opening of Question II, with the 'videtur' (it seems venial sin was possible): the Apostles (confirmed in grace) and John the Baptist (sanctified in the womb) could sin venially. Continues to next page (catchword 'ficatus'). ↩
	Completes the 'videtur' (the Apostles/John the Baptist could sin venially, so why not Adam) and the contrary view ('Ex adverso'): venial sin, an evil bringing sorrow, opposes the blessed state of innocence. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Prima opinio, quae est probabilior' (the first opinion, which is more probable). First opinion (Alexander of Hales, Bonaventure Sent. II d.21 a.3, Aquinas ST I-II q.89): no venial sin possible in innocence; the first sin had to be mortal. The state is destroyed only by mortal sin, yet venial sin could not coexist with it either. ↩
	Why venial sin opposes innocence (it brings pain, remorse, lessens charity). Augustine, De Civitate Dei 14.10 and 14.26 ('the highest health in the flesh, entire tranquillity in the soul'; 1 Tim 1:5 'charity out of a pure heart, good conscience, faith unfeigned'). Ends 'Sic Augustinus.' ↩
	Further arguments of the first opinion: venial sin is a disorder repugnant to man's created rectitude; perfect bodily health implies perfect spiritual health. Continues to next page (catchword 'si in'). ↩
	Final argument of the first opinion: a venial sin in that state leads to a dilemma—grief (a penalty contrary to his joy) or no grief (which would increase guilt). ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Secunda opinio Scoti' (the second opinion, of Scotus). Second opinion (Scotus, Sent. II d.21 q.1): Adam could sin venially before mortally—two arguments (uprightness more opposed to mortal than venial; grace coexists with venial sin, as in the Apostles). ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Tria genera peccati venialis' (three kinds of venial sin). Scotus's three kinds: (1) from surreption of sensuality; (2) from a sudden undeliberate motion of reason (first motion of unbelief/despair)—these two could not fall into innocence; (3) venial by kind through imperfect act/light matter (idle word, jocose or officious lie)—which Scotus sees no reason could not be admitted. ↩
	Objection (every venial sin deserves a penalty, every penalty opposes that state) and Scotus's twofold reply (only bodily death opposed it; venial sin could be cleansed without penalty by the will's displeasure or fervent acts of charity). Ends 'Hactenus ex ipso Scoto.' Colophon at foot: 'Comm. in Gen. Tom. 1.' with new gathering signature 'AAA'. Continues to next page (catchword 'probabilem'). ↩
	Completes the Bonaventure citation (from p.553 catchword 'probabilem'): although the Scotist position is probable, Bonaventure himself holds with the common opinion that Adam's first sin had to be mortal. Ends 'Sic Bonaventura.' ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Solutio rationum Scoti' (the solution of Scotus's reasons). Pererius sides with the first (more probable) opinion and answers Scotus's first argument: mortal sin destroys the state; venial sin, though it could not destroy it, was nonetheless wholly incompatible with a state free of all evil. ↩
	Marginal gloss (continued): 'Unde habuerit Adam, ut in statu innocentiae nullum posset facere peccatum veniale' (whence Adam had it that in the state of innocence he could commit no venial sin). Answer to Scotus's second argument: original justice (unlike ordinary grace in the wayfarer) healed all the soul's powers and made reason fully deliberate, so venial sin was easily avoided. ↩
	Answer to Scotus's third argument: grace and the infused virtues by themselves were not enough to prevent every venial sin 'by kind'—so the explanation must lie elsewhere (God's special providence, developed on the next page). Continues to next page (catchword '&'). ↩
	Pererius's answer to Scotus's third argument completed: God's special providence guarded Adam from venial sins (as it preserved his life and health), since the state was to remain wholly free of evil—freedom from penalty-evil joined to freedom from fault-evil. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Refellitur Bonaventura' (Bonaventure is refuted). Bonaventure's solution (Sent. II d.21 a.3 q.1): venial-by-kind sins would have been mortal for Adam because of his state's dignity. Aquinas (ST I-II q.89 a.3) refutes this: dignity aggravates but does not change the species, so what is venial by kind cannot become mortal. ↩




QUESTION III. Whether in the state of innocence men would have been generated with the grace of God

LatineEnglish


QUESTION III. Whether in the state of innocence men would have been generated with the grace of God.1
QUAESTIO III. Vtrum in statu innocentiae fuissent generati homines cum gratia Dei.



Sequitur tertia quaestio, utrum, si Adam non peccasset et mansisset status innocentiae, posteri Adae generati fuissent cum gratia gratum faciente. Videtur id negare Hugo Sancti Victoris, in libro primo de Sacramentis, parte sexta, cap. 23:...
There follows the third question, whether, if Adam had not sinned and the state of innocence had remained, the descendants of Adam would have been generated with sanctifying grace. Hugh of St. Victor seems to deny this, in the first book of On the Sacraments, part six, chapter 23:...2



...sic enim scribit: Primus homo ante peccatum generasset quidem filios sine peccato, sed non paterna iustitia heredes. Idem sensisse putandum est quicumque dixerunt Adamum non fuisse creatum cum gratia. Verumtamen contraria sententia probabilior habetur, quam secutus est Sanctus Thomas in prima parte, quaest. 100, eaque probari posset eiusmodi argumentatione: Posteri Adae generati fuissent cum iustitia originali, ergo etiam cum gratia gratum faciente. Nam, ut paulo infra ostendam, iustitia originalis vel re ipsa non differebat a gratia gratum faciente, vel ab ea certe nullo modo disiungi poterat. Illud autem quod sumpsimus, in statu innocentiae omnes generatum iri cum iustitia originali, sententia est Theologorum, ut videre licet in secundo sententiarum, distinctione vigesima, et valde consentaneum rationi est: generati enim fuissent filii cum dono immortalitatis et impassibilitatis, atque aliis praerogativis illius status. At haec necessario erant connexa cum iustitia originali, cum hac igitur nati illi fuissent.
...for thus he writes: ‘The first man before sin would indeed have begotten sons without sin, but not heirs of his paternal justice.’ The same is to be thought to have been the view of whoever said that Adam was not created with grace. Nevertheless the contrary opinion is held more probable, which Saint Thomas followed in the first part, question 100, and it could be proved by this kind of argument: Adam's descendants would have been generated with original justice, therefore also with sanctifying grace. For, as I shall show a little below, original justice either did not really differ from sanctifying grace, or certainly could in no way be separated from it. And that which we assumed—that in the state of innocence all would be generated with original justice—is the opinion of the Theologians, as may be seen in the second book of the Sentences, distinction twenty, and is very consonant with reason: for the sons would have been generated with the gift of immortality and impassibility, and the other prerogatives of that state. But these were necessarily connected with original justice, with which therefore they would have been born.3



Deinde, Adam peccando et se suamque omnem progeniem vitiavit atque corrupit, peccatumque suum in omnes posteros per generationem carnalem transfudit: ergo si non peccasset, similiter in generatione carnali transisset ad omnes posteros iustitia originalis. Sicut enim peccatum originale, quia est peccatum naturae, derivatur ad omnes qui naturam accipiunt ex Adamo, ita iustitia originalis, quae erat donum sanans et perficiens naturam, et cuius privatio est peccatum originale, per communicationem ipsius naturae cum omnibus posteris Adami fuisset communicata. Valet ad hoc probandum etiam auctoritas Concilii Arausicani, capite 5, et Concilii Tridentini in Sessione quinta, de Peccato originali; in utroque enim definitum est, Adamum peccando sanctitatem et iustitiam perdidisse non sibi tantum, sed omnibus etiam posteris suis. Ex quo apparet, si Adam non peccasset, non perditurum fuisse ipsum posteris iustitiam originalem, sed eam fuisse posteris donandam in ipsa generatione carnali. Notanda autem sunt verba Concilii quibus dicitur Adamum perdidisse posteris sanctitatem et iustitiam: non enim obscure indicat vocabulo sanctitatis gratiam gratum facientem, vocabulo autem iustitiae ipsam iustitiam originalem. Sententiam autem illam Hugonis dicentis posteros Adae non futuros heredes iustitiae eius, benigne interpretans Sanctus Thomas, prima parte, quaestione centesima, articulo primo, putat esse id accipiendum de iustitia non quantum ad habitum, sed quantum ad executionem actus: habuissent enim illi a primo ortu habitus virtutum, sed illos in usum explicare et in actum proferre ante usum rationis non potuissent. At vero Adam, quia perfecta aetate et ratione utens creatus est, ab exordio habuit gratiam non modo secundum habitum, sed etiam secundum actum.
Next, Adam by sinning vitiated and corrupted both himself and all his progeny, and transfused his sin into all his descendants through carnal generation: therefore, if he had not sinned, original justice would likewise have passed to all his descendants in carnal generation. For just as original sin, because it is a sin of nature, is derived to all who receive nature from Adam, so original justice, which was a gift healing and perfecting nature, and whose privation is original sin, would have been communicated, through the communication of nature itself, to all the descendants of Adam. There serves also to prove this the authority of the Council of Orange, chapter 5, and of the Council of Trent in the fifth session, on Original Sin; for in each it was defined that Adam, by sinning, lost holiness and justice not for himself only, but also for all his descendants. From which it appears that, if Adam had not sinned, he would not have lost original justice for his descendants, but it would have been given to his descendants in carnal generation itself. And the words of the Council are to be noted, in which it is said that Adam lost holiness and justice for his descendants: for it not obscurely indicates, by the word ‘holiness,’ sanctifying grace, and by the word ‘justice,’ original justice itself. And that opinion of Hugh, saying that Adam's descendants would not be heirs of his justice, Saint Thomas, interpreting it benignly in the first part, question one hundred, article one, thinks must be taken of justice not as to the habit, but as to the execution of the act: for they would have had the habits of the virtues from their first birth, but they could not have unfolded them into use and brought them into act before the use of reason. But Adam, because he was created at a perfect age and using reason, had grace from the beginning not only as to habit, but also as to act.4



Verum duo possent nobis obiici. Si enim homines in statu innocentiae per generationem habuissent gratiam, utique gratia illa fuisset homini naturalis: at repugnat gratiam esse naturalem non solum homini, sed etiam Angelo: etenim gratia est ex genere et ordine rerum supernaturalium. Verum facile hoc diluitur: licet enim gratia simul cum natura et anima rationali data fuisset homini, et ob eam causam dici posset quodammodo naturalis, quod ab origine naturae affuisset homini: simpliciter tamen et absolute fuisset supernaturalis, quia non dabatur homini per vim et potentiam naturae et facultatis generatricis, sed per solius Dei potentiam: nec erat aliquid naturaliter debitum homini, nec ad naturalem eius integritatem et perfectionem pertinens.
But two things could be objected to us. For if men in the state of innocence had had grace through generation, surely that grace would have been natural to man: but it is repugnant for grace to be natural, not only to man, but even to the Angel; for grace is of the genus and order of supernatural things. But this is easily dissolved: for although grace would have been given to man together with nature and the rational soul, and for that reason could be called in a way natural, because it would have been present to man from the origin of nature, nevertheless simply and absolutely it would have been supernatural, because it would not be given to man by the force and power of nature and of the generative faculty, but by the power of God alone: nor was it anything naturally owed to man, nor pertaining to his natural integrity and perfection.5



Illud quoque posset obiici, posteros Adami in statu innocentiae non fuisse habituros ab initio scientiam, ut supra ostendimus: ergo simili ratione nec gratiam habuissent. Sed hoc solvitur a B. Thoma quaest. 18 de Veritate, art. 2, in responsione ad secundum et septimum: diversa enim est ratio scientiae atque gratiae: haec enim per se facit ad gratitudinem hominis, nec potest ullo tempore separari a statu iustitiae originalis, et erat donum supernaturale nulla facultate hominis parabile. Scientia autem est hominis perfectio quaedam naturalis, quam naturale est homini paulatim per sensus et experimenta, per assiduam item atque multiplicem mentis agitationem, comparare. Quemadmodum nunc in statu legis Evangelicae omnes per baptismum in Christo regenerati simul accipiunt gratiam, sic in statu innocentiae omnes posteri Adae in generatione carnali, per quam naturam humanam accepissent, simul etiam gratiam et virtutes habuissent.
This too could be objected: that Adam's descendants in the state of innocence would not have had knowledge from the beginning, as we showed above: therefore by like reasoning neither would they have had grace. But this is solved by the Blessed Thomas, question 18 of On Truth, article 2, in the response to the second and seventh [objections]: for the character of knowledge and of grace is different: for grace of itself makes for the gratitude (acceptableness) of man, nor can it at any time be separated from the state of original justice, and was a supernatural gift procurable by no faculty of man. But knowledge is a certain natural perfection of man, which it is natural for man to procure gradually through the senses and experiences, and likewise through assiduous and manifold agitation of the mind. Just as now, in the state of the Evangelical law, all who are regenerated in Christ through baptism receive grace at once, so in the state of innocence all the descendants of Adam, in carnal generation—through which they would have received human nature—would at once also have had grace and the virtues.6



Translator’s notes
	Question divider opening the third question of the disputation on grace. (The text below calls it 'tertia quaestio'; its subject—posterity born with grace—corresponds to the fourth item of the disputation's prefatory list on p.545, so Pererius's running numbering differs from that preface.) ↩
	Opening of Question III: would Adam's posterity have been born with sanctifying grace? Hugh of St. Victor (De Sacramentis I.6.23) seems to deny it. The Hugh quotation continues on the next page (catchword 'sic'). ↩
	Hugh's text quoted ('would have begotten sons without sin, but not heirs of his justice'). Pererius prefers the contrary, more probable view (Aquinas ST I q.100): posterity would be born with original justice—hence with grace, since the two are inseparable (Lombard Sent. II d.20). The immortality/impassibility prerogatives presuppose original justice. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Interpretatio sententiae Hugonis, secundum B. Thomam' (interpretation of Hugh's opinion, according to the Blessed Thomas). Original justice transmitted like original sin; Councils of Orange (c.5) and Trent (sess. 5)—'holiness' = grace, 'justice' = original justice. Aquinas (ST I q.100 a.1) reads Hugh benignly: posterity would have had the habit but not the act before the use of reason. Catchword 'VERUM' to next page. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Solutio duarum obiectionum' (the solution of two objections). Objection 1: grace would then be natural. Answer: though present from the origin of nature, it would still be simply supernatural, given by God's power alone, not owed to nature. ↩
	Objection 2: posterity would not have knowledge from birth, so why grace? Answer (Aquinas, De Veritate q.18 a.2 ad 2 & 7): grace differs from knowledge—grace is supernatural and inseparable from original justice; knowledge is natural and acquired gradually. As the baptized now receive grace, so in innocence all would receive grace and virtues in carnal generation. ↩




QUESTION IV. Whether in the state of innocence Adam's descendants, once generated, would have been confirmed in grace

LatineEnglish


QUESTION IV. Whether in the state of innocence Adam's descendants, once generated, would have been confirmed in grace.1
QUAESTIO IIII. Vtrum in statu innocentiae, posteri Adae generati, fuissent in gratia confirmati.



Sed illa gravior est quaestio, utrum, si Adam non peccasset, posteri eius nati fuissent in gratia confirmati. Tres feruntur Theologorum sententiae. Prima est Scoti, qui in secundo Sententiarum, distinctione 20, quaestione 1, negat posteros Adae sic iri confirmatum in gratia, ut in posterum ipsi peccare non possent: quia hoc est proprium status comprehensorum, et repugnat statui viatorum: in quo quicunque versantur, eorum voluntas ad bonum et malum iuxta flexibilis est et mutabilis. Nam cum ipsum per se bonum quod est Deus non sit clare visum viatori, atque omne aliud bonum sit finitum, particulare, et cui aliqua ratio boni desit, non id potest voluntatem hominis viatoris necessario avertere a malo et in bono confirmare: quemad-...
But that is a weightier question, whether, if Adam had not sinned, his descendants would have been born confirmed in grace. Three opinions of the Theologians are reported. The first is Scotus's, who, in the second book of the Sentences, distinction 20, question 1, denies that Adam's descendants would be so confirmed in grace that thereafter they could not sin: because this is proper to the state of the comprehensores (the blessed), and is repugnant to the state of wayfarers; in which, whoever are engaged, their will is equally flexible and mutable toward good and evil. For since the very good in itself, which is God, is not clearly seen by the wayfarer, and every other good is finite, particular, and lacking some aspect of good, this cannot necessarily turn the will of the wayfaring man away from evil and confirm it in good: just-as...2



...modum beatos essentia divina clare visa, quae omne bonum in se continet, et eminenter plenissimeque satiare et explere potest omnem appetitum humanae voluntatis, necessario voluntatem abducit a malo et in bono confirmat. Et hac ipsa ratione usus est B. Thomas in 1. part. quaest. 100. artic. 2, eandem hanc tractans quaestionem. His praeterea Scotus addit, si Adam primam illam tentationem vicisset, in gratia confirmatum iri, ut deinceps peccare non posset, non quidem ratione status, sed ex speciali assistentia et protectione Dei, sicut de confirmatione Apostolorum in gratia, et super omnes beatissimae Virginis sentiunt Theologi. Nec solus Adam, ut placet Scoto, confirmatus esset in gratia, sed etiam omnes eius posteri, si, cum ad usum rationis venissent, primo eis ingruentem tentationem superassent. Hanc Scoti opinionem etiam Beatus Thomas in secundo Sententiarum, dist. 20, quaest. 2, art. 3, probabilem putavit.
...[just as] the blessed, the divine essence being clearly seen—which contains all good in itself, and can eminently and most fully satisfy and fill every appetite of the human will—necessarily draws the will away from evil and confirms it in good. And this very reasoning the Blessed Thomas used in the first part, question 100, article 2, treating this same question. To these Scotus further adds that, if Adam had conquered that first temptation, he would have been confirmed in grace, so that thereafter he could not sin—not indeed by reason of his state, but by the special assistance and protection of God, just as the Theologians hold concerning the confirmation in grace of the Apostles, and above all of the most blessed Virgin. Nor would Adam alone, as Scotus holds, have been confirmed in grace, but also all his descendants, if, when they had come to the use of reason, they had overcome the first temptation that assailed them. This opinion of Scotus the Blessed Thomas too, in the second book of the Sentences, distinction 20, question 2, article 3, thought probable.3



Mihi tamen nequaquam videtur probabilis. Cum enim Deus Adamo dixerit: In quocumque die de eo ligno comederis, morte morieris, satis indicavit Adamum per totam vitam astrictum fore praecepto non edendi ex arbore scientiae boni et mali, semperque futurum in periculo et discrimine perdendi gratiam quam acceperat: ita ut non prima modo superanda illi fuerit tentatio, sed omnis etiam quae deinceps potuisset accidere: hoc enim demonstrat illud, In quocumque die comederis. Id quod ratione item probabili concluditur. Non enim similis ratio est Angeli atque hominis: nimirum illius via primo actu ab eo, postquam est creatus, edito sive bono sive malo terminatur: huius autem via pariter cum ipsa vita extenditur, idemque utriusque terminus et finis est: dumque vitam in terris agit quisque, potest vel ex malo ad bonum vel ex bono ad malum converti. Possum item eo Scotum urgere argumento: Aut victoria illius primae tentationis promeruisset confirmationem in gratia vi et natura sua, aut ex aliquo Dei privilegio seu pacto, non vi ac potestate sua: idem enim efficeret in nobis: nec tale aliquod privilegium aut pactum, vel in Sacris literis expressum aut indicatum, vel a Patribus traditum invenitur.
To me, however, it by no means seems probable. For when God said to Adam, ‘In whatever day thou shalt eat of that tree, thou shalt die the death,’ he sufficiently indicated that Adam would throughout his whole life be bound by the precept of not eating from the tree of the knowledge of good and evil, and would always be in peril and danger of losing the grace he had received: so that not only the first temptation was to be overcome by him, but also every one that could afterward befall: for this is what that phrase shows, ‘In whatever day thou shalt eat.’ This is likewise concluded by probable reason. For the case of the Angel and of man is not alike: for the Angel's ‘way’ is terminated by the first act, whether good or evil, that he produced after he was created; but man's ‘way’ extends together with his very life, and the term and end of both is the same: and while each lives his life on earth, he can be converted either from evil to good, or from good to evil. I can also press Scotus with this argument: Either the victory over that first temptation would have merited confirmation in grace by its own force and nature, or by some privilege or pact of God, not by its own force: for [if the former] it would do the same in us; but no such privilege or pact is found either expressed or indicated in the Sacred Scriptures, or handed down by the Fathers.4



Altera sententia est, si Adam non peccasset, posteros eius confirmatum iri in iustitia originali, non tamen in gratia gratum faciente: potuissent enim peccare, et peccando gratiam Dei amittere, non tamen iustitiam originalem. Nam secundum huius sententiae auctores, peccatum mortale per se ac formaliter repugnat gratiae gratum facienti, non tamen iustitiae originali, quam isti faciunt et re diversam et separabilem a gratia: putant enim ipsam fuisse gratiam gratis datam, quam nihil repugnat simul esse cum peccato mortali. Ita sensit Catharinus super tertium caput Geneseos, et super idem caput Tostatus 6. et 7. quaest. Nos hanc opinionem, qua iustitiam originalem facit re diversam et separabilem a gratia, infra confutabimus: qua vero tradit eam...
The other opinion is that, if Adam had not sinned, his descendants would be confirmed in original justice, but not in sanctifying grace: for they could have sinned, and by sinning lost the grace of God, but not original justice. For according to the authors of this opinion, mortal sin of itself and formally is repugnant to sanctifying grace, but not to original justice—which they make both really distinct from, and separable from, grace: for they think it was a grace freely given, with which it is in no way repugnant to coexist with mortal sin. So Catharinus held, on the third chapter of Genesis, and on the same chapter Tostatus, questions 6 and 7. We shall refute below this opinion, by which it makes original justice really distinct from and separable from grace: but as for what it asserts, that it...5



...eam simul cum peccato mortali esse potuisse, hac nunc argumentatione refellemus. Peccatum mortale necessario tollebat quatuor effectus proprios iustitiae originalis, ergo ipsam quoque iustitiam originalem auferebat. Primus enim effectus iustitiae originalis erat rectitudo partis superioris, qua scilicet homo secundum rationem et voluntatem erat divinae legi et voluntati omnino subiectus, sed omne peccatum mortale est contra rectitudinem rationis et contra legem et voluntatem Dei: omne igitur peccatum mortale originali iustitiae plane adversabatur. Alter originalis iustitiae effectus rectitudo erat partis inferioris, qua caro et sensus ad rationis et spiritus iudicium plane conformabantur, et sub eorum imperium erant omnino subiecta. Hanc vero rectitudinem partis inferioris funditus evertebant peccata mortalia, quae circa appetitum irascibilem et concupiscibilem versantur. Tertius effectus erat nullam habere propensionem ad malum, nullamque bene agendi difficultatem: peccatum autem mortale propensum hominem facit ad malum. Cum igitur per iustitiam originalem efficeretur homo idoneus valensque ad omne bonum facile, prompte et gaudenter efficiendum, et ad omne peccatum evitandum: peccatum autem mortale saepenumero iteratum atque multiplicatum reddat hominem ad bene agendum tardum, ignavum, imbecillum: concluditur iustitiam originalem omnis peccati mortalis coniunctionem et societatem exclusisse.
...that it could coexist with mortal sin, this we shall now refute by this argument. Mortal sin necessarily took away the four proper effects of original justice; therefore it also took away original justice itself. For the first effect of original justice was the rectitude of the superior part, by which, namely, man was wholly subject, according to reason and will, to the divine law and will; but every mortal sin is against the rectitude of reason and against the law and will of God: every mortal sin, therefore, was plainly opposed to original justice. The second effect of original justice was the rectitude of the inferior part, by which the flesh and sense were plainly conformed to the judgment of reason and spirit, and were wholly subject under their command. But this rectitude of the inferior part the mortal sins, which are concerned with the irascible and concupiscible appetite, utterly overthrew. The third effect was to have no propensity to evil, and no difficulty in doing well: but mortal sin makes man prone to evil. Since, therefore, by original justice man was made fit and able to do every good easily, readily, and joyfully, and to avoid every sin, but mortal sin, often repeated and multiplied, renders man slow, sluggish, and weak for doing well: it is concluded that original justice excluded all conjunction and association with mortal sin.6



Quartus denique effectus erat perpetuum animi gaudium et laetitia, iugis conscientiae pax et securitas, summaque mentis quies et tranquillitas: quibus plane contraria fert secum omne peccatum mortale, tristitiam scilicet animi, morsum conscientiae, et horrificum inferni suppliciorum et divini iudicii metum et terrorem. Quid multa? potestas non peccandi individuus erat comes iustitiae originalis, cum non moriendi potestate coniuncta, uti disputat Augustinus in libro de Correptione et gratia, cap. 11, et ex ipsa Scriptura facile est intelligere: sed potentia non peccandi fuisset peccando amissa, ergo similiter etiam potentia non moriendi: at, duplici illa potentia non moriendi et non peccandi perdita, stare non poterat iustitia originalis, nec illius status felicitas: fuisset nempe perquam indecorum rationique dissentaneum atque humanae vitae perniciosum, si in sceleratissimis hominibus potentia non moriendi mansisset.
The fourth and last effect, finally, was perpetual joy and gladness of soul, continual peace and security of conscience, and the highest quiet and tranquillity of mind: to which every mortal sin brings with it things plainly contrary, namely sadness of soul, the gnawing of conscience, and the horrific fear and terror of the punishments of hell and of the divine judgment. In short: the power of not sinning was an inseparable companion of original justice, joined with the power of not dying, as Augustine disputes in the book On Reproof and Grace, chapter 11, and it is easy to understand from Scripture itself: but the power of not sinning would have been lost by sinning, therefore likewise the power of not dying: and, those two powers of not dying and not sinning being lost, original justice could not stand, nor the happiness of that state: for it would have been most unseemly, contrary to reason, and pernicious to human life, if in the most wicked men the power of not dying had remained.7



Posset forte dici, licet quodlibet peccatum mortale contrarium esset iustitiae originali, non tamen quodlibet peccatum ad eam destruendam vim habuisse: quemadmodum habitum virtutis moralis acquisitae, uti est temperantia, non quodlibet peccatum intemperantiae penitus destruit. Verum esto: certe quodlibet peccatum mortale remittit et relaxat vim et vigorem virtutis, tollitque summam rationis rectitudinem et ad bene agendum promptitudinem, et si fuerit saepius iteratum, tandem ipsum virtutis habitum radicitus ex animo evellet.
It could perhaps be said that, although every mortal sin was contrary to original justice, yet not every sin had the force to destroy it: just as not every sin of intemperance utterly destroys the habit of acquired moral virtue, such as temperance. But be it so: certainly every mortal sin remits and relaxes the force and vigor of virtue, and takes away the highest rectitude of reason and the readiness for doing well; and if it be more often repeated, it will at last uproot the very habit of virtue from the soul.8



Tertia opinio est Anselmi, qui putat, si Adam non peccasset, omnes eius posteros in gratia confirmatum iri. His enim verbis scribit in libro primo, Cur Deus homo, cap. 18: In illa iustitia in qua erant primi homines constituti, videtur quod, si vicissent ut non peccarent tentati, ita confirmarentur cum omni propagine sua, ut peccare ultra non possent: quemadmodum, quia victi peccare, sic infirmati sunt, ut, quantum in ipsis est, sine peccato esse non possent. Quis enim audeat dicere plus valere iniustitiam ad alligandum in servitutem hominem in prima persuasione sibi consentientem, quam valeret iustitia ad confirmandum cum libertate sibi in eadem prima tentatione adhaerentem? Nam quemadmodum, quoniam humana natura tota, quae erat in parentibus primis, tota in illis victa est ut peccaret (excepto illo solo homine, quem Deus, sicut sine viri semine de Virgine facere scivit, sic a peccato Adae secernere voluit), ita in eisdem tota vicisset, si non peccasset. Haec Anselmus.
The third opinion is Anselm's, who thinks that, if Adam had not sinned, all his descendants would have been confirmed in grace. For in these words he writes in the first book, Why God Became Man, chapter 18: ‘In that justice in which the first men were constituted, it seems that, if they had conquered so as not to sin when tempted, they would have been so confirmed together with all their offspring that they could sin no more: just as, because, being conquered, [they consented] to sin, they were so weakened that, as far as in them lies, they cannot be without sin. For who would dare to say that injustice avails more to bind into servitude the man consenting to it at the first persuasion, than justice would avail to confirm in liberty the man adhering to it in the same first temptation? For just as, because the whole human nature which was in the first parents was wholly conquered in them so that it sinned (except that one man alone, whom God, as he knew how to make from the Virgin without the seed of man, so willed to separate from the sin of Adam), so in those same it would wholly have conquered, if it had not sinned.’ Thus Anselm.9



Cuius quasi adstipulator Gregorius, in lib. 4 Moralium, cap. 36, vel secundum distinctionem capitum quam alii codices habent 28, fere similia videtur scribere: Si nulla, inquit, primum parentem peccati putredo corrupisset, nequaquam ex se filios gehennae generasset: sed hi qui nunc per Redemptorem nostrum servandi sunt, soli ab illo electi nascerentur. Sic Gregorius. Verum hanc sententiam, quae pro quarta opinione disputaturi sumus, falsam esse convincent. Est igitur quarta opinio Durandi in secundo Sentent. dist. 20, quaest. 5, et beati Thomae in 1. parte, quaest. 100, artic. 2: tametsi Adam non peccasset, non idcirco tamen posteros eius generatum iri confirmatos in gratia; quae fuit etiam B. Augustini sententia. In lib. enim 1 Retractationum, cap. 23, ita scribit: Si et in parentibus et in filiis foecunditas felicitasque mansisset, usque ad certum sanctorum numerum quem praedestinavit Deus, nascerentur homines non parentibus successuri morientibus, sed cum viventibus regnaturi. Essent ergo etiam ista cognationes atque affinitates, si nullus delinqueret nullusque moreretur. Verum hoc apertius dixit Augustinus lib. 14 de Civitate Dei, cap. 10: Tam felix, ait, universa societas esset humana, si nec illi malum quod etiam in posteros traiicerent, nec quisquam ex eorum stirpe iniquitatem committeret, qua damnationem reciperet. Sic Augustinus.
Of whom Gregory is, as it were, a confirmer, in the fourth book of the Morals, chapter 36 (or, according to the division of chapters which other codices have, 28), where he seems to write nearly similar things: ‘If,’ he says, ‘no putrefaction of sin had corrupted the first parent, he would by no means have begotten of himself sons of hell: but those who are now to be saved through our Redeemer would be born his elect alone.’ Thus Gregory. But this opinion the arguments for the fourth opinion, which we are about to dispute, will convince to be false. The fourth opinion, then, is that of Durandus in the second book of the Sentences, distinction 20, question 5, and of the Blessed Thomas in the first part, question 100, article 2: that, even if Adam had not sinned, his descendants would not on that account have been generated confirmed in grace; which was also the opinion of the Blessed Augustine. For in the first book of the Retractations, chapter 23, he writes thus: ‘If both in the parents and in the children fruitfulness and happiness had remained, up to the certain number of the saints which God predestined, men would be born not to succeed dying parents, but to reign with the living. There would, therefore, be these kinships and affinities, if no one sinned and no one died.’ But Augustine said this more openly in book 14 of the City of God, chapter 10: ‘So happy,’ he says, ‘would the whole human society be, if neither those [first parents] should transmit any evil to their descendants, nor any of their stock should commit the iniquity by which he would receive damnation.’ Thus Augustine.10



Atque id licet ad hunc modum argumentari. Si Adam non est creatus in gratia stabilis et confirmatus, non est credibile posteros eius generatum iri confirmatos in gratia: non enim maiorem illi accepturi fuissent gratiam quam primus eorum parens initio accepisset.
And this may be argued in this manner. If Adam was not created stable and confirmed in grace, it is not credible that his descendants would be generated confirmed in grace: for they would not have received a greater grace than their first parent had received at the beginning.11



Sicut igitur Adam ita creatus est in gratia, ut eam tamen perdere peccando potuerit, ita posteros eius ad eundem modum generatum iri in gratia existimandum est. Nec vero cogitari potest perseverantiam Adami in obedientia divinae legis causam futuram, ut vocant, meritoriam cur posteri eius generandi essent in gratia confirmati. Si enim nec Adam potuit, nec ullus hominum potest alii homini de condigno promereri vel primae gratiae donationem vel eiusdem accretionem (id enim unius Christi, qui caput est totius Ecclesiae omniumque electorum, proprium est): multo igitur minus confirmationem posterorum suorum in gratia promereri potuit. Quid, quod si Christus dominus, cum sit caput Ecclesiae verusque Deus et homo, et qui meruit omnibus de condigno gratiam et gloriam, his tamen qui per baptismum in ipso regenerantur non tribuit confirmationem in gratia: quanto igitur minus credibile est, ex Adamo progeneratos, propter illius meritum, gratiae confirmationem accepturos?
As, therefore, Adam was so created in grace that he could nevertheless lose it by sinning, so it must be supposed that his descendants would be generated in grace in the same way. Nor indeed can it be thought that Adam's perseverance in obedience to the divine law would be the meritorious cause (as they call it) why his descendants should be generated confirmed in grace. For if neither Adam could, nor can any man, merit for another man by condign merit either the gift of first grace or its increase (for this is proper to Christ alone, who is the head of the whole Church and of all the elect): much less, then, could he merit the confirmation of his descendants in grace. What of the fact that, if Christ the Lord—since he is the head of the Church and true God and man, and who merited grace and glory for all by condign merit—nevertheless does not grant confirmation in grace to those who are regenerated in him through baptism: how much less credible is it, then, that those begotten from Adam would, on account of his merit, receive the confirmation of grace?12



Dicet aliquis, confirmationem in gratia concessum iri posteris Adae non propter eius meritum, sed propter conditionem illius status innocentiae qui hoc exigebat: quam etiam ob causam nati fuissent illi cum gratia et potentia non moriendi. Sed hoc futile est: non enim confirmatio in gratia pertinebat ad integritatem aut felicitatem illius status: neque enim ea fuisset Adamo denegata, quippe qui primus in eo statu collocatus est. Si quis porro dicat id eventurum propter aliquod Dei pactum quo promiserit Adamo, si custodiret ipse praeceptum quod ei imposuerat, se omnes eius posteros in gratia confirmaturum: respondebimus id gratis dici, sine ulla auctoritate vel Scripturae vel Patrum, quocirca contemni et reiici debere. Nec moveat quemquam auctoritas Anselmi, cui nos maiorem Augustini opponimus: quanquam Beatus Thomas scribat Anselmum id non asseverando sed opinando dixisse, quia usus est verbo illo, Videtur. Neque S. Gregorius contra nos est: supradictis enim verbis illud tantum significat, si Adam non peccasset, posteros eius non nascituros filios gehennae, id est, cum peccato sicut nunc nascuntur (Omnes enim, inquit Paulus, nascimur filii irae), solosque electos et praedestinatos tunc generatum iri ex Adamo; ex quo tamen non efficitur eos generatum iri confirmatos in gratia. Non enim idem est esse praedestinatum atque esse confirmatum in gratia: nimirum hoc paucissimorum quorundam praedestinatorum extraordinarium et singulare munus est atque privilegium.
Someone will say that confirmation in grace would be granted to Adam's descendants not on account of his merit, but on account of the condition of that state of innocence which required it: for which cause also they would have been born with grace and the power of not dying. But this is futile: for confirmation in grace did not pertain to the integrity or happiness of that state; for it would not have been denied to Adam, who was the first placed in that state. If anyone further says that this would come about on account of some pact of God by which he promised Adam that, if he himself kept the precept imposed on him, he would confirm all his descendants in grace: we shall answer that this is said gratuitously, without any authority either of Scripture or of the Fathers, and therefore ought to be despised and rejected. Nor let the authority of Anselm move anyone, to whom we oppose the greater authority of Augustine: although the Blessed Thomas writes that Anselm said this not by asserting but by opining, because he used that word, ‘It seems.’ Nor is St. Gregory against us: for by the aforesaid words he means only this, that if Adam had not sinned, his descendants would not be born sons of hell—that is, with sin, as they are now born (‘For we are all,’ says Paul, ‘born children of wrath’)—and that the elect and predestined alone would then be generated from Adam; from which, however, it does not follow that they would be generated confirmed in grace. For to be predestined and to be confirmed in grace are not the same: this is, in fact, the extraordinary and singular gift and privilege of certain very few of the predestined.13



Translator’s notes
	Question divider opening the fourth running question of the disputation on grace (corresponding to the fifth item of the prefatory list on p.545). ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Scoti opinio' (Scotus's opinion). Question IV: would Adam's posterity be born confirmed in grace? Three opinions reported. The first (Scotus, Sent. II d.20 q.1): no—confirmation in grace belongs to the blessed (comprehensores) and is repugnant to the wayfarer's state, whose will remains flexible/mutable. Continues to next page (catchword 'quemadmodum'). Colophon at foot: 'AAA 3'. ↩
	Completes Scotus's first opinion (from p.557 catchword 'quemadmodum'): the wayfarer's will is confirmed only by the clear vision of God (cf. Aquinas ST I q.100 a.2). Scotus adds: had Adam (and each descendant) won the first temptation, he would be confirmed by God's special assistance, as the Apostles and the Virgin. Aquinas (Sent. II d.20 q.2 a.3) thought it probable. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Refellitur Scotus' (Scotus is refuted). Pererius's refutation: Genesis 2:17 ('In whatever day thou shalt eat... thou shalt die') shows Adam was bound for life, at perpetual risk—not just the first temptation. The angel's 'way' ends with its first act; man's extends through his whole life. And no privilege/pact for confirmation by the first victory is found in Scripture or the Fathers. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Secunda sententia Catharini, et Tostati, refellitur' (the second opinion, of Catharinus and Tostatus, is refuted). Second opinion: posterity confirmed in original justice but not sanctifying grace, since (they say) mortal sin is repugnant to grace but not to original justice, which they make distinct from and separable from grace. Catharinus (on Gen 3) and Tostatus (qq. 6-7). Continues to next page (catchword 'eam'). ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Quatuor effectus iustitiae originalis' (the four effects of original justice). Refutation: mortal sin removes the four proper effects of original justice (hence original justice itself). First three effects: rectitude of the superior part (reason/will under God), rectitude of the inferior part (flesh under reason), no propensity to evil. ↩
	The fourth effect of original justice (perpetual joy, peace of conscience, tranquillity), opposed by mortal sin. The power of not-sinning is an inseparable companion of original justice, joined to the power of not-dying (Augustine, De Correptione et gratia 11): both lost by sin, so original justice cannot survive mortal sin. ↩
	Objection (not every mortal sin destroys original justice, as not every act of intemperance destroys acquired temperance) and reply (every mortal sin at least relaxes virtue, and repeated, uproots it). Continues to next page (catchword 'Tertia'). ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Tertia opinio Anselmi' (the third opinion, of Anselm). Third opinion (Anselm, Cur Deus Homo 1.18): had Adam not sinned, all posterity would have been confirmed in grace, unable to sin (Christ excepted, made from the Virgin without man's seed). ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Quarta opinio, et vera, Augustini, Thomae, et Durandi' (the fourth opinion, and true one, of Augustine, Thomas, and Durandus). Gregory (Moralia 4.36/28) seems to support Anselm; but the fourth (true) opinion (Durandus Sent. II d.20 q.5; Aquinas ST I q.100 a.2; Augustine, Retractations 1.23 and De Civ Dei 14.10) holds posterity would NOT be generated confirmed in grace. ↩
	Pererius's argument for the fourth opinion: since Adam himself was not created confirmed in grace, his posterity (who would not receive more grace than he) would not be born confirmed either. Continues to next page (catchword 'omnium'). ↩
	Pererius's argument continued: Adam's perseverance could not be a meritorious cause of posterity's confirmation, since no man can merit grace for another 'de condigno' (that is Christ's alone). And even Christ does not give the baptized confirmation in grace—much less would Adam's descendants get it by his merit. ↩
	Objection (confirmation owed to the condition of the state of innocence) and replies: confirmation was not part of that state's integrity (else Adam would have had it); a divine pact for it is asserted gratuitously without Scripture/Father authority. Anselm's authority outweighed by Augustine's (and Aquinas notes Anselm spoke by opinion—'Videtur'). Gregory only means posterity would not be born sons of hell (Eph 2:3 'we are all born children of wrath'); being predestined ≠ being confirmed in grace. ↩




QUESTION V. Whether in the state of innocence more grace would have been given to men than in the state of the Evangelical law

LatineEnglish


QUESTION V. Whether in the state of innocence more grace would have been given to men than in the state of the Evangelical law.1
QUAESTIO V. Vtrum in statu innocentiae fuisset plus gratiae datum hominibus, quam in statu legis Evangelicae.



Restat illud extremo loco quaerendum, utrum in statu innocentiae maior homini data fuisset gratia quam datur in statu legis Evangelicae: fit igitur in hac quaestione comparatio, quod attinet ad gratiam, inter statum innocentiae et statum legis Evangelicae. Nos, quae super hac quaestione disputare ac docere volumus, quo brevius et distin-...
It remains, in the last place, to inquire whether in the state of innocence a greater grace would have been given to man than is given in the state of the Evangelical law: in this question, therefore, a comparison is made, as regards grace, between the state of innocence and the state of the Evangelical law. The things which we wish to dispute and teach on this question, that we may [set them forth] more briefly and more dis-[tinctly]...2



...distinctius atque enucleatius dicantur, ea libuit in quatuor propositiones conferre: quibus explicatis probatisque, quid nobis de proposita quaestione sentiendum videatur, enotescet. Prima Propositio: In statu innocentiae fere homines plus gratiae acquisivissent, quam acquiritur in statu legis Evangelicae. Hoc probari potest dupliciter. Etenim homines in statu innocentiae suapte natura propensissimi fuissent ad bonum, et ad bene agendum paratissimi ac promptissimi: tum propter abundantiam gratiae quam omnes a primo ortu suo accepissent, tum propter sanitatem, integritatem, vigoremque naturae: caruissent enim omnibus impedimentis et difficultatibus bene agendi, quibus nunc implicati et impediti a bene agendo vehementer avocamur et deterremur. Tunc igitur omnes bene egissent, praeclaraque virtutum opera, et ardentiori studio maiorique conatu fecissent: plus igitur illi tunc in gratia profecissent.
...may be said more distinctly and clearly, I have chosen to gather them into four propositions: which, once explained and proved, what we are to think about the proposed question will become clear. First Proposition: In the state of innocence men would, for the most part, have acquired more grace than is acquired in the state of the Evangelical law. This can be proved in two ways. For men in the state of innocence would by their very nature have been most inclined to good, and most ready and prompt for doing well: both on account of the abundance of grace which all would have received from their first origin, and on account of the health, integrity, and vigor of nature: for they would have been free of all the impediments and difficulties of doing well, by which we, now entangled and hindered, are vehemently called away and deterred from doing well. Then, therefore, all would have done well, and would have performed splendid works of the virtues, and with more ardent zeal and greater effort: therefore they would then have advanced more in grace.3



Accedit altera ratio ad idem persuadendum. In illo statu longiorem trigeculo vitam degissent homines quam nunc degimus: vixissent enim (ut verisimile est) ad tria vel quatuor annorum millia. Nec mirum: cum post peccatum, vitiata et labefactata debilitataque natura et mortis supplicio addicta, qui ante diluvium fuerunt, eos prope millesimum annum vixisse legamus. In tanta igitur vitae longitudine maximam habuissent facultatem et opportunitatem exercendi virtutes, augendi gratiam, et aeternae vitae merita multiplicandi: multo igitur plus gratiae acquisivissent quam nunc in tantis vitae humanae angustiis et brevitate acquiri possit. Non inficior tamen aliqua ex parte et aliqua ratione gratiam, qua sancti viri nunc pollent, maiorem dici posse, habito videlicet respectu ad imbecillitatem naturae humanae, et ad plurima gravissimaque impedimenta et difficultates bene agendi, quibus omnes undique circumvallamur et circumplicati sumus. Plurimi enim aestimari debet idem opus, vel etiam aliquanto minus, ab aegro et infirmo homine quam a sano et valenti perfici: quemadmodum etiam Dominus noster dixit, viduam illam quae duo tantum minuta in Gazophylacium miserat, plus dedisse quam ceteros omnes, tametsi ampliora illi munera obtulissent: habita scilicet utrorumque facultatis ratione.
A second reason is added to persuade the same. In that state men would have lived a life thirty times longer than we now live: for they would have lived (as is likely) to three or four thousand years. And no wonder: since after sin, nature being vitiated, weakened, and impaired, and condemned to the penalty of death, we read that those who lived before the Flood lived nearly to the thousandth year. In so great a length of life, therefore, they would have had the greatest faculty and opportunity of exercising the virtues, increasing grace, and multiplying the merits of eternal life: much more grace, therefore, would they have acquired, than can now be acquired in such great straits and brevity of human life. Yet I do not deny that in some respect and by some reasoning the grace by which holy men now are strong can be called greater—namely, having regard to the weakness of human nature, and to the very many and grievous impediments and difficulties of doing well, by which we are on all sides hemmed in and entangled. For the same work, or even somewhat less, ought to be highly esteemed [when] performed by a sick and infirm man rather than by a healthy and vigorous one: just as our Lord too said that that widow, who had put only two mites into the treasury, had given more than all the rest, even though they had offered larger gifts—having regard, namely, to the faculty of each.4



Secunda Propositio: In statu innocentiae qui minimam habuisset gratiam, longe maiorem habuisset quam plurimi nunc habent in statu legis Evangelicae. Facilis est et prompta huius rei probatio: siquidem in eo statu nemo esset mortuus ante usum rationis, sed integrum omnes vitae suae cursum confecissent, quinimo nullus hominum tunc mortem obiisset: quapropter gratiam quam quisque in primo suo ortu accepisset, per bonum usum liberi arbitrii multum auxisset. At in statu legis Evangelicae plurimi cum sola prima gratia moriuntur, uti infantes baptizati ante usum rationis decedentes.
Second Proposition: In the state of innocence, he who had the least grace would have had far more than very many now have in the state of the Evangelical law. The proof of this is easy and ready: since in that state no one would have died before the use of reason, but all would have completed the whole course of their life—indeed, no man would then have undergone death: wherefore the grace which each had received at his first origin he would have much increased by the good use of free will. But in the state of the Evangelical law very many die with only the first grace, such as baptized infants departing before the use of reason.5



Tertia Propositio: Si Adam non peccasset, et Filius Dei non...
Third Proposition: If Adam had not sinned, and the Son of God had not...6



...non fuisset in statu innocentiae incarnatus, ut placet B. Thomae, equidem probabili coniectura arbitror plus gratiae dari hominibus in statu legis Evangelicae propter Christi adventum ac meritum, quam in statu innocentiae fuisset datum: plus, inquam, gratiae, non extensive (in illo enim statu plures fuissent boni et sancti quam sunt nunc), sed intensive, quia in statu legis Evangelicae multi fuere viri feminaeque praestantia divinae gratiae ac virtutum quam ullus fuisset eorum qui in statu innocentiae vixissent excellentiores. Et ut nihil dicam de Christo domino, sine ulla dubitatione ausim dicere, multo plus gratiae tributum esse beatissimae Virgini, necnon et Ioanni Baptistae atque Apostolis, quam ulli hominum in statu innocentiae concessum fuisset.
...had not been incarnate in the state of innocence, as it pleases the Blessed Thomas, I for my part judge, by probable conjecture, that more grace is given to men in the state of the Evangelical law, on account of Christ's advent and merit, than would have been given in the state of innocence: more grace, I say, not extensively (for in that state there would have been more good and holy men than there are now), but intensively, because in the state of the Evangelical law there have been many men and women more excellent in the eminence of divine grace and the virtues than any would have been of those who lived in the state of innocence. And to say nothing of Christ the Lord, I would dare to say without any doubt that much more grace was bestowed on the most blessed Virgin, and also on John the Baptist and the Apostles, than would have been granted to any of men in the state of innocence.7



Si enim dignitas status innocentiae requirebat ut multum gratiae daretur hominibus in eo statu versantibus, multo sane magis id exigebat dignitas status Evangelici, cuius auctor et conditor erat mediator Dei et hominum verusque homo ac Deus Christus, cuius infinitas meriti iure suo poscebat ut plus gratiae propter ipsum daretur homini quam fuisset ei propter dignitatem status innocentiae tribuendum: pluris enim apud Deum erat dignitas et meritum Christi quam dignitas et perfectio status innocentiae. Ex quo illud etiam recte quispiam concluserit, in statu legis Evangelicae plus gratiae infantibus per baptismum renatis conferri, quam in statu innocentiae infantibus generatis datum fuisset. Et ratio est, quia nunc datur infantibus gratia propter meritum Christi; tunc autem data fuisset gratia infantibus propter decentiam, dignitatem, ac perfectionem status innocentiae: illud autem infinitis partibus apud Deum quam hoc praeponderasset.
For if the dignity of the state of innocence required that much grace be given to men dwelling in that state, much more surely did the dignity of the Evangelical state demand it—whose author and founder was the mediator of God and men, true man and God, Christ, the infinity of whose merit by its own right demanded that more grace be given to man on his account than would have been bestowed on him on account of the dignity of the state of innocence: for the dignity and merit of Christ was of more worth before God than the dignity and perfection of the state of innocence. From which one might also rightly conclude that in the state of the Evangelical law more grace is conferred on infants reborn through baptism than would have been given to infants generated in the state of innocence. And the reason is that now grace is given to infants on account of the merit of Christ; but then grace would have been given to infants on account of the becomingness, dignity, and perfection of the state of innocence: and the former would have outweighed the latter before God by infinite degrees.8



Quarta Propositio: Si Adam non peccasset, et nihilominus tamen Christus fuisset incarnatus (ut multis, mihique in primis placet), licet probabile videatur plus gratiae tunc datum iri hominibus, quod ad gratiae copiam et abundantiam hominibus dandam duo simul concurrebant, et dignitas status innocentiae, et dignitas Christi qui tunc fuisset incarnatus, non ut hominis redemptor ac liberator, sed ut gloriae eius perfector atque consummator: attamen mihi quidem similius vero fit, plus gratiae dari hominibus in statu legis Evangelicae propter meritum passionis et mortis Christi, quam fuisset tunc datum propter eundem Christum. Nec huius rei causa et ratio ex dignitate vel merito Christi peti debet: utrumque enim in utroque statu par fuisset; sed ex Dei voluntate ac decreto, cum summo tamen consilio et ratione plurimum congruenti.
Fourth Proposition: If Adam had not sinned, and Christ had nevertheless been incarnate (as it pleases many, and me chiefly), although it seems probable that more grace would then have been given to men—because for giving men the fullness and abundance of grace two things concurred at once, both the dignity of the state of innocence and the dignity of Christ, who would then have been incarnate, not as the redeemer and liberator of man, but as the perfecter and consummator of his glory—nevertheless to me it seems more like the truth that more grace is given to men in the state of the Evangelical law on account of the merit of Christ's passion and death, than would have been given then on account of the same Christ. Nor ought the cause and reason of this to be sought from the dignity or merit of Christ—for both would have been equal in either state—but from the will and decree of God, with the highest counsel, however, and a most fitting reason.9



...statu innocentiae, in quo Christus immortalis et impassibilis fuisset. Quemadmodum etiam, licet qualibet Christi actione, quia erat Dei simul et hominis infinitique vigoris ac meriti, redemptio humani generis promerita fuerit, eam tamen Scriptura merito passionis et mortis eius potissimum attribuere solet. Nam et Paulus obedientiae eius usque ad perpessionem mortis crucis progressae assignat exaltationem eius super omnes creaturas; et Dominus ipse dixit: Cum exaltatus fuero a terra, omnia traham ad me ipsum; et: Sicut Moyses exaltavit serpentem in deserto, ita exaltari oportet Filium hominis, ut omnis qui credit in ipsum non pereat, sed habeat vitam aeternam. Et de se ac de sua morte loquens, sub grani frumenti similitudine, dixit: Nisi granum frumenti cadens in terram mortuum fuerit, ipsum solum manet; si autem mortuum fuerit, multum fructum affert. Et Isaias de eo: Si posuerit pro peccato animam suam, videbit semen longaevum; et: Pro eo quod laboravit anima eius, videbit semen longaevum; et: In scientia iustificabit ipse iustus servos meos multos, et iniquitates eorum ipse portabit. Denique ipsemet dixit: Nonne haec oportuit pati Christum, et ita intrare in gloriam suam? Et vero maxime consentaneum videtur Dei sapientiae, bonitati, ac potentiae, ut ex peccato primi hominis plus eliceret boni quam eius culpa fuerat amissum. Scitum enim est illud Augustini, non passurum Deum mala fieri, nisi adeo sapiens, potens, ac bonus esset, ut malum ipsum in maius bonum convertere posset.
...[than would have been given in] the state of innocence, in which Christ would have been immortal and impassible. Just as also, although by any action of Christ whatever the redemption of the human race was merited—because he was at once of God and of man, and of infinite vigor and merit—Scripture nevertheless is wont to attribute it especially to the merit of his passion and death. For Paul too assigns his exaltation above all creatures to his obedience, carried even to the suffering of the death of the cross; and the Lord himself said: ‘When I shall be lifted up from the earth, I will draw all things to myself’; and: ‘As Moses lifted up the serpent in the desert, so must the Son of man be lifted up, that whosoever believeth in him may not perish, but have life everlasting.’ And speaking of himself and of his death, under the likeness of a grain of wheat, he said: ‘Unless the grain of wheat falling into the ground die, itself remaineth alone; but if it die, it bringeth forth much fruit.’ And Isaiah of him: ‘If he shall lay down his life for sin, he shall see a long-lived seed’; and: ‘Because his soul hath labored, he shall see a long-lived seed’; and: ‘By his knowledge shall this my just servant justify many, and he shall bear their iniquities.’ Finally he himself said: ‘Ought not Christ to have suffered these things, and so to enter into his glory?’ And indeed it seems most consonant with the wisdom, goodness, and power of God, that from the sin of the first man he should draw out more good than had been lost by his fault. For that saying of Augustine is well known, that God would not permit evils to be done, unless he were so wise, powerful, and good that he could turn the very evil into a greater good.10



Confirmat hanc sententiam Beatus Paulus in illa divina disputatione, quam in capite quinto epistolae ad Romanos tractat de comparatione peccati Adae cum gratia Christi, affirmans non sicut delictum Adae ita fuisse Christi donum: sed hoc fuisse illo abundantius, et ubi abundavit delictum superabundasse gratiam, plusque boni accepisse nos propter obedientiam et mortem Christi, quam perdideramus propter inobedientiam et peccatum Adami. Et ipse Dominus dixit apud Ioannem: Ego veni ut vitam habeant, et abundantius habeant. Quapropter Gregorius culpam Adae felicem appellare non dubitavit: quod eius expiandae ac diluendae causa tam beneficum nobis ac honorificum habuerimus redemptorem.
The Blessed Paul confirms this opinion in that divine disputation which, in the fifth chapter of the epistle to the Romans, he treats concerning the comparison of Adam's sin with Christ's grace, affirming that Christ's gift was not as Adam's offense: but that this was more abundant than that, and that where the offense abounded, grace superabounded, and that we received more good through the obedience and death of Christ than we had lost through the disobedience and sin of Adam. And the Lord himself said in John: ‘I am come that they may have life, and may have it more abundantly.’ Wherefore Gregory did not hesitate to call the fault of Adam happy: because, for the sake of expiating and washing it away, we have had so beneficent and honorific a Redeemer.11



Sanctus Bernardus item in sermone super illis verbis quae sunt in capite 12 libri Apocalypsis, Signum magnum apparuit in coelo: Vehementer, inquit, nobis, dilectissimi, vir unus et mulier una nocuere: sed gratia Deo; per unum nihilominus virum et mulierem unam omnia restaurantur, nec sine magno foenore gratiarum. Neque enim sicut delictum ita et donum: sed excedit damni aestimationem beneficii magnitudo. Sic nimirum prudentissimus et clementissimus artifex quod quassatum fuerat non confregit, sed utilius omnino refecit: ut nobis novum formaret Adam ex veteri, et Evam transfunderet in Mariam. Ex his Pauli et Patrum sententiis concluditur quod docere volumus, plus scilicet gratiae dari hominibus in statu legis Evangelicae, quam eis in statu innocentiae datum fuisset. Si enim nos plus boni adepti sumus propter mortem Christi quam perdideramus propter peccatum Adae, et quam habituri fuissemus si Adam non peccasset: ergo minor...
Saint Bernard likewise, in a sermon on those words which are in the twelfth chapter of the book of the Apocalypse, ‘A great sign appeared in heaven’: ‘Greatly,’ he says, ‘beloved, did one man and one woman harm us: but thanks be to God; through one man, nonetheless, and one woman all things are restored, and not without great interest of graces. For the gift is not as the offense: but the magnitude of the benefit exceeds the estimation of the loss. Thus indeed the most prudent and most clement Artificer did not break what had been shattered, but altogether remade it more usefully: that he might form for us a new Adam from the old, and transfuse Eve into Mary.’ From these sentences of Paul and of the Fathers is concluded what we wish to teach: namely, that more grace is given to men in the state of the Evangelical law than would have been given to them in the state of innocence. For if we have obtained more good through the death of Christ than we had lost through the sin of Adam, and than we would have had if Adam had not sinned: therefore less...12



...fuisset gratia in illo statu quam est in hoc nostro: nam si fuisset maior in illo statu futura, non igitur per Christum plus acquisivimus boni quam perdidimus propter Adamum, et quam consecuturi eramus si is non peccasset. Et hactenus quidem de Gratia gratum faciente disputatum est. De Gratia autem gratis data breviter dici potest, eam longe maiorem esse in statu legis Evangelicae quam fuisset in illo statu innocentiae. Huius enim gratiae gratis datae praecipuum triplex genus est: unum, Gratia curationum; alterum, Gratia linguarum; tertium, Gratia miraculorum. Priora duo in statu innocentiae non fuissent: nam nec fuisset morbus qui curatione indigeret, et una omnium fuisset lingua. Tertium autem genus ad miracula pertinens vel nullum tunc fuisset (nullis enim miraculis ad persuadendum hominibus verum Dei cultum ac religionem opus fuisset), vel certe tam crebrum, tam varium et multiplex, tam illustre et admirabile nequaquam fuisset. Siquidem illuminatio caeci nati, et mortuorum hominum ad vitam revocatio, quae primas inter miracula tenent, nullum tunc usum nullumque locum habere potuissent.
...grace would have been in that state than is in this our own: for if it would have been greater in that state, then we have not acquired through Christ more good than we lost on account of Adam, and than we were to attain if he had not sinned. And thus far indeed it has been disputed concerning Sanctifying Grace. But concerning Grace freely given (gratia gratis data) it can be said briefly that it is far greater in the state of the Evangelical law than it would have been in that state of innocence. For of this grace freely given there is a chief threefold kind: one, the Grace of healings; another, the Grace of tongues; the third, the Grace of miracles. The first two would not have existed in the state of innocence: for there would have been no disease needing healing, and there would have been one language for all. But the third kind, pertaining to miracles, would either have been none then (for there would have been no need of miracles to persuade men of the true worship and religion of God), or certainly would by no means have been so frequent, so varied and manifold, so illustrious and admirable. For the illumination of one born blind, and the recalling of dead men to life, which hold the first place among miracles, could then have had no use and no place.13



Translator’s notes
	Question divider opening the fifth and final running question of the disputation on grace (its subject—more grace than under the Gospel—corresponds to the third item of the disputation's prefatory list on p.545, so it is placed last in the running order). ↩
	Opening of the fifth and final question of the disputation: a comparison of grace in the state of innocence versus the state of the Gospel. Continues to next page (catchword 'distinctius'). Colophon at foot: 'Comm. in Gen. Tom. 1.' with signature 'BBB'. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'In statu innocentiae fere homines plus gratiae acquisivissent, quam acquiritur in statu Evangelii' (in the state of innocence men would mostly have acquired more grace than is acquired under the Gospel). Q5 is answered via four propositions. First Proposition: men in innocence would have acquired more grace (by their inclination to good and freedom from impediments). Continues from p.561 catchword 'distinctius'. ↩
	Second reason: the immense longevity of the innocent state (3,000-4,000 years; cf. the near-millennium lives before the Flood, Gen 5) would have multiplied merits. Yet present-day grace can be called greater in one respect (achieved despite weakness). Luke 21:1-4 (the widow's mites, valued by the giver's means; marginal ref 'Luc. 21'). ↩
	Second Proposition: the least grace in innocence would exceed what most now have, since no one would die before the use of reason (unlike baptized infants who die with only first grace). ↩
	Opening of the Third Proposition (the case where Adam had not sinned and the Son of God was not incarnate). Continues to next page (catchword 'non'). ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Plus gratiae dari homini in statu legis Evangelicae, quam datum fuisset in statu innocentiae, si Filius Dei non esset in eo statu incarnatus' (more grace given under the Gospel than would have been in innocence, if the Son of God had not been incarnate in that state). Third Proposition (per Aquinas, the case of no Incarnation in innocence): more grace now—intensively (the Virgin, John the Baptist, the Apostles surpass all of the innocent state). ↩
	Argument from Christ's infinite merit, which surpasses the dignity of the state of innocence—so even baptized infants now receive more grace than infants generated in innocence would have. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'An si Filius Dei in statu innocentiae fuisset incarnatus, plus gratiae tunc homini datum esset, quam datur in statu legis Evangelicae' (whether, if the Son of God had been incarnate in the state of innocence, more grace would then have been given to man than under the Gospel). Fourth Proposition (Pererius's own view, that Christ would have become incarnate even without the Fall): yet more grace is given now, by God's decree, on account of Christ's passion and death. ↩
	Christ's passion and death especially merit the redemption: Philippians 2:8-9 (marginal 'Philip.2'); John 12:32 ('When I shall be lifted up'; marginal 'Ioannis 12'); John 3:14-15 ('As Moses lifted up the serpent'; marginal 'Supra 3'); John 12:24 (the grain of wheat; marginal 'Ioan.12'); Isaiah 53:10-11 (marginal 'Isaiae 53'); Luke 24:26 ('Ought not Christ to have suffered'; marginal 'Luc. ult.'). Augustine: God permits evil only because he can turn it to greater good. ↩
	Romans 5:15-20 (Adam's sin vs. Christ's grace: 'where sin abounded, grace superabounded'). John 10:10 ('I am come that they may have life'; marginal 'Ioannis 10'). Gregory's 'felix culpa' (the happy fault of Adam). ↩
	Bernard, sermon on Apocalypse 12:1 ('A great sign appeared in heaven'): the new Adam from the old, Eve transfused into Mary; the benefit exceeds the loss. Conclusion: more grace under the Gospel than would have been in innocence. Continues to next page (catchword 'fuisset'). ↩
	Conclusion of Q5 and of the whole disputation on sanctifying grace ('Et hactenus quidem de Gratia gratum faciente disputatum est'): less grace would have been in innocence than now. Then on 'gratia gratis data' (the charismatic graces—of healings, tongues, miracles, cf. 1 Cor 12): greater under the Gospel, none/less in innocence (no disease, one tongue, no need of miracles). ↩
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DISPUTATION ON THE THIRD EXCELLENCE of the state of innocence, that is, on Original Justice.1
DISPUTATIO DE TERTIA EXCELLENTIA status innocentiae, id est, de Iustitia originali.



Huius quinti libri, qui totus in explanando felicissimo innocentiae primorum hominum statu consumetur, principem sibi locum nobilis illa et apud Theologos valde celebris de Iustitia originali disputatio iure suo vendicat: tam propter excellentem eius rei dignitatem, quam propter magnam eiusdem rei obscuritatem multiplicemque difficultatem. Nobis igitur omni studio et contentione animi enitendum ac perficiendum est, ut diligenti et accurato rei obscurissimae et perplexissimae tractatu explicatuque, si non pro eo ac res ipsa postulat, certe quantum nostri fert ingenii ac doctrinae tenuitas, divinarum litterarum amatoribus, quorum in manus haec forte scripta incident, aliquo modo satisfaciamus.
Of this fifth book, which will be wholly spent in explaining the most happy state of innocence of the first men, that noble and, among the Theologians, greatly celebrated disputation on Original Justice claims for itself by its own right the chief place: both on account of the excellent dignity of the matter, and on account of the great obscurity and manifold difficulty of the same matter. We, therefore, must strive and endeavor with all zeal and exertion of mind, that, by a diligent and careful treatment and explanation of this most obscure and most perplexed matter—if not according to what the matter itself demands, yet certainly as far as the slenderness of our talent and learning permits—we may in some way satisfy the lovers of the divine writings into whose hands these writings shall perhaps fall.2



Quatuor autem hoc loco de iustitia originali quaestiones excutiendae sunt: Prima, quidnam fuerit illa iustitia originalis: Secunda, in qua parte hominis insidebat, et tanquam in subiecto inhaerebat: Tertia, utrum iustitia originalis fuerit res quaedam diversa et separabilis a gratia gratum faciente: Quarta, an primum hominem creatum esse cum iustitia originali, auctoritate divinarum litterarum evidenter ostendi et probari possit. Verum, quo rectius investigari et facilius reperiri queat quae fuerit vis et natura iustitiae originalis, pauca quaedam lectorem prae-...
Now in this place four questions concerning original justice are to be examined: First, what that original justice was: Second, in what part of man it resided, and as in a subject inhered: Third, whether original justice was a thing distinct and separable from sanctifying grace: Fourth, whether the fact that the first man was created with original justice can be evidently shown and proved by the authority of the divine writings. But, that the force and nature of original justice may be more rightly investigated and more easily found, [there are] a few things [with which] to fore-[warn] the reader...3



...monere ac praedocere non parvo fuerit adiumento. Ante omnia scire convenit, sex humanae naturae status animo fingi et cogitatione designari posse; quorum alii re vera aut sunt, aut fuerunt, aut erunt aliquando; alii vero nec sunt, nec erunt, nec fuerunt unquam, sed esse tamen possunt. Primus status est hominis sine gratia Dei et sine ullo peccato constituti: quem in scholis appellant statum hominis in puris naturalibus. Alter est hominis propter Adami peccatum vitiati et corrupti. Tertius est hominis habentis naturalem integritatem rationi congruentem. Quartus est hominis iustitia originali praediti et ornati. Quintus est hominis per gratiam Christi a peccato Adami liberati et a vitiis sanati. Sextus est hominis usque ad coelestem gloriam et divinae naturae conspectum provecti atque perducti. Inter hos status quid conveniat quidve differat, sigillatim indicandum est, quo qualitas et praestantia conditionis primi hominis in statu originalis iustitiae constituti liquidius perspiciatur.
...to forewarn and pre-instruct the reader will be of no small help. Before all things it is fitting to know that six states of human nature can be fashioned by the mind and designated by thought; of which some really either are, or have been, or will be at some time; but others neither are, nor will be, nor ever were, but yet can be. The first state is that of man constituted without the grace of God and without any sin: which in the schools they call the state of man in pure naturals. The second is that of man vitiated and corrupted on account of Adam's sin. The third is that of man having natural integrity congruent with reason. The fourth is that of man endowed and adorned with original justice. The fifth is that of man freed from Adam's sin and healed of his vices through the grace of Christ. The sixth is that of man advanced and led even to heavenly glory and the sight of the divine nature. Between these states what agrees and what differs must be indicated one by one, so that the quality and excellence of the condition of the first man, constituted in the state of original justice, may be more clearly perceived.4



Inter duos primos status hoc interest, quod primus includit meram negationem gratiae et peccati: secundus autem, privationem gratiae et praesentiam peccati. Quantum vero ad potentiam vel impotentiam agendi bonum et vitandi malum, par est utriusque status ratio: eodem enim modo se habet nunc homo in statu naturae lapsae, ac se habuisset si in puris naturalibus esset creatus: peccatum enim Adami nihil de his quae naturalia sunt homini aut perdidit aut diminuit: tantumque, removendo iustitiam originalem propter quam humana natura erat recta, integra et in naturalibus bonis perfecta, fecit ut sibi ipsa relinqueretur illo bono privata.
Between the first two states there is this difference, that the first includes the mere negation of grace and of sin: but the second, the privation of grace and the presence of sin. But as regards the power or impotence of doing good and avoiding evil, the character of both states is equal: for man is now in the same condition in the state of fallen nature as he would have been if he had been created in pure naturals: for Adam's sin neither lost nor diminished anything of the things that are natural to man; and only, by removing original justice—on account of which human nature was upright, whole, and perfect in natural goods—it made nature to be left to itself, deprived of that good.5



Quemadmodum enim post peccatum Adami corpus humanum nihilo magis factum est mortale aut passibile quam fuisset si homo esset in puris naturalibus conditus: ita humanus animus per se non est Adami peccato imbecillior ad bene agendum quam fuisset si eum Deus in puris naturalibus creasset. Plurimum autem interest inter eos status ratione personae: quia conditus homo in puris naturalibus non fuisset inimicus Dei, nec filius irae, nec indignus Dei gratia (sumendo vocabulum indigni non negative pro eo quod est, non dignus—sic enim re vera fuisset indignus—sed privative): nec absentia gratiae ei fuisset culpa; nec mors aut defectus alii corporales fuissent illi velut culpae poena et peccati supplicium: quemadmodum contingit in secundo statu, in quo gratia carere culpa est, mori autem et malis corporeis afflictari supplicium est. Denique, in primo statu nullum quidem fuisset meritum divinae gratiae, sed nec ullum tamen eius fuisset demeritum: in secundo autem non modo nullum est meritum, sed magnum etiam inest demeritum.
For just as after Adam's sin the human body was made no more mortal or passible than it would have been if man had been founded in pure naturals: so the human soul is not of itself, by Adam's sin, weaker for doing well than it would have been if God had created him in pure naturals. But there is the greatest difference between those states by reason of the person: because man founded in pure naturals would not have been an enemy of God, nor a son of wrath, nor unworthy of God's grace (taking the word ‘unworthy’ not negatively, for that which is ‘not worthy’—for thus he would really have been unworthy—but privatively): nor would the absence of grace have been a fault to him; nor would death or other bodily defects have been to him, as it were, the penalty of fault and the punishment of sin: as happens in the second state, in which to lack grace is a fault, but to die and to be afflicted with bodily evils is a punishment. Finally, in the first state there would indeed have been no merit of divine grace, but yet neither any demerit of it: but in the second there is not only no merit, but there is also great demerit.6



Deinde, inter primum et tertium statum perquam insigne discrimen est. Etenim in primo statu appetitus rationalis et sensitivus naturali impetu raperentur ad obiecta sibi convenientia, nec sensitivus plene subiiceretur rationi. Nam, ut Aristoteles tradit libro primo Politicorum,...
Next, between the first and the third state there is a very notable difference. For in the first state the rational and the sensitive appetite would be carried by natural impulse to the objects suited to them, nor would the sensitive be fully subject to reason. For, as Aristotle hands down in the first book of the Politics,...7



...Politicorum, membra corporis humani servili obsequio et subiectione rationi subduntur, ut quae nullam vim et potestatem habeant eius imperio resistendi: appetitus autem sensitivus non servili, sed civili subiectione subditur rationi, quippe qui vim habet repugnandi iussaque eius detrectandi. Quamvis de hac re contraria scripsit Aristoteli M. Tullius in libro tertio de Republica, his fere verbis, uti commemorat ea S. Augustinus in libro 4 adversus Iulianum, cap. 12: Ut animus corpori dicitur imperare, dicitur etiam libidini: sed corpori, ut rex civibus suis aut parens liberis; libidini autem, ut servis dominus, quo eam coercet et frangit. Sic regum, sic imperatorum, sic magistratuum, sic patrum, sic populorum imperia sociis civibusque praesunt, ut corporibus animus. Domini autem servos ita fatigant, ut optima pars animi, id est sapientia, eiusdem animi vitiosas imbecillesque partes, ut libidines, ut iracundias, ut perturbationes ceteras. Haec Cicero.
...of the Politics, the members of the human body are subjected to reason by a servile obedience and subjection, as having no force and power to resist its command: but the sensitive appetite is subjected to reason not by servile, but by civil subjection, inasmuch as it has the power of resisting and of declining its commands. Although on this matter Marcus Tullius [Cicero] wrote the contrary to Aristotle, in the third book of the Republic, in nearly these words, as Saint Augustine records them in the fourth book against Julian, chapter 12: ‘As the soul is said to command the body, so it is said also to command lust: but the body, as a king [commands] his citizens or a parent his children; but lust, as a master [commands] his slaves, by which he restrains and breaks it. Thus the commands of kings, of emperors, of magistrates, of fathers, of peoples, preside over their allies and citizens as the soul over the body. But masters so wear down their slaves as the best part of the soul, that is wisdom, [wears down] the vicious and weak parts of the same soul, such as lusts, such as angers, such as the other disturbances.’ Thus Cicero.8



Verum, ut revertar ad id quod agebatur, in primo statu posset homo facere bonum aliquod morale: sed nec omne bonum facere, nec in bono faciendo diu perseverare potuisset. In tertio autem statu, qui est consonus rationi habensque integritatem naturae et debitam partium animi ordinationem, et appetitus obediens rationi subiectusque esset, et ipsa ratio recte se haberet erga Deum tanquam primum principium et ultimum finem naturalem hominis. Ac licet in eo statu appetitus sensitivus nonnunquam adversaretur rationi eiusque mandata transgredi conaretur, vigore tamen rationis seu freno quodam repressus atque coercitus in officio suo contineretur: et in hoc statu posset homo bonum omne morale persequi, et itidem omne malum fugere et in bene agendo perseverare.
But, to return to what was being treated, in the first state man could do some moral good: but he could neither do every good, nor persevere long in doing good. But in the third state, which is consonant with reason and has the integrity of nature and the due ordering of the soul's parts, the appetite would be obedient and subject to reason, and reason itself would rightly stand toward God as the first principle and ultimate natural end of man. And although in that state the sensitive appetite would sometimes oppose reason and try to transgress its commands, yet, repressed and coerced by the vigor of reason or by a certain bridle, it would be contained in its duty: and in this state man could pursue every moral good, and likewise flee every evil and persevere in doing well.9



Porro tertius hic status ea re differret a quarto qui habet iustitiam originalem, quod hic quartus status, praeter vigorem illum rationis integritatemque naturae, adiunctam habebat indefectibilem subordinationem corporis sub anima, appetitus sub ratione, rationis sub Deo. Praeterea, tertius status capax erat doloris, morbi, et quorumlibet malorum quae corpori possunt accidere, denique ipsius mortis: itemque tristitiae, timoris, angoris, aliarumque animi perturbationum et molestiarum. Ad haec, in tertio statu posset homo peccata venialia committere. Haec autem omnia a quarto statu, in quo aliquandiu versatus est Adam, longe remotissima fuerunt.
Further, this third state would differ from the fourth, which has original justice, in this: that this fourth state, besides that vigor of reason and integrity of nature, had adjoined an indefectible subordination of body under soul, of appetite under reason, of reason under God. Besides, the third state was capable of pain, disease, and of any evils that can befall the body, and finally of death itself; and likewise of sadness, fear, anguish, and the other disturbances and troubles of the soul. Moreover, in the third state man could commit venial sins. But all these things were far most remote from the fourth state, in which Adam dwelt for a while.10



Quintus autem status, hominis per Christi gratiam a peccato liberati, ea ratione prioribus quatuor excellentior iudicari debet, quod faciat hominem gratum et amicum Deo, et acceptum admissumque ad participationem vitae aeternae, iungitque hominem cum Deo ut cum fine supernaturali: eumque facit potentem efficiendi opera virtutum omnium, tam moralium quam supernaturalium, quibus aeternam felicitatem de condigno, ut loquuntur Theologi, promereatur. Sextus et ultimus status omnium est multo praestantissimus: nempe...
But the fifth state, of man freed from sin through the grace of Christ, ought to be judged more excellent than the prior four for this reason, that it makes man pleasing to God and his friend, and accepted and admitted to the participation of eternal life, and joins man with God as with his supernatural end: and it makes him able to perform the works of all the virtues, both moral and supernatural, by which he may merit eternal happiness by condign merit, as the Theologians speak. The sixth and last state is by far the most excellent of all: namely...11



...nempe continens gratiae confirmationem atque consummationem, et coelestis gloriae omniumque bonorum possessionem, nullius indigentiam rei, impotentiam peccandi atque moriendi, denique clarissimam divinae essentiae visionem.
...namely containing the confirmation and consummation of grace, and the possession of heavenly glory and of all goods, the need of nothing, the inability to sin and to die, and finally the clearest vision of the divine essence.12



Illud praeterea non est hoc loco premendum silentio, non unum fuisse iustitiae originalis effectum, sed multos ac varios, eosque perquam eximios et admirabiles effectus. Primum enim iustitia originalis naturam humanam efficiebat secundum omnes eius partes et facultates integram, et his rebus omnibus quae naturaliter ei conveniunt perfectam: ita ut omnes ac singulae vires et facultates hominis naturaliter sibi convenientes actiones et munera integre, expedite, et absolute possent exequi et obire. Deinde, faciebat iustitia originalis hominem usquequaque rectum, de qua rectitudine loquens Salomon, capite septimo libri Ecclesiastae, Fecit Deus, inquit, hominem rectum. Ex hac rectitudine existebat naturalis et vehemens hominis ad omne bonum morale propensio, et ab omni malo alienatio et aversio. Huius autem rectitudinis privatio, quae propter peccatum homini accidit, est animi curvitas quaedam et obliquitas, toties in divinis litteris nominata et exprobrata homini: quae nihil aliud est quam (ut definierunt Theologi) naturalis quaedam inclinatio animi ad bona creata et caduca, et propensio ad malum, et aversio a bonis aeternis et divinis.
This, moreover, must not in this place be suppressed in silence: that there was not one effect of original justice, but many and various, and those exceedingly outstanding and admirable effects. For first, original justice made human nature whole according to all its parts and faculties, and perfect in all those things that naturally suit it: so that all and each of the powers and faculties of man could carry out and perform the actions and offices naturally suited to them, wholly, readily, and absolutely. Next, original justice made man upright in every way, of which uprightness Solomon, speaking in the seventh chapter of the book of Ecclesiastes, says, ‘God made man upright.’ From this uprightness there existed a natural and vehement propensity of man to every moral good, and an alienation and aversion from every evil. But the privation of this uprightness, which befell man on account of sin, is a certain crookedness and obliquity of the soul, so often named in the divine writings and reproached to man: which is nothing else than (as the Theologians have defined) a certain natural inclination of the soul to created and perishable goods, and a propensity to evil, and an aversion from eternal and divine goods.13



Post haec, iustitia originalis ita vires omnes naturae nostrae perficiebat ordinate, ut inferiores ita subiicerentur atque obedirent superioribus, ut earum actiones nequaquam impedirent, ac ne tardarent quidem, quin potius eas adiuvarent: superiores autem nulla tristitia et difficultate in regendis ac moderandis inferioribus afficerentur. Quod igitur omnes appetitiones et motus animae sentientis sic essent in potestate rationis, ut eius iudicium et imperium nec praeverterent unquam nec detrectarent, sed earum excitatio, duratio, contentio vel remissio ex rationis imperio penderet, effectus erat et munus iustitiae originalis. Cuius praeterea ille erat mirabilis effectus, hominem non modo omnis veri cognoscendi cupidissimum esse, sed etiam omnium rerum quae naturaliter sciri possunt perfectam cognitionem et scientiam consequendi potentem esse, et ad omne bonum morale perficiendum omneque malum et vitium declinandum, et ad perseverandum in bono firmum, valentem, et constantem esse. Denique, iustitia originalis praestabat homini felicitatem quae naturaliter ab eo expeti et comparari potest: quae in eo posita erat, ut Augustinus inquit libro 14 de Civitate Dei, capite 10, ut nullum bonum abesset homini quod recta voluntas optare posset, nullumque malum adesset quod hominis feliciter viventis carnem vel animum offenderet.
After these, original justice so perfected all the powers of our nature in order, that the lower were so subjected and obeyed the higher that they in no way hindered their actions, nor even delayed them, but rather helped them: while the higher were affected by no sadness and difficulty in governing and moderating the lower. That, therefore, all the appetitions and motions of the sentient soul were so in the power of reason that they neither ever forestalled its judgment and command nor declined it, but their excitation, duration, intensity, or remission depended on the command of reason—this was an effect and office of original justice. Of which, moreover, there was that admirable effect, that man was not only most eager to know every truth, but also able to attain the perfect knowledge and science of all things that can naturally be known, and was firm, strong, and constant for accomplishing every moral good and shunning every evil and vice, and for persevering in good. Finally, original justice furnished man with the happiness that can naturally be sought and procured by him: which consisted in this (as Augustine says in book 14 of the City of God, chapter 10), that no good should be lacking to man which the right will could wish, and no evil be present which could offend the flesh or soul of a man living happily.14



Non est autem in praesentia ignorandum, aliud esse iustitiam originalem, et aliud statum hominis in iustitia originali: illa continebat supradictos effectus; hic, praeter illos, tria extrinsecus Dei privilegia habebat adiuncta:...
But it must not at present be unknown that original justice is one thing, and the state of man in original justice another: the former contained the above-mentioned effects; the latter, besides them, had three extrinsic privileges of God adjoined:...15



...adiuncta: videlicet non posse hominem decipi, non posse labi in peccatum veniale, denique, manente eo statu, non posse mori: quae non tam proveniebant ex iustitia originali, quam ex singulari quadam assistentia et protectione Dei erga illum statum.
...adjoined: namely, that man could not be deceived, could not slip into venial sin, and finally, while that state remained, could not die: which came not so much from original justice as from a certain singular assistance and protection of God toward that state.16



Translator’s notes
	MAJOR DIVIDER: the third disputation of Book V, treating the third internal good of innocence—original justice (iustitia originalis). Follows the disputations on Adam's knowledge (1st) and sanctifying grace (2nd). ↩
	Preface to the disputation on original justice: it claims the chief place in Book V, for its dignity, obscurity, and difficulty. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Quatuor quaestiones de iustitia originali tractandae' (four questions on original justice to be treated). The four questions of this disputation: (1) what original justice was; (2) in what part of man it resided; (3) whether it was distinct/separable from sanctifying grace; (4) whether Scripture proves man's creation with it. Continues to next page (catchword 'monere'). Colophon at foot: 'BBB 3'. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Sex humanae naturae statuum distinctio, et inter se comparatio' (the distinction of the six states of human nature, and their comparison among themselves). Preliminary to Q1 (from p.565 catchword 'monere'): the six conceivable states of human nature—(1) pure naturals, (2) vitiated by Adam's sin, (3) natural integrity, (4) original justice, (5) restored by Christ, (6) heavenly glory. ↩
	States 1 vs 2: state 1 is the mere negation of grace and sin; state 2 the privation of grace plus the presence of sin. As to the power for good, they are equal—Adam's sin removed nothing natural, only original justice, leaving nature to itself. ↩
	Continued comparison of states 1 and 2: the body and soul are no weaker after the Fall than if created in pure naturals; but the great difference lies in the person—in pure naturals man would not be God's enemy or 'son of wrath,' and lack of grace would be no fault. State 1: no merit but no demerit; state 2: no merit but great demerit. ↩
	States 1 vs 3: in pure naturals the appetites are carried by natural impulse, the sensitive not fully subject to reason. Aristotle, Politics I (continues to next page, catchword 'Politicorum'). ↩
	Aristotle, Politics I (the body's members obey reason 'servilely,' the sensitive appetite by 'civil' subjection, being able to resist). Cicero, De Republica III (preserved by Augustine, Contra Julianum 4.12): the soul rules the body as a king his citizens, but rules lust as a master his slaves. Ends 'Haec Cicero.' ↩
	States 1 vs 3 (powers): in pure naturals man could do some moral good but not all, nor persevere; in the third state (natural integrity) the appetite is bridled by reason, so man could pursue all moral good and persevere. ↩
	States 3 vs 4: the fourth (original justice) adds the indefectible subordination of body→soul, appetite→reason, reason→God; the third remained capable of pain, disease, death, sadness, and venial sin—all far removed from the fourth (Adam's state). ↩
	State 5 (restored by Christ's grace): more excellent than the prior four (makes man God's friend, heir of eternal life, able to merit). State 6 (heavenly glory) most excellent of all (continues to next page, catchword 'nempe'). ↩
	Description of the sixth state (heavenly glory): confirmation and consummation of grace, possession of all goods, no need, inability to sin or die, and the beatific vision. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Quinque mirabiles effectus iustitiae originalis' (the five wondrous effects of original justice). First two effects: (1) it made human nature whole and perfect in all its faculties; (2) it made man upright (Eccl 7:29 'Fecit Deus hominem rectum'), the privation of which is the soul's 'curvitas'—inclination to perishable goods, propensity to evil, aversion from divine goods. ↩
	Effects three, four, and five of original justice: (3) the ordered subjection of the lower powers to the higher; (4) eagerness and ability for the perfect knowledge of all naturally knowable things, and firmness in good; (5) the natural happiness (Augustine, De Civ Dei 14.10: no good lacking that the right will could wish, no evil to offend the happy man). ↩
	An important distinction: original justice (which contained the five effects) differs from the state of man in original justice, which additionally had three extrinsic divine privileges (named on the next page). Continues to next page (catchword 'adiuncta'). ↩
	The three extrinsic privileges of the state in original justice: man could not be deceived, could not slip into venial sin, and (while the state lasted) could not die—these from God's singular assistance, not from original justice itself. Completes from p.568 catchword 'adiuncta'. ↩




QUESTION I. What original justice was

LatineEnglish


QUESTION I. What original justice was.1
QUAESTIO I. Quid fuerit iustitia originalis.



His expositis atque constitutis, quae fuerit originalis iustitiae vis, natura, et praestantia, deinceps disputandum est. Henricus Gandavensis Quodlibeto sexto, quaestione 11, tradit per iustitiam originalem datam fuisse hominis voluntati rectitudinem quandam naturalem, per quam poterat voluntas dominari appetitui sensitivo sibique obedientem reddere, cui rectitudini opponitur curvitas naturalis et pronitas ad malum, inflicta voluntati propter peccatum: exemplum ponit virgae, quae primo est recta, deinde flectitur et curvatur. Quod autem eiusmodi rectitudo ponenda sit praeter omnem aliam rectitudinem infusam et supernaturalem, si quam habuit primus homo per iustitiam originalem, probat eo argumento, quod ex sententia omnium Theologorum homo propter peccatum Adae non modo est spoliatus gratuitis donis, sed etiam vulneratus in naturalibus: ergo non solum perdidit rectitudinem supernaturalem, sed etiam naturalem sibi inditam; alioqui tantum diceretur spoliatus gratuitis. Quod si homo propter peccatum donum supernaturale perdidisset, sed naturalia salva et integra retinuisset, nullum profecto discrimen esse posset inter hominem originali peccato infectum et aliquem alium creatum in puris naturalibus sine gratia et peccato: quare aequaliter essent puniendi.
These things being explained and established, what the force, nature, and excellence of original justice was must next be disputed. Henry of Ghent, in Quodlibet six, question 11, hands down that through original justice there was given to man's will a certain natural uprightness, by which the will could dominate the sensitive appetite and render it obedient to itself; to which uprightness is opposed a natural crookedness and proneness to evil, inflicted on the will on account of sin: he sets down the example of a rod, which is first straight, then is bent and curved. And that an uprightness of this sort must be posited besides every other infused and supernatural uprightness which the first man had through original justice, he proves by this argument: that, according to the opinion of all the Theologians, man on account of Adam's sin was not only despoiled of gratuitous gifts, but also wounded in his naturals: therefore he lost not only the supernatural uprightness, but also a natural one implanted in him; otherwise he would only be said to be despoiled of the gratuitous [gifts]. But if man, on account of sin, had lost the supernatural gift, but had retained his naturals safe and whole, there could surely be no difference between a man infected with original sin and some other man created in pure naturals without grace and sin: wherefore they would be equally to be punished.2



Verumtamen hanc opinionem, ut falsam et improbabilem, bene refellit Scotus in secundo, distinctione 29, quaestione unica, his duobus argumentis. Primo, secundum Henricum non posset voluntas hominis non habens talem rectitudinem peccare, quia secundum ipsum peccatum est corruptio istius rectitudinis: id autem absurdum est. Si enim Deus crearet voluntatem sine ista rectitudine (est enim illa separabilis a voluntate), posset illa proculdubio, cum esset libera, elicere actum rectae rationi et legi divinae vel congruentem vel discrepantem: posset peccare, nec tamen peccatum illud ullius rectitudinis naturalis esset privatio: posset etiam evidenter cognosci per rationem naturalem, praesentem statum hominis non esse naturalem. Et cum non solum primum peccatum, sed et cetera posteriora sint formaliter peccata, et eidem opponatur: si igitur primum peccatum corrupit illam rectitudinem, etiam secundum et ter-...
Nevertheless this opinion, as false and improbable, Scotus well refutes in the second [book], distinction 29, the single question, by these two arguments. First, according to Henry the will of a man not having such uprightness could not sin, because according to him sin is the corruption of that uprightness: but this is absurd. For if God should create a will without that uprightness (for it is separable from the will), it could without doubt, since it would be free, elicit an act either congruent or discrepant with right reason and the divine law: it could sin, and yet that sin would not be the privation of any natural uprightness: it could also be evidently known by natural reason that the present state of man is not natural. And since not only the first sin, but also the rest that follow, are formally sins, and are opposed to that same [uprightness]: if, therefore, the first sin corrupted that uprightness, then the second and the thi-...3



...tium debebat corrumpere: quod est impossibile, cum illa per primum peccatum omnino fuerit sublata. Alterum argumentum est: illa rebellio appetitus contra rationem itidem et aequaliter fuisset in homine creato in puris naturalibus; ergo illa non accidit ob privationem ullius rectitudinis naturalis. Probatur antecedens: Naturale est omni appetitui ferri in suum proprium obiectum; et si est appetitus non liber, naturale est ei summe et quantum potest ferri: talis enim appetitus, ut docent Philosophi, ducitur, et sicut non est in potestate eius agere vel non agere, ita nec tanta vel tanta intentio actus, sed agit quantum potest. Cum igitur appetitus sensitivus hominis etiam in puris naturalibus haberet proprium suum obiectum delectabile, toto nisu tenderet in illud, et ea ratione impediret actum rationis: istae enim potentiae, cum sint in una et eadem anima, propter hanc unitatem impediunt se mutuo in actibus suis intensis. Quare deberet tunc ratio reprimere et cohibere impetum illum appetitus: quod sine aliqua eius difficultate et tristitia fieri non posset, quamobrem ibi esset rebellio: haec enim non est aliud quam inclinatio potentiae inferioris ad suum obiectum delectabile, et difficultas superioris potentiae in refraenando illum appetitum.
...the third would have to corrupt it: which is impossible, since it was wholly taken away by the first sin. The other argument is: that rebellion of the appetite against reason would have been likewise and equally in a man created in pure naturals; therefore it does not befall on account of the privation of any natural uprightness. The antecedent is proved: it is natural for every appetite to be borne to its own proper object; and if it is an appetite that is not free, it is natural to it to be borne to the utmost and as far as it can: for such an appetite, as the Philosophers teach, is led, and just as it is not in its power to act or not to act, so neither [is] this or that intensity of the act, but it acts as far as it can. Since, therefore, the sensitive appetite of man even in pure naturals would have its own delectable object, it would tend toward it with all its effort, and for that reason would impede the act of reason: for these powers, since they are in one and the same soul, by reason of this unity impede one another in their intense acts. Wherefore reason would then have to repress and check that impulse of the appetite: which could not happen without some difficulty and sadness of it; and for this reason there would be rebellion there: for this is nothing else than the inclination of the lower power to its delectable object, and the difficulty of the higher power in bridling that appetite.4



Argumenta Henrici brevibus solvi possunt. Dicitur enim homo vulneratus in naturalibus, non respectu naturae humanae consideratae in puris naturalibus, sed prout condita fuit a Deo cum iustitia originali, quae habebat vim rectificandi et perficiendi omnia naturalia in ordine ad omne bonum connaturale homini: qua iustitia propter peccatum amissa, illa quoque periit perfectio potentiarum naturalium; eamque ob causam dicitur homo vulneratus in naturalibus. Si quis autem crearetur in puris naturalibus, non esset aequalis homini peccato originali infecto. Nam quia hic debitor est iustitiae originalis quam accepit in Adam, ille vero nequaquam, propterea hic reus est, ille autem minime: et damnum non videndi Deum utrique contingens, uni est privatio et poena ob peccatum, alteri est mera negatio dignitatis ex conditione naturae.
Henry's arguments can be solved briefly. For man is said to be wounded in his naturals, not with respect to human nature considered in pure naturals, but as it was founded by God with original justice, which had the power of rectifying and perfecting all natural things in order to every good connatural to man: when that justice was lost on account of sin, that perfection of the natural powers also perished; and for this cause man is said to be wounded in his naturals. But if anyone were created in pure naturals, he would not be equal to a man infected with original sin. For because the latter is a debtor of the original justice which he received in Adam, but the former by no means, therefore the latter is guilty, but the former not at all: and the loss of not seeing God, befalling both, is to the one a privation and a penalty for sin, but to the other a mere negation of dignity from the condition of nature.5



Hac igitur repudiata opinione, nos vim et naturam iustitiae originalis ad hunc modum investigemus. Non erat iustitia originalis unus aliquis habitus, vel unum aliquod Dei donum, quo uno totus homo rectus et perfectus evaderet: sed erat absoluta quaedam complexio et comprehensio omnium habituum, quibus homo secundum omnes vires et facultates suas rectus et perfectus reddebatur, et idoneus ad exercendas expedite ac perfecte omnes actiones naturae suae convenientes. Ac non fuisse unum duntaxat habitum quo totus homo efficeretur rectus, adeo manifestum est, ut non tam probatione egeat quam consideratione et animadversione. Cum enim facultatum animae nostrae aliae sint incorporeae atque immortales, ut mens et voluntas, aliae mortales et corporeae, ut quae ad animam sentientem et alentem pertinent, qui fieri potuit ut unus numero habitus tot poten-...
This opinion, therefore, being rejected, let us investigate the force and nature of original justice in this manner. Original justice was not some one habit, or some one gift of God, by which alone the whole man would come out upright and perfect: but it was a certain absolute combination and comprehension of all the habits by which man was rendered upright and perfect according to all his powers and faculties, and fit to exercise readily and perfectly all the actions suited to his nature. And that it was not merely one habit by which the whole man was made upright is so manifest that it needs not so much proof as consideration and attention. For since some of the faculties of our soul are incorporeal and immortal, such as the mind and the will, others mortal and corporeal, such as those that pertain to the sentient and nourishing soul, how could it come about that one numerically single habit [should perfect] so many pow-[ers]...6



...potentias non solum numero et specie, sed etiam genere distinctas perficeret? praesertim cum habitus distinguantur per actus, et actus per obiecta. Nam in qua, obsecro, potentia unus ille habitus iustitiae originalis fuisset? si in intellectu, quomodo perfecisset voluntatem? et quamvis in utraque facultate fuisset, quomodo tamen vires et potentias animae sentientis expeditas et perfectas ad agendum convenienter iudicio et imperio rationis facere potuisset? Non igitur erat unus habitus iustitia originalis, sed continebat omnes habitus quibus ad integritatem et rectitudinem hominis omniumque facultatum eius complendam opus est. Itaque in speculativo intellectu continebat omnes scientias speculativas rerum omnium quae naturaliter sciri ab homine possunt, ut Metaphysicam, Physiologiam, omnesque disciplinas Mathematicas. In intellectu practico circa ea quae agenda sunt homini tam privatim quam publice, exquisitissimam habebat prudentiam, artium quoque eas quae usum habent ingenuum ac liberalem et honestam oblectationem, ut est Agricultura, Musica, Architectura, ars pingendi ac fingendi. In voluntate duo erant habitus: unus erga Deum, scilicet religionis, quae Deo ut supremo omnium rerum principio et fini naturali cultum honoremque tam interiori veneratione animi quam externis ritibus et ceremoniis adhibet; alter erga proximum, iustitiae, quae in distributivam et commutativam dividitur.
...should perfect powers distinct not only in number and species, but even in genus? especially since habits are distinguished by acts, and acts by objects. For in which power, I pray, would that one habit of original justice have been? If in the intellect, how would it have perfected the will? And although it had been in both faculties, how nevertheless could it have made the powers of the sentient soul ready and perfect for acting suitably to the judgment and command of reason? Original justice, therefore, was not one habit, but contained all the habits which are needful for completing the integrity and uprightness of man and of all his faculties. And so in the speculative intellect it contained all the speculative sciences of all things that can naturally be known by man, such as Metaphysics, Physiology, and all the Mathematical disciplines. In the practical intellect, concerning the things to be done by man both privately and publicly, it had the most exquisite prudence; and also those of the arts that have an honorable and liberal use and an honest delight, such as Agriculture, Music, Architecture, the art of painting and sculpting. In the will there were two habits: one toward God, namely of religion, which renders to God, as the supreme principle and natural end of all things, worship and honor, both by the inner veneration of the soul and by external rites and ceremonies; the other toward the neighbor, of justice, which is divided into distributive and commutative.7



Quaeri posset hoc loco, utrum fuit tertius aliquis habitus in voluntate, videlicet charitatis naturalis vel moralis, qua Deus ut finis ultimus et naturalis super omnia diligeretur ab homine: sed non videtur istiusmodi habitu fuisse tunc opus, cum enim in statu innocentiae voluntas esset recta, sua sponte, quasi pondere et naturali quodam impetu ferebatur ad diligendum Deum super omnia, ut ad finem suum ultimum: quantum enim erat unumquodque naturaliter amabile, tantum a voluntate recta naturaliter amabatur: nec impetus ille voluntatis ab inferiori appetitu vel minimum impediebatur aut retardabatur.
It could be asked in this place whether there was some third habit in the will, namely of natural or moral charity, by which God, as the ultimate and natural end, would be loved by man above all things: but there does not seem to have been need of a habit of this sort then, for since in the state of innocence the will was upright, of its own accord, as by a weight and a certain natural impulse, it was borne to love God above all things, as toward its ultimate end: for as much as each thing was naturally lovable, so much was it naturally loved by the upright will; nor was that impulse of the will in the least impeded or delayed by the lower appetite.8



In appetitu vero sensitivo, qui duplex est, irascibilis et concupiscibilis, erant virtutes morales quibus illi domantur et rationi obedientes efficiuntur: temperantiam dico et fortitudinem. Non enim assentior Durando, qui in secundo sententiarum, distinct. 29, negat opus fuisse istis virtutibus ad perficiendum appetitum sensitivum, propterea quod perfectionem eius appetitus praestabat iustitia originalis. Praestabat sane: verum non per se sola; quomodo enim, ut paulo supra diximus, unus habitus tot tamque diversas facultates hominis formaliter, ut in scholis loquimur, perficere potuisset? Ergo perfectionem appetitus sensitivi praestabat quidem iustitia originalis, sed per habitus temperantiae et fortitudinis, qui sunt proprie habitus et perfectiones eius appetitus. Naturale enim est ut potentiae perfi-...
But in the sensitive appetite, which is twofold, the irascible and the concupiscible, there were the moral virtues by which they are tamed and made obedient to reason: I mean temperance and fortitude. For I do not assent to Durandus, who in the second book of the Sentences, distinction 29, denies that there was need of these virtues for perfecting the sensitive appetite, because original justice furnished the perfection of that appetite. It furnished it indeed: but not by itself alone; for how, as we said a little above, could one habit formally (as we speak in the schools) perfect so many and so diverse faculties of man? Therefore original justice did indeed furnish the perfection of the sensitive appetite, but through the habits of temperance and fortitude, which are properly the habits and perfections of that appetite. For it is natural that the powers be perfec-[ted]...9



...perficiantur per suos habitus: et hic est modus naturalis quo potentiae singulae perficiantur, ut idoneae sint ad obeundas, uti oportet, functiones suas. Praedictos autem omnes habitus iustitia originalis continebat in gradu perfectissimo et, ut vocant, heroico.
...be perfected through their own habits: and this is the natural mode by which the individual powers are perfected, so that they may be fit to perform, as is fitting, their functions. And all the aforesaid habits original justice contained in the most perfect and, as they call it, heroic degree.10



Illud quaesitu explicatuque dignum videtur, utrum in statu innocentiae appetitus sensitivus ita subiectus esset rationi ut nunquam contra praescriptum eius insurgeret, id est, nec praecurrendo eius iudicium nec imperio eiusdem repugnando, sed sic esset in potestate rationis ut non nisi quando et quatenus ipsa vellet commoneretur; an potius ratio quidem prompte et cum delectatione ferretur in bonum et honestum, omneque honestati contrarium refugeret, appetitus autem inferior ita moveretur ut suapte vi et naturali propensione aptus est moveri in suum obiectum, sed quia ratio esset valentior ac potentior, contineret ipsum in officio et intra terminos ei praescriptos coerceret, quod, licet fieri non posset sine aliqua tristitia appetitus sensitivi, fieret tamen circa tristitiam aliquam, quin etiam magna cum delectatione rationis.
This seems worthy of inquiry and explanation: whether in the state of innocence the sensitive appetite was so subject to reason that it never rose against its prescription—that is, neither by forestalling its judgment nor by resisting its command—but was so in the power of reason that it was stirred only when and so far as reason itself willed; or rather whether reason indeed was borne promptly and with delight to the good and honorable, and shunned everything contrary to honor, while the lower appetite was moved as by its own force and natural propensity it is apt to be moved toward its object, but because reason was stronger and more powerful, it would contain it in its duty and coerce it within the bounds prescribed to it—which, although it could not happen without some sadness of the sensitive appetite, would nevertheless happen amid some sadness, yet with great delight of reason.11



Quoniam vero cum operatur homo secundum rationem, tunc dicitur simpliciter operari; cum autem secundum sensum operatur, retinente repugnanteque rationi voluntate, tunc non dicitur homo operari nisi secundum quid: quapropter ad Romanos 7 Paulus ait, Non ego operor illud, sed quod habitat in me peccatum: idcirco in statu innocentiae, licet homo aliquando operaretur bonum cum aliqua sensus tristitia, quia tamen semper operatus fuisset cum delectatione rationis, vere dici potest hominem in eo statu semper cum gaudio et voluptate bene acturum.
But since, when man works according to reason, he is then said to work simply; but when he works according to sense, while the will holds back and resists reason, then man is not said to work except in a certain respect: wherefore, in Romans 7, Paul says, ‘It is not I that work it, but the sin that dwelleth in me’: therefore in the state of innocence, although man might sometimes work good with some sadness of sense, yet because he would always have worked with delight of reason, it can truly be said that man in that state would always have acted well with joy and pleasure.12



Hanc quaestionem tangens Scotus 2. sententiarum, distinct. 29, q. unica, in dubio relinquit quidnam sentiendum sit, neutram in partem aliquid ex suo sensu decernens. Libet hoc loco verba Scoti adscribere. Sic autem ait: Potest dici ergo quod, si originalis iustitia habuit illum effectum, facere scilicet perfectam tranquillitatem in anima quantum ad omnes potentias, ita quod natura inferior non inclinaretur contra iudicium superioris; aut, si inclinaretur quantum ex se, posset tamen a superiori regulari et ordinari sine difficultate superioris et sine tristitia inferioris: cum hoc non habuerit potentia facta in puris naturalibus, necesse est ipsam ponere donum supernaturale, quod sit ista tranquillitas perfecta in anima. Post haec autem paulo infra subdit: Sed nunquid ex hoc tollitur omnis rebellio, ut potentia inferior delectabiliter se retrahat a suo delectabili proprio? Respondeo: si voluntas abstinet delectabiliter a condelectando potentiae inferiori, totus homo delectabiliter abstinet a delectabili appetitus sensitivi inferioris; non autem totus homo cum tristitia abstinet, si vis illa inferior abstinet cum tristitia: hoc enim convenit homini simpliciter, quod ei convenit secundum potentiam superiorem, nec propter hoc ab eo negatur, etsi non conveniat ei secundum potentiam inferiorem. Denique his paulo post adiungit: Nec forte necesse est ponere quod nullus sensus appetitus potuit tunc tristari: potuit enim visus...
Touching this question, Scotus in the second book of the Sentences, distinction 29, the single question, leaves it in doubt what is to be thought, deciding nothing from his own judgment on either side. It is fitting here to set down Scotus's words. He says thus: ‘It can be said, then, that if original justice had that effect, namely to make perfect tranquillity in the soul as regards all the powers, so that the lower nature was not inclined against the judgment of the higher; or, if it were inclined of itself, it could nevertheless be regulated and ordered by the higher without difficulty of the higher and without sadness of the lower: since a power made in pure naturals would not have this, it is necessary to posit it [as] a supernatural gift, which is this perfect tranquillity in the soul.’ And then a little below he adds: ‘But is all rebellion thereby removed, so that the lower power delightfully withdraws from its own delectable [object]? I answer: if the will abstains delightfully from co-delighting with the lower power, the whole man delightfully abstains from the delectable of the lower sensitive appetite; but the whole man does not abstain with sadness, even if that lower power abstains with sadness: for that belongs to a man simply which belongs to him according to the higher power, nor is it on this account denied of him, even if it does not belong to him according to the lower power.’ Finally he adds a little after: ‘Nor perhaps is it necessary to posit that no sense-appetite could then be saddened: for sight could...’13



...visus tunc videre turpe visibile, et auditus audire turpe audibile, et utrumque potuit ostendere appetitum sensitivum, sicut et conveniens sensibile delectare. Sed voluntas tunc bene usa fuisset istis tristitiis et delectabilibus appetituum inferiorum: ita quod non constristata fuisset immoderate ab appetitibus inferioribus, sicut bene usa fuisset delectabilibus eorum, non immoderate condelectando. Haec Scotus.
...sight could then see a base visible thing, and hearing hear a base audible thing, and each could exhibit [it to] the sensitive appetite, just as a suitable sensible thing also delights it. But the will would then have used well those sadnesses and delights of the lower appetites: so that it would not have been immoderately saddened by the lower appetites, just as it would have used well their delights, not co-delighting immoderately. Thus Scotus.14



At enimvero longe credibilius est, quin etiam pro certo haberi debet, in illo statu iustitiae originalis ita fuisse motus appetitus sensitivi subiectos rationi, ut nunquam aut contra aut etiam praeter eius mandatum, id est, nec repugnando nec praecurrendo, concitarentur: alioqui nullum fuisset discrimen inter statum innocentiae et naturae integrae, ac inter statum naturae lapsae per Christi tamen gratiam reparatae. Paulus sane ad Rom. 7 rebellionem carnis adversus spiritum ex peccato esse natam perspicuis verbis docet: ex quo etiam et ipsa concupiscentia carnis nominatur peccatum.
But indeed it is far more credible, nay rather it ought to be held as certain, that in that state of original justice the motions of the sensitive appetite were so subject to reason that they were never stirred either against or even beyond its command—that is, neither by resisting nor by forestalling [it]: otherwise there would have been no difference between the state of innocence and integral nature, and the state of fallen nature repaired nevertheless through the grace of Christ. Paul indeed, in Romans 7, teaches in clear words that the rebellion of the flesh against the spirit was born from sin: whence also the very concupiscence of the flesh is called sin.15



Augustinus quidem certe libro de Correptione et gratia, cap. 10 et 11, tradit in illo statu fore ut caro nunquam concupisceret adversus spiritum, sed eius ductum imperiumque perpetuo sequeretur. Et in lib. 14 de Civitate Dei cap. 10: Erat tunc, inquit, devitatio tranquilla peccati, qua manente nullum omnino aliunde malum quod contristaret irruebat. Sed apertius hoc ille declarat in cap. 19 eiusdem libri: Motus, inquit, appetitus ante peccatum, in Paradiso vitiosi non erant. Non enim contra rectam voluntatem ad aliquid movebantur, unde necesse esset eos ratione tanquam frenis regentibus abstinere. Nam quod nunc ita moventur, et ab eis qui temperate et iuste et pie vivunt, alias facilius alias difficilius, tamen cohibendo et refraenando modificatur, non est utique sanitas ex natura, sed languor ex culpa. Sic Augustinus.
Augustine indeed, in the book On Reproof and Grace, chapters 10 and 11, hands down that in that state the flesh would never lust against the spirit, but would perpetually follow its leading and command. And in book 14 of the City of God, chapter 10: ‘There was then,’ he says, ‘a tranquil avoidance of sin, which remaining, no evil at all rushed in from any source that could sadden.’ But more openly he declares this in chapter 19 of the same book: ‘The motions of appetite before sin,’ he says, ‘in Paradise were not vicious. For they were not moved against the right will toward anything, whence it would be necessary to restrain them by reason as by governing reins. For that they are now so moved, and are modified by those who live temperately and justly and piously—now more easily, now more hardly—by restraining and bridling, is certainly not health from nature, but languor from fault.’ Thus Augustine.16



Verum, qui fieri poterat, inquit supradicto loco Scotus, ut in illo statu voluntas rationalis, cum naturaliter coniuncta sit appetitui sensitivo, non alliceretur et afficeretur eius delectationibus, et ab illis se ipsam abstineret sine ulla difficultate aut molestia? Respondet Scotus id propterea accidisse, quia voluntas longe maiori delectatione detinebatur circa obiectum suum quam erat delectatio sensibilis: delectabilius enim erat illi ultimo suo fini et his quae ad finem illum ordinantur adhaerere, quam oblectamentis sensuum perfrui. Sed quomodo appetitus sensitivus abstinebat se ab obiecto suo delectabili etiam sine tristitia, iucunde sequens praescriptum et deductum rationis? Respondet eodem loco Scotus, ad id opus fuisse singularibus quibusdam Dei donis, quibus ita afficeretur et perficeretur appetitus sensitivus, ut delectabilius esset sequi rationis imperium quam contra ductum eius reniti, inhaerendo propriis voluptatibus et oblectamentis. Quanquam, ut mox dicemus, nec id satis erat: sed in primis hoc efficiebat singularis Dei assistentia, cura, et providentia ita continentis, regentis, et moderantis appetitum sensitivum, ut nunquam sineret eum ad aliquid quod esset contra...
But how could it come about, says Scotus in the aforesaid place, that in that state the rational will, since it is naturally joined to the sensitive appetite, would not be allured and affected by its delights, and would abstain from them without any difficulty or trouble? Scotus answers that this happened because the will was held by a far greater delight about its own object than was the sensible delight: for it was more delightful to it to cling to its ultimate end and to the things that are ordered to that end, than to enjoy the pleasures of the senses. But how did the sensitive appetite abstain from its delectable object even without sadness, pleasantly following the prescription and conduct of reason? Scotus answers in the same place that for this there was need of certain singular gifts of God, by which the sensitive appetite was so affected and perfected that it was more delightful to follow the command of reason than to strive against its leading by clinging to its own pleasures and delights. Although, as we shall soon say, even this was not enough: but chiefly the singular assistance, care, and providence of God brought this about, so containing, ruling, and moderating the sensitive appetite that it never allowed it [to move] toward anything that was against...17



...vel praeter rationis iudicium et imperium incitari. Illud quoque in quaestionem vocari posset, utrum in statu innocentiae futuri essent in homine motus illi appetitus sensitivi, quos vulgo appellamus passiones, Latini vel morbos, vel perturbationes, vel affectus nominant, ut sunt desiderium, gaudium, metus, tristitia. Sicut enim corpus hominis in eo statu fuisset impassibile, ita futurus videtur fuisse animus ab huiusmodi passionibus vacuus et plane impassibilis. Hanc quaestionem tractat Augustinus libro 14 de Civitate Dei, capite 9 et 10, et S. Thomas in prima parte, quaestio. 95, artic. 2. Verum facilis est huius quaestionis explicatio. Passionum enim appetitus aliae respiciunt bonum, vel absens et parabile, ut desiderium et spes; vel iam partum et praesens, ut gaudium et laetitia; vel indifferenter ipsum bonum, ut amor: et huiusmodi passiones fuissent in homine: sunt enim motus naturales humani animi, et ad animi oblectationem et laetitiam pertinent.
...or to be stirred beyond the judgment and command of reason. This too could be called into question: whether in the state of innocence there would have been in man those motions of the sensitive appetite which we commonly call ‘passions,’ and which the Latins name either ‘diseases,’ or ‘disturbances,’ or ‘affections’—such as desire, joy, fear, sadness. For just as the body of man in that state would have been impassible, so the soul seems likely to have been empty of passions of this sort and plainly impassible. This question Augustine treats in book 14 of the City of God, chapters 9 and 10, and St. Thomas in the first part, question 95, article 2. But the explanation of this question is easy. For of the passions of the appetite, some regard a good—either absent and obtainable, such as desire and hope; or now obtained and present, such as joy and gladness; or the good indifferently, such as love: and passions of this sort would have been in man, for they are natural motions of the human soul, and pertain to the soul's delight and gladness.18



Sed enim, multo aliter tunc erant in homine quam nunc sunt in nobis: erant enim rationis arbitratu et imperio penitus modificatae ac determinatae, erantque in potestate rationis tripliciter, videlicet quantum ad earum excitationem et inchoationem, quantum ad continuationem et durationem, denique quantum ad contentionem et remissionem. Fuissent igitur homini tunc non modo nulli molestiae aut impedimento, sed magno etiam adiumento et oblectamento. Aliae passiones spectant malum, vel absens et impendens, ut timor, vel iam praesens, ut tristitia et dolor. Hisce passionibus caruit Adam ante peccatum, et nisi peccasset ipse, omnes eius posteri caruissent. Istiusmodi enim passiones adiunctam habent poenam et molestiam, quae in illum statum innocentiae tranquillissimum et felicissimum, et ab omnibus tam corporis quam animi malis remotissimum, competere non poterant.
But indeed they were then far otherwise in man than they now are in us: for they were thoroughly modified and determined by the choice and command of reason, and were in the power of reason in three ways, namely as regards their excitation and beginning, as regards their continuation and duration, and finally as regards their intensity and remission. They would therefore have been to man then not only no trouble or impediment, but also a great help and delight. Other passions regard an evil—either absent and impending, such as fear; or now present, such as sadness and pain. Of these passions Adam was free before sin, and had he not sinned, all his descendants would have been free. For passions of this kind have an adjoined penalty and trouble, which could not befit that state of innocence, most tranquil and most happy, and most remote from all evils both of body and of soul.19



Sed obiiciet aliquis non ignorasse Adamum se in peccatum labi, ob idque tot tantisque bonis quibus ornatus a Deo fuerat orbari posse: fieri igitur non potuit quin casum et lapsum suum et tantorum bonorum amissionem timeret: praesertim cum supra dictum sit ruinam Angelorum ei fuisse divinitus indicatam, quae non potuit non ei magnum similis casus et lapsus metum ac pavorem iniicere. At hoc facile solvitur: metus enim qui hominem angit et cruciat non est nisi mali impendentis et quod difficulter vitari possit, et ad quod multa sint quae hominem urgeant et quasi impellant. At in statu innocentiae nullum malum impendebat Adamo nisi peccaret ipse: peccatum autem omne maxima facilitate vitare poterat, cum nihil aut interius aut exterius incitaret eum ad peccandum; nulla igitur ratio suberat timendi: timendi inquam cum molestia et angore animi.
But someone will object that Adam was not ignorant that he could slip into sin, and on that account be deprived of so many and so great goods with which he had been adorned by God: it could not be, therefore, but that he should fear his fall and slip and the loss of such goods—especially since it was said above that the ruin of the Angels was divinely shown to him, which could not but cast into him a great fear and dread of a like fall and slip. But this is easily solved: for the fear that distresses and torments a man is only of an impending evil, and one that can be avoided only with difficulty, and toward which there are many things that urge and as it were impel the man. But in the state of innocence no evil impended over Adam unless he himself should sin; and he could avoid every sin with the greatest ease, since nothing either within or without incited him to sin: there was therefore no reason for fearing—for fearing, I say, with trouble and anguish of soul.20



Verum talis tantaque omnium motuum appetitus sensitivi sub rationis imperium potestatemque subiectio non efficiebatur a solis habiti-...
But such and so great a subjection of all the motions of the sensitive appetite under the command and power of reason was not effected by the habits alone...21



...habitibus appetitum inferiorem aut etiam superiorem perficientibus, sed maxima ex parte proficiscebatur e singulari assistentia Dei, et providentia atque cura quam is gerebat hominis in eo statu constituti, non sinens eius vel animo vel corpori quicquam contingere quod eius tranquillitatem et felicitatem perturbare aut inquinare posset. Illa vero Dei assistentia, licet maxime singularis et admirabilis esset, erat tamen in eo statu ordinaria atque valde conveniens.
...by the habits perfecting the lower or even the higher appetite, but for the greatest part proceeded from the singular assistance of God, and the providence and care which he had for man constituted in that state, not allowing anything to befall his soul or body that could disturb or defile his tranquillity and happiness. And that assistance of God, although it was most singular and admirable, was nevertheless in that state ordinary and most fitting.22



Ea vero assistentia Dei sex magna homini bona praestabat. Primo, servabat intellectum ne is deciperetur circa singularia et futura contingentia, quae humana ratione et solertia certo cognosci non possunt. Tum, continebat voluntatem ne eligeret actus inordinatos, cuiusmodi est verbum ociosum, vel mendacium iocosum aut officiosum, vel risus intempestivus aut supervacaneus, quae vocantur a Theologis peccata venialia ex genere: supra enim ostensum est, in statu innocentiae nullum ab homine veniale peccatum admitti potuisse. Deinde, arcebat a phantasia hominis omnia quae eam confundere, perturbare, et contaminare potuissent: scilicet coercens potentiam daemonis, ne visa obscoena vel tristia ei ingereret. Ad haec, cohibebat appetitum sensitivum ne ante iudicium rationis ad aliquid appetendum vel fugiendum commoveretur, etiam praesente obiecto admodum delectabili et ad illiciendum appetitum acerrimo. Praeterea, servabat corpus non solum a rebus mortiferis, sed etiam ab omnibus quae ei noxia et molesta possent accidere. Denique, expleto tempore quod homini Deus ad vivendum in terris praefiniisset, transtulisset eum in coelestem patriam, animali et terrena vita in spiritualem et divinam commutata, qualem videlicet post resurrectionem mortuorum victuros nos esse speramus.
And that assistance of God furnished man with six great goods. First, it preserved the intellect lest it be deceived concerning singulars and future contingents, which cannot be known with certainty by human reason and skill. Then, it contained the will lest it choose disordered acts, of which kind is an idle word, or a jocose or officious lie, or untimely or superfluous laughter, which are called by the Theologians venial sins by their kind: for it was shown above that in the state of innocence no venial sin could be admitted by man. Next, it kept away from man's imagination all things that could confuse, disturb, and contaminate it: namely, coercing the power of the demon, lest he obtrude obscene or sad sights upon it. Besides, it restrained the sensitive appetite lest it be moved, before the judgment of reason, to desiring or fleeing anything, even with a most delectable object present and most keen to allure the appetite. Moreover, it preserved the body not only from deadly things, but also from all things that could befall it as harmful and troublesome. Finally, when the time was completed which God had appointed for man to live on earth, it would have translated him to the heavenly fatherland, his animal and earthly life being changed into a spiritual and divine one—such, namely, as we hope we shall live after the resurrection of the dead.23



Sed cur appellata est iustitia originalis? Appellatur iustitia, non illa quae est una et quidem princeps virtutum cardinalium, suam in voluntate hominis sedem habens; nec illa iustitia qua iustificamur remissis peccatis Deoque nobiscum reconciliato, cuius frequens usus est apud Paulum: haec enim perficit hominem in ordine ad actus supernaturales et ad finem supernaturalem. Hoc igitur donum Dei appellatur iustitia, quasi naturalis perfectio totius hominis omniumque facultatum eius, optimaque dispositio et affectio omnium animae potentiarum, et inter se et in ordine ad suos cuiusque actus, per quam scilicet dicitur Deus fecisse hominem rectum. Originalis porro nominatur, quod eam ab origine sua habuisset homo, et quod per originalem generationem ex Adamo transfundenda erat in eius posteros, non quidem potestate seminis aut ullius causae naturalis, sed proxime a Deo, non aliter quam ipsa rationalis anima. Huiusmodi autem iustitia originali non eguit Angelus: quippe qui simplex natura est, nec diversis ex partibus aut etiam contrariis appetitibus concretus, quemadmodum homo est. Si quis vero ex nobis quaerat, utrum iustitia originalis fuerit do-...
But why was it called ‘original justice’? It is called ‘justice,’ not that one which is single and indeed the chief of the cardinal virtues, having its seat in the will of man; nor that justice by which we are justified, our sins being remitted and God reconciled to us, whose use is frequent in Paul: for this perfects man in order to supernatural acts and to a supernatural end. This gift of God, therefore, is called ‘justice’ as it were the natural perfection of the whole man and of all his faculties, and the best disposition and affection of all the powers of the soul, both among themselves and in order to the acts of each—by which, namely, God is said to have ‘made man upright.’ And it is named ‘original’ because man would have had it from his origin, and because it was to be transfused through original generation from Adam into his descendants—not indeed by the power of the seed or of any natural cause, but immediately from God, no otherwise than the rational soul itself. But of such original justice the Angel had no need: inasmuch as he is of a simple nature, not compounded of diverse, or even contrary, appetites, as man is. But if anyone of us should ask whether original justice was a gi-[ft]...24



...num supernaturale an naturale: respondebimus, simpliciter et absolute donum fuisse supernaturale. Nam nec ex causis ullis naturalibus efficiebatur, nec erat naturaliter homini debitum, nec nisi coniunctum cum dono supernaturalis gratiae in homine esse poterat: et gratuito donabatur a Deo, et habebat adiuncta privilegia quaedam extraordinaria et supernaturalia. Potest tamen aliqua ratione, et ut vocant secundum quid, appellari naturale donum: quia proprie ac per se non perficiebat hominem in ordine ad finem supernaturalem, neque ad actus supernaturales, sed supplebat defectus naturae, et naturalem duntaxat homini integritatem, rectitudinem, et perfectionem praestabat.
...a supernatural or a natural [gift]: we shall answer that simply and absolutely it was a supernatural gift. For it was effected by no natural causes, nor was it naturally owed to man, nor could it be in man except joined with the gift of supernatural grace: and it was freely given by God, and had adjoined to it certain extraordinary and supernatural privileges. Yet in some respect, and (as they say) ‘in a certain respect,’ it can be called a natural gift: because properly and of itself it did not perfect man in order to a supernatural end, nor to supernatural acts, but supplied the defects of nature, and furnished man only with natural integrity, uprightness, and perfection.25



Translator’s notes
	Question divider opening the first question of the disputation on original justice. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Opinio Henrici' (the opinion of Henry [of Ghent]). Q1 opens with Henry of Ghent (Quodlibet 6 q.11): original justice = a natural uprightness given to the will to dominate the sensitive appetite; its opposite is the 'curvitas'/proneness to evil (the bent-rod image). He argues this natural rectitude is distinct from any supernatural one—since the Fall both despoiled man of gratuitous gifts AND wounded his naturals. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Scotus refellit Henricum' (Scotus refutes Henry). Scotus (Sent. II d.29 q. unica) refutes Henry with two arguments: (1) on Henry's view a will lacking that rectitude could not sin—absurd, since a free will created without it could still sin without that being the privation of a natural rectitude; (2) since all sins (not just the first) are formally sins opposed to it... Continues to next page (catchword 'tertium'). Colophon at foot: 'Comm. in Gen. Tom. 1.' with signature 'CCC'. ↩
	Completes Scotus's refutation of Henry of Ghent (from p.569 catchword 'tertium'): the second/third sin would also have to corrupt that rectitude (impossible, since the first sin removed it); and the appetite's 'rebellion' against reason would equally exist in pure naturals, so it is not the privation of a natural rectitude. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Solutio argumentorum Henrici' (the solution of Henry's arguments). Pererius answers Henry: man is 'wounded in his naturals' because, with original justice (which perfected the natural powers) lost, that perfection perished too. A man in pure naturals would not equal one with original sin: the latter is a 'debtor' of the justice received in Adam (hence guilty); the loss of the vision of God is for one a penalty, for the other a mere negation. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Quid fuerit iustitia originalis: et an fuerit unus habitus' (what original justice was, and whether it was a single habit). Pererius's own view (Henry rejected): original justice was not one habit but an 'absolute combination and comprehension of all the habits' perfecting man in every power—it could not be a single habit, given the diversity of the soul's faculties. Continues to next page (catchword 'potentiis'). ↩
	Why original justice cannot be one habit (it would have to perfect powers distinct in number, species, even genus). It contained all the habits: in the speculative intellect, all the sciences (Metaphysics, natural philosophy, mathematics); in the practical intellect, prudence and the liberal arts (agriculture, music, architecture, painting/sculpture); in the will, two—religion (toward God) and justice (toward neighbor: distributive and commutative). ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'An voluntas hominis in statu innocentiae habuisset habitum charitatis naturalis erga Deum, ut ultimum finem naturalem' (whether man's will in innocence had a habit of natural charity toward God as the ultimate natural end). A possible third habit of the will (natural charity)—but no such habit was needed, since the upright will was carried by a natural 'weight' to love God above all. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Refellitur Durandus, negans in appetitu sensitivo fuisse opus propriis virtutibus, sed unam satis fuisse iustitiam originalem' (Durandus is refuted, who denied the sensitive appetite needed its own virtues, [holding] original justice alone sufficed). In the sensitive appetite (irascible/concupiscible) were temperance and fortitude. Against Durandus (Sent. II d.29): original justice furnished the appetite's perfection, but through these proper virtue-habits, not by itself alone. Continues to next page (catchword 'perficiantur'). ↩
	Completes the point (from p.571): powers are perfected through their own habits; original justice contained all these habits in the most perfect ('heroic') degree. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Vtrum in statu innocentiae appetitus sensitivus, licet nunquam adversus rationem praevaleret, nonnunquam tamen adversus eam insurgeret' (whether in innocence the sensitive appetite, though never prevailing against reason, sometimes nonetheless rose against it). The question stated two ways: was the appetite so subject it never rose, or did reason (being stronger) restrain it—not without some sadness of sense, but with great delight of reason? ↩
	Distinction: man working 'according to reason' works 'simply'; working 'according to sense' (the will resisting) only 'in a certain respect'. Romans 7:17/20 ('It is not I that work it, but the sin that dwelleth in me'). So in innocence, even good done with some sadness of sense was always done with the delight of reason. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Opinio Scoti' (the opinion of Scotus). Scotus (Sent. II d.29 q. unica) leaves the question undecided, quoted at length: original justice made 'perfect tranquillity' (a supernatural gift) in the soul; whether 'all rebellion' is removed; what belongs to the whole man is what belongs to him by the higher power; and perhaps the sense-appetite could still be saddened. Quote continues onto next page (catchword 'visus'). ↩
	Conclusion of the Scotus quotation (Sent. II d.29 q. unica): in innocence the senses could perceive base objects affecting the sensitive appetite, but the will would have used well both the sadnesses and the delights of the lower appetites, immoderate in neither. Ends 'Haec Scotus.' ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Vera sententia' (the true opinion). Pererius's own (against Scotus's hesitation): far more credible—indeed certain—that in original justice the sensitive appetite's motions never rose against or beyond reason's command; else innocence would not differ from grace-repaired fallen nature. Romans 7: the flesh's rebellion was born of sin (hence concupiscence is 'called sin'). ↩
	Augustine, De Correptione et gratia 10-11 (the flesh would never lust against the spirit) and De Civitate Dei 14.10 and 14.19 ('the motions of appetite before sin in Paradise were not vicious... not health from nature but languor from fault'). Ends 'Sic Augustinus.' ↩
	Two questions of Scotus with his answers: (1) why the rational will was not allured by the appetite's delights—because it was held by a far greater delight in its own ultimate end; (2) how the sensitive appetite abstained without sadness—by certain singular gifts of God. Pererius adds that even this was not enough: chiefly God's singular assistance and providence governed the appetite. Continues to next page (catchword 'vel'). ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Vtrum in statu innocentiae fuissent passiones in appetitu sensitivo' (whether in innocence there would have been passions in the sensitive appetite). Completes from p.573 (God's providence over the appetite). The passions discussed (Augustine De Civ Dei 14.9-10; Aquinas ST I q.95 a.2): those toward good (desire/hope, joy/gladness, love) would have been present, as natural motions of delight. ↩
	The good-passions in innocence were wholly governed by reason (in their onset, duration, and intensity)—a help, not a trouble. The evil-passions (fear, sadness, pain) Adam lacked before sin, since they carry an adjoined penalty incompatible with the blessed state. ↩
	Marginal glosses: 'Obiectio' and 'Solutio'. Objection: Adam knew he could fall (especially after the angels' ruin was shown him), so he must have feared. Solution: tormenting fear is only of an impending evil hard to avoid; but no evil threatened Adam unless he sinned, and he could avoid sin with the greatest ease—so there was no ground for anguished fear. ↩
	Transition: the appetite's complete subjection to reason was not from the habits alone—but chiefly (next page) from God's singular assistance. Continues to next page (catchword 'habitibus'). ↩
	The appetite's subjection came chiefly from God's singular assistance and providence over man in that state—which, though most singular, was for that state 'ordinary and most fitting.' ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Sex bona praestabat homini in statu innocentiae specialis Dei assistentia' (God's special assistance furnished man six goods in innocence). The six: (1) preserved the intellect from deception about singulars/future contingents; (2) contained the will from venial-by-kind sins (idle word, jocose/officious lie, untimely laughter); (3) kept the imagination from the demon's obscene/sad images; (4) restrained the appetite before reason's judgment; (5) preserved the body from harm; (6) at the appointed time, would translate man to heaven (life changed to spiritual/divine, as after the resurrection). ↩
	Marginal glosses: 'Cur dicta sit iustitia originalis' (why it is called original justice); 'Cur Angelus non eguerit originali iustitia' (why the Angel did not need original justice). Called 'justice' not as the cardinal virtue nor as justifying justice, but as the natural perfection of the whole man (whereby 'God made man upright,' Eccl 7:29). Called 'original' because had from one's origin and transfused (like the rational soul, immediately from God). The angel needed it not, being simple in nature. Continues to next page (catchword 'donum'). ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Vtrum iustitia originalis appellari debeat donum naturale, aut supernaturale' (whether original justice should be called a natural or a supernatural gift). Answer: simply and absolutely supernatural (not from natural causes, not owed, only with grace, freely given, with supernatural privileges); yet 'in a certain respect' natural, since it perfected man only within the bounds of his natural integrity, not toward a supernatural end. ↩




QUESTION II. Where, as in a subject, original justice was
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QUESTION II. Where, as in a subject, original justice was.1
QUAESTIO II. Vbi tanquam in subiecto fuerit iustitia originalis.



Caeterum, illa gravior ducitur quaestio, in qua parte hominis vel facultate tanquam in subiecto esset iustitia originalis. Certum est non fuisse eam in corpore, sed in anima. Verum dubitatur utrum in animae essentia fuerit, an in aliqua eius potentia: et si in potentia fuerit, utrum in aliqua superiori, ut est voluntas et ratio, an in potentiis inferioribus, quae sunt appetitus sensitivi. B. Thomas in prima secundae, quaestione 83, arbitratur iustitiam originalem, ut in subiecto, fuisse in essentia animae rationalis, in qua ipse posuit deinde, quaestione 110 eiusdem partis, gratiam gratum facientem. Hoc ille ad hunc modum argumentatur: Habitus et privatio in eodem subiecto versantur, sed peccatum originale, quod est privatio iustitiae originalis, est ut in subiecto in ipsa hominis natura, quia contrahitur per generationem ipsius naturae: ergo similiter iustitia originalis in eodem erat subiecto: praesertim cum ipsa esset donum naturae, id est, eius rectitudo, absolutio, et perfectio.
Now that weightier question is raised, in what part of man or faculty original justice was, as in a subject. It is certain that it was not in the body, but in the soul. But it is doubted whether it was in the essence of the soul, or in some power of it; and if it was in a power, whether in some higher one, such as the will and reason, or in the lower powers, which are the sensitive appetites. The Blessed Thomas, in the first of the second part, question 83, judges that original justice, as in a subject, was in the essence of the rational soul—in which he afterward placed, in question 110 of the same part, sanctifying grace. He argues in this manner: A habit and its privation are in the same subject; but original sin, which is the privation of original justice, is as in a subject in the very nature of man, because it is contracted through the generation of nature itself: therefore likewise original justice was in the same subject; especially since it was a gift of nature, that is, its uprightness, completion, and perfection.2



Mihi haec opinio non probatur. Nimirum iustitia originalis perficiebat hominem non in ordine ad esse supernaturale vel ad supernaturalem finem, sed secundum conditionem et statum naturalem hominis, et intra naturalis integritatis et perfectionis humanae naturae terminos. Videamus igitur quidnam intra latitudinem et cancellos naturae humanae rectum et perfectum iustitia originalis facere potuerit. Essentia hominis et esse naturale eius non indigebat perfectione aliqua superaddita, sicut nec vitiari aut corrumpi poterat: cum ipsum esse substantiale et naturale hominis sit invariabile atque indivisibile: ergo solum poterat perfici id quod erat capax obliquitatis vel rectitudinis: cuiusmodi erant potentiae et facultates animi in ordine ad actus suos naturales seu morales, qui et vitiosi et recti, ac perfecti esse possunt.
This opinion is not approved by me. For original justice perfected man not in order to supernatural being or to a supernatural end, but according to the natural condition and state of man, and within the bounds of the natural integrity and perfection of human nature. Let us see, then, what within the breadth and bounds of human nature original justice could make upright and perfect. The essence of man and his natural being needed no superadded perfection, just as it could not be vitiated or corrupted: since the substantial and natural being of man is invariable and indivisible: therefore only that could be perfected which was capable of obliquity or uprightness—of which kind were the powers and faculties of the soul in order to their natural or moral acts, which can be both vicious and upright, and perfect.3



...recti ac perfecti esse possunt. Ex his concluditur iustitiam originalem non in essentia animae, sed in eius viribus ac potentiis fuisse. Sed in qua potissimum erat potentia? Quicumque sedem et subiectum gratiae gratum facientis constituunt voluntatem rationalem hominis, in eadem illi voluntate collocant iustitiam originalem. Vide Scotum in distinctione 29 et 31, et ibidem Bonaventuram, atque alios eiusdem sententiae propugnatores. Et id quidem Scotus ita probat: Voluntas habet pro obiecto ipsum finem ultimum, qui est regula omnium actionum humanarum: ergo ex rectitudine voluntatis pendet rectitudo totius hominis; sed iustitia originalis rectitudinis humanae naturae erat perfectrix: ipsam igitur in voluntate, ut in subiecto, fuisse existimandum est.
...can be both upright and perfect. From these it is concluded that original justice was not in the essence of the soul, but in its powers and faculties. But in which power chiefly was it? Whoever constitute the rational will of man as the seat and subject of sanctifying grace place original justice in the same will. See Scotus in distinctions 29 and 31, and there Bonaventure, and others who defend the same opinion. And Scotus proves this thus: The will has for its object the ultimate end itself, which is the rule of all human actions: therefore on the uprightness of the will depends the uprightness of the whole man; but original justice was the perfecter of the uprightness of human nature: it must therefore be thought to have been in the will, as in a subject.4



At nec vera haec est opinio, et infirma est Scoti argumentatio. Etenim rectitudinem voluntatis ordine naturae praecedit rectitudo intellectus, et hanc tamen ipsam praestabat iustitia originalis. Nec sane rectitudo voluntatis efficere potest rectitudinem appetitus sensitivi nisi secundum quid: potest enim facere ut voluntas non eligat quod appetitus concupiscit; sed ut appetitus non antevertat rationis iudicium, ut caro non concupiscat adversus spiritum, quod praestabat iustitia originalis, hoc, inquam, sola voluntatis rectitudo non potest efficere. Durandus supradicto loco putat in appetitu sensitivo, ut in subiecto, fuisse iustitiam originalem. Nam proprius, inquit, iustitiae originalis effectus erat continere appetitum ne contra aut praeter rationem commoveretur, sed eius imperio semper esset obediens: privationis etiam iustitiae originalis effectus fuit rebellio carnis adversus spiritum, et appetitus sensitivi adversus rationem. Verum neque Durandi haec sententia usquequaque vera est. Efficiebat quidem iustitia originalis rectitudinem appetitus sensitivi: verum eius potior ac principalior effectus erat rectitudo superioris partis, id est, voluntatis et rationis, in qua scilicet praecipua rectitudo hominis posita est.
But neither is this opinion true, and the argumentation of Scotus is weak. For the uprightness of the will is preceded, in the order of nature, by the uprightness of the intellect, and this too original justice furnished. Nor indeed can the uprightness of the will effect the uprightness of the sensitive appetite except in a certain respect: for it can bring it about that the will not choose what the appetite craves; but that the appetite not forestall the judgment of reason, that the flesh not lust against the spirit—which original justice furnished—this, I say, the uprightness of the will alone cannot effect. Durandus, in the aforesaid place, thinks that original justice was in the sensitive appetite, as in a subject. ‘For the proper effect of original justice,’ he says, ‘was to contain the appetite lest it be moved against or beyond reason, but be always obedient to its command: and the effect of the privation of original justice too was the rebellion of the flesh against the spirit, and of the sensitive appetite against reason.’ But neither is this opinion of Durandus wholly true. Original justice did indeed effect the uprightness of the sensitive appetite: but its stronger and more principal effect was the uprightness of the superior part, that is, of the will and reason, in which, namely, the chief uprightness of man is placed.5



Quocirca iustitia originalis potius in parte superiori quam inferiori collocanda esset. Sed quia supra docuimus iustitiam originalem non fuisse unum aliquem habitum, sed fuisse comprehensionem omnium habituum quibus totus homo rectus efficitur, et omnes eius potentiae redduntur perfectae circa actus suos vel naturales vel morales: hinc necessario efficitur et evidenter apparet iustitiam originalem non fuisse in una aliqua potentia, sed fuisse in omnibus potentiis animae rationalis, in his nempe potentiis in quibus erant habitus per quos homo secundum statum naturae integer, rectus, et perfectus reddebatur. Restant duae quaestiones tractandae, quibus explicatis finem de originali iustitia disserendi faciemus. Una quaestio est, utrum iustitia originalis fuerit res diversa a gratia gratum faciente et ab ea separabilis: altera quaestio, an primum hominem cum iustitia originali fuisse a Deo creatum, e sacra Scriptura colligi et probari queat.
Wherefore original justice should rather be placed in the superior part than in the inferior. But because we taught above that original justice was not some one habit, but was the comprehension of all the habits by which the whole man is made upright, and all his powers are rendered perfect about their acts, whether natural or moral: hence it necessarily follows and evidently appears that original justice was not in some one power, but was in all the powers of the rational soul—namely, in those powers in which were the habits by which man, according to the state of nature, was rendered whole, upright, and perfect. There remain two questions to be treated, which being explained we shall make an end of discoursing on original justice. One question is whether original justice was a thing distinct from sanctifying grace and separable from it; the other question, whether the fact that the first man was created by God with original justice can be gathered and proved from sacred Scripture.6



Translator’s notes
	Question divider opening the second question of the disputation on original justice (in what part of man it resided). ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'S. Thomas subiectum iustitiae originalis censet fuisse ipsam rationalis animae essentiam' (Aquinas holds the subject of original justice was the essence of the rational soul). Q2 opens: in what part did original justice reside—not the body but the soul; in its essence or a power? Aquinas (ST I-II q.83, with grace placed in the essence at q.110) holds it was in the essence of the rational soul, arguing from the parity of habit and privation (since original sin, its privation, is in human nature). ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Refellitur opinio S. Tho.' (the opinion of St. Thomas is refuted). Pererius rejects Aquinas: original justice perfected man only within natural bounds, not toward the supernatural; but the soul's essence (invariable, indivisible) needs no superadded perfection—only what is capable of obliquity or rectitude (the powers/faculties in their acts) could be perfected. Continues to next page (catchword 'recti'). ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Opinio Scoti, et Bonaventurae' (the opinion of Scotus and Bonaventure). Conclusion: original justice was in the soul's powers, not its essence. In which chiefly? Those placing grace's seat in the will put original justice there too—Scotus (Sent. II d.29, 31), Bonaventure, and others: the will has the ultimate end (the rule of all action) as object, so the whole man's rectitude depends on the will's. ↩
	Marginal glosses: 'Refellitur Scotus' (Scotus is refuted); 'Opinio Durandi' and 'Refellitur Durandus'. Against Scotus: the intellect's rectitude naturally precedes the will's, and the will's rectitude can't effect the appetite's except 'secundum quid.' Durandus (in the sensitive appetite) is also refuted: original justice did rectify the appetite, but its chief effect was the rectitude of the superior part (will/reason). ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Auctoris iudicium de subiecto iustitiae originalis' (the author's judgment on the subject of original justice). Pererius's conclusion: original justice belongs rather to the superior part, but since it was a comprehension of all the habits (not one habit), it was in all the powers of the rational soul. Concludes Q2, and announces the two remaining questions: Q3 (distinct/separable from grace?) and Q4 (Scripture proof of creation with it?). Colophon at foot: 'Comm. in Gen. Tom. 1.' with signature 'DDD'; catchword 'QVAE' heads Q3. ↩




QUESTION III. Whether original justice was a thing distinct from sanctifying grace

LatineEnglish


QUESTION III. Whether original justice was a thing distinct from sanctifying grace.1
QUAESTIO III. Vtrum iustitia originalis res diversa esset a gratia gratum faciente.



Circa hanc quaestionem quatuor esse video inter se discrepantes Theologorum sententias. Scotus, primo libro de Natura et gratia, cap. 5, secundum B. Thomam iustitiam originalem et gratiam gratum facientem unam eandemque rem fuisse arbitratur: id quod ipse argumentatur ex his quae scribit Sanctus Thomas in prima parte, quaestione 95, articulo primo, et quaest. 100, art. 1, ubi censet rectitudinem rationis erga Deum et rectitudinem appetitus sensitivi sub rationis imperium omnino subiecti ex gratia gratum faciente provenisse ac dependisse. Eiusdem quoque rei illud esse non obscurum argumentum, quod B. Thomas in prima secundae, quaest. 83, iustitiam originalem ponit in essentia animae ut in subiecto, in qua nimirum postea, quaestione 110 eiusdem partis, collocat gratiam gratum facientem, quae vim habet sanandi superiorem hominis partem, non autem inferiorem. Formaliter igitur iustitia originalis, secundum B. Thomam, non erat res diversa a gratia gratum faciente.
Concerning this question I see that there are four opinions of the Theologians, discrepant among themselves. Scotus, in the first book On Nature and Grace, chapter 5, holds, following the Blessed Thomas, that original justice and sanctifying grace were one and the same thing: which he argues from what Saint Thomas writes in the first part, question 95, article one, and question 100, article 1, where he judges that the uprightness of reason toward God, and the uprightness of the sensitive appetite wholly subjected under the command of reason, proceeded from and depended on sanctifying grace. And it is no obscure argument of the same thing that the Blessed Thomas, in the first of the second part, question 83, places original justice in the essence of the soul as in a subject—in which, namely, he afterward, in question 110 of the same part, locates sanctifying grace, which has the power of healing the higher part of man, but not the lower. Formally, therefore, original justice, according to the Blessed Thomas, was not a thing distinct from sanctifying grace.2



Putat igitur Scotus non fuisse aliud iustitiam originalem quam ipsam gratiam gratum facientem, maiorem tamen quam est in statu naturae humanae post peccatum: maiorem dico, non intensive, nec quantum ad principalem effectum gratiae, qui est esse gratum Deo et acceptum ad vitam aeternam, sed extensive, quia tunc gratia extendebat se ad perficiendam sanitatem, integritatem, et rectitudinem etiam partis inferioris. Appetitum namque tranquillissime compositum et moderatum, et usquequaque rationi subiectum reddebat. Non placet mihi haec opinio. Etenim gratia gratum faciens perficit hominem in ordine ad finem supernaturalem, non autem in ordine ad finem naturalem, neque ad naturalem integritatem et perfectionem hominis: hoc autem praestabat iustitia originalis. Erant igitur dona diversa, et ad diversos fines et status hominis pertinentia. Et quemadmodum per iustitiam originalem non perficiebatur homo supernaturaliter, quia erat donum naturae ad complendam eius integritatem et perfectionem datum, ita gratia gratum faciens, quia est ordinis supernaturalis et ad supernaturalem statum et finem hominis relata, non habebat vim perficiendi hominem naturaliter et in his quae ad naturae humanae absolutionem pertinent. Cumque possimus animo fingere et cogitatione informare hominem aliquem secundum omnem naturae et potentiarum eius integritatem et rectitudinem naturalem perfectum sine gratia supernaturali gratum faciente (ordo enim naturalis est diversus, nec per se depen-...
Scotus thinks, therefore, that original justice was nothing other than sanctifying grace itself, yet greater than it is in the state of human nature after sin: greater, I say, not intensively, nor as regards the principal effect of grace—which is to be pleasing to God and accepted to eternal life—but extensively, because then grace extended itself to perfecting the health, integrity, and uprightness also of the lower part. For it rendered the appetite most tranquilly composed and moderated, and in every way subject to reason. This opinion does not please me. For sanctifying grace perfects man in order to a supernatural end, but not in order to a natural end, nor to the natural integrity and perfection of man: but this original justice furnished. They were, therefore, distinct gifts, pertaining to distinct ends and states of man. And just as through original justice man was not perfected supernaturally—because it was a gift of nature given to complete its integrity and perfection—so sanctifying grace, because it is of the supernatural order and referred to the supernatural state and end of man, did not have the power of perfecting man naturally and in those things that pertain to the completion of human nature. And since we can fashion in mind and form in thought some man perfect according to all the integrity of his nature and powers and his natural uprightness, without supernatural sanctifying grace (for the natural order is distinct, and does not of itself depen-[d]...3



...dens a supernaturali), consentaneum profecto est rem diversam fuisse iustitiam originalem a gratia gratum faciente, nec repugnare ab ea separari posse. Caietanus, prima parte quaestione nonagesimaquinta, existimat fuisse res diversas iustitiam originalem et gratiam gratum facientem, sed illam tamen non potuisse ab hac separari: idque putat sensisse B. Thomam. Neque enim aliud ipse ait quam gratiam gratum facientem radicem fuisse atque fundamentum iustitiae originalis. Et in prima secundae quaestione centesimanona primis articulis manifeste distinguit statum naturae integrae, scilicet per iustitiam originalem, a statu gratiae gratum facientis, docens in illo statu potuisse hominem facere omne bonum morale, vitare omne peccatum, implere totam legem, et in bono usque ad finem perseverare: non potuisse tamen sine gratia gratum faciente quicquam facere supernaturale aut dignum vita aeterna. Sic Caietanus.
...d on the supernatural), it is assuredly consistent that original justice was a thing distinct from sanctifying grace, and that there is no contradiction in its being able to be separated from it. Cajetan, in the first part, question ninety-five, judges that original justice and sanctifying grace were distinct things, but that the former nevertheless could not be separated from the latter: and he thinks the Blessed Thomas held this. For Thomas says nothing other than that sanctifying grace was the root and foundation of original justice. And in the first of the second part, question one hundred and nine, in the first articles, he manifestly distinguishes the state of integral nature—namely, through original justice—from the state of sanctifying grace, teaching that in that state man could do every moral good, avoid every sin, fulfill the whole law, and persevere in good unto the end: yet that he could not, without sanctifying grace, do anything supernatural or worthy of eternal life. Thus Cajetan.4



Videtur tamen doctrinae S. Thomae congruentior opinio Scoti. Supradictis enim locis non obscure significat B. Thomas rectitudinem partis inferioris respectu superioris, qui erat proprius iustitiae originalis effectus, provenisse ex supernaturali dono gratiae gratum facientis. Nec video equidem, si iustitia originalis ponatur re differens a gratia gratum faciente, cur non ab illa quoque seiungari et dissociari ac separatim existere posset, cum rectitudo naturalis quam una tribuebat homini diversa sit minimeque pendens a rectitudine supernaturali quam largiebatur altera.
Yet the opinion of Scotus seems more congruent with the doctrine of St. Thomas. For in the aforesaid places the Blessed Thomas not obscurely signifies that the uprightness of the lower part with respect to the higher—which was the proper effect of original justice—proceeded from the supernatural gift of sanctifying grace. Nor indeed do I see, if original justice be posited as really differing from sanctifying grace, why it could not also be sundered and dissociated from it, and exist separately, since the natural uprightness which the one bestowed on man is distinct and in no way dependent on the supernatural uprightness which the other granted.5



Tertia sententia est Bonaventurae, libro 2 distinct. 29, Scoti distinct. 32, Tostati in tertium caput Geneseos quaestio. 6 et 7, et Catharini super idem caput, arbitrantium illas duas gratias re diversas fuisse et separabiles invicem, quin etiam vere separatas. Namque putant primum fuisse Adam conditum cum iustitia originali, postea vero superadditam ei fuisse gratiam gratum facientem; et post peccatum Adae omnes iusti habuerunt gratiam gratum facientem, nullus autem iustitiam originalem; quinimo Eva, cum comedit fructum vetitum, haud dubie perdidit gratiam gratum facientem, non tamen iustitiam originalem, priusquam comedit Adam. Cuius rei illud putant signum et argumentum manifestum esse, quod Eva non erubuit de sua nuditate, nec sensit rebellionem carnis sicut post esum Adam. Existimat porro Catharinus inter Deum et Adamum hoc intercessisse pactum, ut per solam Adami obedientiam vel inobedientiam donum illud iustitiae originalis vel conservaretur vel amitteretur: itaque si sola Eva comedisset fructum vetitum, nec Adamo nec posteris utriusque ad iustitiae originalis amissionem offuisset; neque donum illud amittendum erat ob aliud ullum peccatum quam propter esum fructus interdicti, de quo Deus dixit: In quocumque die comederis ex eo, morte morieris.
The third opinion is that of Bonaventure, in book 2, distinction 29; of Scotus, distinction 32; of Tostatus, on the third chapter of Genesis, questions 6 and 7; and of Catharinus, on the same chapter—who judge that those two graces were really distinct, and separable from each other, indeed even actually separated. For they think that Adam was first founded with original justice, and afterward sanctifying grace was superadded to him; and that after Adam's sin all the just had sanctifying grace, but none original justice; indeed that Eve, when she ate the forbidden fruit, undoubtedly lost sanctifying grace, but not original justice, before Adam ate. Of which they think this is a manifest sign and argument: that Eve did not blush at her nakedness, nor feel the rebellion of the flesh, as [she did] after Adam ate. Catharinus moreover thinks that this pact passed between God and Adam: that by Adam's obedience or disobedience alone that gift of original justice would be either conserved or lost; and so, if Eve alone had eaten the forbidden fruit, it would have harmed neither Adam nor the descendants of either toward the loss of original justice; nor was that gift to be lost on account of any other sin than the eating of the forbidden fruit, of which God said: ‘In whatever day thou shalt eat of it, thou shalt die the death.’6



Verum hanc opinionem, quantum ad duo, falsam esse supra ostendimus, cum probavimus et Adamum fuisse creatum cum gratia gratum fa-...
But this opinion, as to two points, we showed to be false above, when we proved both that Adam was created with sanctifying gra-[ce]...7



...ciente, et omne peccatum mortale plane adversari iustitiae originali: quippe omnia peccata mortalia sunt contra rectitudinem rationis quam potissimum iustitia originalis praestabat homini; et pleraque peccata mortalia sunt contra rectitudinem appetitus sensitivi, qui erat iustitiae originalis effectus. Illud autem argumentum non amissae propter peccatum iustitiae originalis, propterea quod Eva non statim ut ex arbore vetita edit erubuerit nec inordinatum aliquem carnis motum senserit, obtusius profecto est quam auctores isti putant. Caietanus certe ita solvit in prima parte, quaest. 95, art. 1: Ad hoc, inquit, dicendum mihi videtur, propter peccatum Evae ademptam ei fuisse iustitiam originalem, non simpliciter et totaliter, sed quoad aliquid. Simpliciter enim adimenda reservabatur peccato Adae secundum ordinem divinae providentiae: ea ratione, ut donum naturae primo auferretur ei qui erat principium totius naturae, cui donum illud primo ac principaliter tributum fuerat. Nec obstat quod potuisset Adam post peccatum Evae non peccare: quia apud Deum praescientia casus in ratione ordinis fuit. Et hoc satis congruit rationi et proportioni: excisa enim radice, possunt aliquandiu rami vivere; demptoque animali corde, aliquandiu etiam calere et vigere membra cernimus. Sic Caietanus.
...[grace], and that every mortal sin plainly opposes original justice: inasmuch as all mortal sins are against the uprightness of reason which original justice chiefly furnished to man; and most mortal sins are against the uprightness of the sensitive appetite, which was an effect of original justice. But that argument—that original justice was not lost on account of sin, because Eve, as soon as she ate from the forbidden tree, did not blush, nor feel any disordered motion of the flesh—is assuredly more obtuse than those authors think. Cajetan indeed solves it thus, in the first part, question 95, article 1: ‘To this,’ he says, ‘it seems to me to be said, that on account of Eve's sin original justice was taken from her, not simply and totally, but in a certain respect. For its simple removal was reserved to Adam's sin, according to the order of divine providence: in this manner, that the gift of nature should first be taken from him who was the principle of the whole nature, to whom that gift had been first and principally bestowed. Nor does it matter that Adam could, after Eve's sin, not sin: because with God the foreknowledge of the fall was in the order of reason. And this is sufficiently congruent with reason and proportion: for when the root is cut, the branches can live for a while; and, the animal heart removed, we see the members for a while still warm and vigorous.’ Thus Cajetan.8



Addimus nos praeterea Evam perdidisse iustitiam originalem non modo statim post esum illius fructus, sed etiam ante, propter interiorem eius vanitatem, elationem animi atque superbiam: quibus cum vitiis rectitudo iustitiae originalis nullo modo cohaerere poterat. At enim non statim erubuit Eva, inquiunt isti: sed fuit tamen in ea inordinata voluptas in visu, aspiciendo pomum, et in gustatu aviditas immoderata, esum eius concupiscendo: haec autem vitia arguebant animum eius fuisse iam iustitia originali spoliatum atque privatum. Verum hoc non animadvertit Eva: videlicet vel propter antecedentem superbiam iam animo obcaecata, vel quia fortasse omnes iustitiae originalis vel privationis eius effectus non plane perspectos et cognitos habebat.
We add, moreover, that Eve lost original justice not only at once after the eating of that fruit, but even before, on account of her interior vanity, elation of soul, and pride: with which vices the uprightness of original justice could in no way cohere. ‘But Eve did not blush at once,’ these authors say: yet there was in her a disordered pleasure in the sight, looking at the apple, and in the taste an immoderate greed, in craving the eating of it: and these vices proved that her soul was already despoiled and deprived of original justice. But Eve did not notice this: namely, either because she was already blinded in mind by the antecedent pride, or because perhaps she did not have all the effects of original justice, or of its privation, plainly perceived and known.9



Verum urgent nos: Cur igitur, inquiunt, non statim erubuit de sua nuditate, vel cur carnis rebellionem non protinus sensit? Atqui non fuit necessarium ut, amissa iustitia originali, statim exurgerent et foras erumperent omnes privationis eius effectus, sed suo quisque tempore et sua cuique data occasione. Quoniam autem inter esum Evae et Adami breve intercessit tempus, propterea non est mirum illo tam exiguo temporis spatio non sensisse eam inordinatam carnis concupiscentiam, praesertim vero cum tunc Eva ad esum illius fructus vehementer esset intenta, et quemadmodum etiam ad esum eius maritum suum induceret valde cogitabunda et solicita: post esum vero Adae, propter mutuum nudorum corporum conspectum et eximiam utriusque pulchritudinem, statim in utriusque animis et membris libido excitata et inflammata est. Ego quartam sententiam ceteris probabiliorem censeo, iusti-...
But they press us: Why, then, they say, did she not at once blush at her nakedness, or why did she not immediately feel the rebellion of the flesh? But it was not necessary that, original justice being lost, all the effects of its privation should at once arise and burst forth, but each in its own time and on its own given occasion. And since between the eating of Eve and of Adam a brief time intervened, it is therefore no wonder that in so small a space of time she did not feel the disordered concupiscence of the flesh—especially since Eve was then vehemently intent on the eating of that fruit, and, as also she was inducing her husband to eat of it, very thoughtful and anxious: but after the eating of Adam, on account of the mutual sight of their naked bodies and the exceeding beauty of each, at once in the souls and members of both, lust was excited and inflamed. I judge the fourth opinion more probable than the rest, [namely that] orig-[inal justice]...10



...iustitiam originalem re ipsa diversam fuisse a gratia gratum faciente. Et quamvis in illo statu innocentiae neutra potuerit ab alterutra dissociari et disiungi, quod dignitas et excellentia eius status alterutra sublata constare non posset: si tamen ratio iustitiae originalis presse, proprie praeciseque accipiatur, non repugnabat eam esse sine gratia gratum faciente negative, repugnabat tamen esse sine ea privative; hoc est, potuit Adam prius habere solam iustitiam originalem, postea vero gratiam gratum facientem accipere, quemadmodum opinantur qui putant Adam creatum cum iustitia originali et sine gratia gratum faciente. At vero amissa gratia propter peccatum mortale, non potuit manere iustitia originalis: cuius rei hanc esse reor causam, quod propria ratio propriusque effectus iustitiae originalis nec includit necessario nec exigit gratiam gratum facientem, repugnat tamen omnino privationi gratiae quae propter peccatum mortale accidit. Siquidem omne peccatum mortale, ut supra docuimus, iustitiae originali adversabatur. Atque hanc sententiam nostram non alia ratione confirmare attinet, quam qua Scoti et Caietani sententiam paulo supra confutavimus.
...that original justice was in itself a thing distinct from sanctifying grace. And although in that state of innocence neither could be dissociated and disjoined from the other—because the dignity and excellence of that state could not stand if either were removed—yet if the notion of original justice be taken strictly, properly, and precisely, there was no contradiction in its being without sanctifying grace negatively, but there was a contradiction in its being without it privatively; that is, Adam could first have original justice alone, and afterward receive sanctifying grace, as those think who hold that Adam was created with original justice and without sanctifying grace. But indeed, grace being lost on account of mortal sin, original justice could not remain: of which I reckon this to be the cause, that the proper notion and proper effect of original justice neither necessarily includes nor requires sanctifying grace, yet is wholly repugnant to the privation of grace which befalls on account of mortal sin. For every mortal sin, as we taught above, was opposed to original justice. And this our opinion it is fitting to confirm by no other reasoning than that by which we refuted, a little above, the opinion of Scotus and of Cajetan.11



Quanquam autem iustitia originalis simpliciter et absolute potuisset separari a gratia sanctificante, in illo tamen statu innocentiae ex voluntate et decreto Dei separari non poterat. Nimirum Deus voluit et constituit ut felicitatem illius status non haberet nemo sine gratia sanctificante, et ut quicumque gratiam hanc haberet in eo statu nec iustitia originali nec omni felicitate eius status careret. Huius autem divinae voluntatis et decreti illud signum esse, nec obscurum, potest, quod statim ut homo peccavit et gratiam Dei amisit, et iustitia originali spoliatus et omnibus bonis orbatus cunctaque illius status felicitate privatus est. Atque haec Dei voluntas et decretum cum ratione et iustitia maxime congruit: non enim aequum et decens erat ut homo in tanta bonorum omnium affluentia et status felicitate Deo gratus et amicus non esset. Adiice quod directio et ordinatio hominis ad finem supernaturalem potior et principalior est quam ad finem naturalem: non igitur decebat ut primum hominem Deus crearet perfectissimum in ordine ad finem naturalem, in ordine autem ad finem supernaturalem omnino imperfectum.
But although original justice could simply and absolutely have been separated from sanctifying grace, yet in that state of innocence it could not be separated by the will and decree of God. For God willed and established that no one should have the happiness of that state without sanctifying grace, and that whoever had this grace in that state should lack neither original justice nor all the happiness of that state. And there can be this sign—and no obscure one—of this divine will and decree: that as soon as man sinned and lost the grace of God, he was both despoiled of original justice and bereft of all goods and deprived of all the happiness of that state. And this will and decree of God is most congruent with reason and justice: for it was not equitable and fitting that man, in so great an affluence of all goods and happiness of state, should not be pleasing to God and his friend. Add that the direction and ordering of man to the supernatural end is greater and more principal than to the natural end: it was therefore not fitting that God should create the first man most perfect in order to the natural end, but in order to the supernatural end wholly imperfect.12



Patres autem, cum de iustitia originali agunt, loquuntur de statu primi hominis ante peccatum, prout scilicet status ille comprehendebat omnia bona, tam naturalia quam supernaturalia, quibus ornatus Adam creatus est a Deo. Lege Augustinum libro 14 de Civitate Dei, capite 10 et 19. At secundum Patres, praesertim autem secundum Augustinum, nulla est hominis perfectio et rectitudo coram Deo sine gratia eius gratum faciente. Recte enim argumentatur Paulus ad Romanos 4: Si Abraham non ex fide et gratia Dei iustificatus est, habere quidem laudem potuit, sed non coram Deo. Observandum autem est, si post peccatum Evae non peccas-...
But the Fathers, when they treat of original justice, speak of the state of the first man before sin, as, namely, that state comprehended all goods, both natural and supernatural, with which Adam was created adorned by God. Read Augustine, book 14 of the City of God, chapters 10 and 19. But according to the Fathers, and especially according to Augustine, there is no perfection and uprightness of man before God without his sanctifying grace. For Paul rightly argues in Romans 4: if Abraham was not justified by faith and the grace of God, he could indeed have praise, but not before God. But it must be observed, if after Eve's sin [Adam] had not sin-[ned]...13



...set Adam, perdidisset quidem Eva iustitiam originalem, filii autem qui ex ea et Adamo innocente procreati essent, generati essent cum iustitia originali: eius enim vel amissio vel conservatio apud posteros ex solius Adami obedientia vel inobedientia pendebat. Quod si Adam genuisset aliquos filios habens iustitiam originalem, et postea comedens cibum vetitum eam perdidisset: filii eius ante peccatum ex eo progeniti cum iustitia originali fuissent generati; erant enim posteri Adae innocentis, non autem peccatoris. Et quia posteri Adae non fuissent confirmati in gratia, ut supra manifestis rationibus addiximus, etiam si Adam non peccasset, potuissent eius posteri, alii iustitiam originalem habere, alii non habere.
...[if after Eve's sin Adam] had not sinned, Eve indeed would have lost original justice, but the sons who would have been procreated from her and the innocent Adam would have been generated with original justice: for its loss or conservation among his descendants depended on the obedience or disobedience of Adam alone. But if Adam, having original justice, had begotten some sons, and afterward, eating the forbidden food, had lost it: his sons begotten from him before the sin would have been generated with original justice; for they were descendants of innocent Adam, not of the sinner. And because Adam's descendants would not have been confirmed in grace, as we said above by manifest reasons, even if Adam had not sinned, his descendants could—some have original justice, others not have it.14



Dicet aliquis, sic futuram fuisse magnam confusionem et perturbationem humanae societatis, aliis maximis peccatoribus, aliis plane innocentibus: oportuissetque nocentes segregari ab innocentibus, et quidem saepenumero uxores a maritis et filios a parentibus. Verum istiusmodi confusioni et perturbationi occurrisset Deus, prospiciens ne quid inde bonis et innocentibus detrimenti contingeret. Et quemadmodum ferocissima animalia fecisset homini plane subiecta et obedientia, nedum innocua: sic innocentes conversari fuissent innoxie cum peccatoribus. Iniecisset enim illis Deus singularem quendam timorem et reverentiam innocentium hominum, ut eis non modo nocere et adversari non auderent, sed etiam subesse eis et obtemperare vellent.
Someone will say that thus there would have been great confusion and disturbance of human society, some being the greatest sinners, others plainly innocent: and it would have been necessary that the guilty be segregated from the innocent—and indeed often wives from husbands and sons from parents. But God would have met confusion and disturbance of this kind, providing that no detriment thence befall the good and innocent. And just as he would have made the fiercest animals plainly subject and obedient to man, indeed harmless, so the innocent would have conversed harmlessly with sinners. For God would have cast into the [sinners] a certain singular fear and reverence of the innocent men, so that they would not only not dare to harm and oppose them, but would even wish to be subject to them and obey them.15



Sed illud est dubium, si status innocentiae permansisset, et aliqui peccando utramque gratiam amisissent: utrum postea per poenitentiam, sicut recuperassent gratiam sanctificantem, ita recepissent simul et iustitiam originalem. Sed probabile est poenitentibus utramque simul restitutum iri: siquidem amissio iustitiae originalis in perpetuum pendere videbatur ex peccato primi hominis, quod erat in omnes eius posteros transfundendum. Sed dicet aliquis: si iustitia originalis tunc separari non poterat a gratia sanctificante, et habere hominem iustitiam originalem et ipsi et aliis manifestum erat ex conspicuis eius effectibus et signis: ergo notum fuisset cuilibet se esse in gratia Dei. Fuisset profecto id notum quantum ad praesentiam gratiae, sed non quantum ad eius intensionem seu gradus, neque quantum ad futuram eius durationem.
But this is doubtful: if the state of innocence had remained, and some by sinning had lost both graces, whether afterward, through penance, just as they would have recovered sanctifying grace, so they would have received at the same time also original justice. But it is probable that to penitents both would be restored at once: since the perpetual loss of original justice seemed to depend on the sin of the first man, which was to be transfused into all his descendants. But someone will say: if original justice then could not be separated from sanctifying grace, and a man's having original justice was manifest both to himself and to others from its conspicuous effects and signs, then it would be known to each that he was in the grace of God. It would indeed be known as to the presence of grace, but not as to its intensity or degrees, nor as to its future duration.16



Translator’s notes
	Question divider opening the third question of the disputation on original justice (whether it was distinct from, and separable from, sanctifying grace). ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Opinio Scoti. S. Thomas.' Four opinions on Q3. The first (Scotus, De Natura et gratia 1.5, reading Aquinas): original justice and sanctifying grace were one and the same—from Aquinas ST I q.95 a.1 & q.100 a.1 (the rectitude of reason and appetite came from grace) and ST I-II q.83 (original justice in the soul's essence, where grace too is placed at q.110). ↩
	Scotus's view: original justice = grace, but greater 'extensively' (reaching the lower part's health), not 'intensively' or as to grace's principal effect. Pererius rejects it: grace perfects toward the supernatural end, original justice toward the natural—so they are distinct gifts for distinct ends; and a man can be conceived perfect in natural integrity without grace. Continues to next page (catchword 'dependens'). ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Opinio Caietani.' Second opinion (Cajetan, on ST I q.95): original justice and grace were distinct, but the former could not be separated from the latter (grace being its 'root and foundation'). Cajetan (on ST I-II q.109) distinguishes the state of integral nature (all moral good, the whole law) from the state of grace (the supernatural, worthy of eternal life). Completes Pererius's refutation of the first opinion (catchword 'dependens'). ↩
	Pererius notes that Scotus's reading (identity) is actually more congruent with Aquinas's texts (which derive the lower part's rectitude from grace); but if original justice is really distinct from grace, he sees no reason it could not also be separated and exist apart—the natural rectitude being independent of the supernatural. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Tertia sententia Bonaventurae, Scoti, Tostati et Catharini.' Third opinion: the two graces were really distinct AND separable—indeed actually separated. They hold Adam was first created with original justice, grace superadded later; after the Fall the just have grace but not original justice; Eve lost grace (not original justice) at her eating, before Adam ate (sign: she did not blush). Catharinus posits a pact (Gen 2:17): only Adam's disobedience would forfeit the gift. ↩
	Pererius begins refuting the third opinion on two points (the first: that Adam was created with grace—shown above). Continues to next page (catchword 'faciente'). ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'An Eva statim ut comedit fructum vetitum perdiderit iustitiam originalem' (whether Eve lost original justice as soon as she ate the forbidden fruit). Refutation continues: every mortal sin opposes original justice. The third opinion's argument (Eve did not blush at once) is solved by Cajetan (ST I q.95 a.1): Eve's sin took her original justice not simply but 'in a certain respect'; its full removal was reserved to Adam (the principle of the whole nature)—as branches live a while after the root is cut. Ends 'Sic Caietanus.' ↩
	Pererius adds: Eve lost original justice even before eating, through her vanity, elation, and pride (incompatible with its rectitude). Though she did not blush at once, the disordered pleasure in seeing and the immoderate greed in tasting already showed her soul despoiled—which she did not notice, blinded by pride or not clearly perceiving the effects. ↩
	The pressed objection (why no immediate blush or carnal rebellion) answered: the privation's effects need not all burst out at once, but each in its time; the interval between Eve's and Adam's eating was brief, and Eve was intent on the fruit and on inducing Adam—but after Adam ate, lust was at once inflamed in both. Pererius then declares the fourth opinion the most probable. Continues to next page (catchword 'Iustitiam'). ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Probabilior decernitur 4. sententia, quam Auctor sequitur' (the fourth opinion, which the Author follows, is judged more probable). The fourth (Pererius's) view: original justice was really distinct from grace; in innocence neither could be dissociated (the state needed both), yet 'strictly' original justice could be without grace 'negatively' (Adam could have it first, grace later) though not 'privatively'—grace once lost by mortal sin, original justice could not remain (every mortal sin opposes it). ↩
	Although original justice could in itself be separated from grace, in the state of innocence God's will and decree did not allow it: God willed that no one have that state's felicity without grace. The sign: when man sinned and lost grace, he was at once stripped of original justice and all the state's goods. This is congruent with reason (man should not be in such felicity without being God's friend), and the supernatural end is more principal than the natural. ↩
	The Fathers (esp. Augustine, De Civ Dei 14.10 & 19), when treating original justice, mean the whole pre-sin state with all its goods (natural and supernatural); and for them there is no perfection/uprightness before God without grace (Paul, Romans 4: Abraham unjustified by grace could have praise, but not 'before God'). Continues to next page (catchword 'peccasset'); colophon 'DDD 3'. ↩
	Observations (from p.581 catchword 'peccasset') on the Eve/Adam sequence: original justice's loss in posterity depended on Adam's disobedience alone; sons begotten before his sin would have it; even without the Fall, some descendants might have it and others not. ↩
	Marginal glosses: 'Prima obiectio' and 'Solutio'. First objection: such a mix would confuse human society (segregating the guilty from the innocent). Solution: God would prevent harm to the innocent—as he would make the fiercest animals harmless, so he would cast into the sinners a singular fear/reverence of the innocent. ↩
	Marginal glosses: 'Secunda obiectio'/'Solutio' and 'Tertia obiectio'/'Solutio'. Second objection: would penitents recover original justice along with grace? Probably yes (its perpetual loss depended on the first man's sin). Third objection: then everyone would know he was in grace—answer: known as to the presence of grace, but not its degree or future duration. ↩




QUESTION IV. How it is proved from the Sacred Writings that the first man was created with original justice

LatineEnglish


QUESTION IV. How it is proved from the Sacred Writings that the first man was created with original justice.1
QUAESTIO IIII. Quomodo ex Sacris litteris probetur, primum hominem esse creatum cum iustitia originali.



Restat altera quaestio, tanquam disputationis de iustitia originali clausula quaedam hoc loco explicanda. Num primum hominem creatum esse cum iustitia originali, quam supra descripsimus,...
There remains the other question, to be explained in this place as a kind of conclusion of the disputation on original justice: whether the fact that the first man was created with the original justice which we described above,...2



...descripsimus, et in statu illo innocentiae felicissimo, ex litteris Sacris demonstrari et probari queat. Potest id sane multis et manifestis Scripturae testimoniis et argumentis comprobari. Etenim tria erant illo statu maxime insignia: felicitas hominis tam secundum corpus quam secundum animum; tum perfecta partis inferioris sub imperium et potestatem superioris subiectio; denique immortalitas corporis, vel quod verius dictu est, potestas non moriendi. Felicitatem Adami satis indicavit Scriptura describendo incomparabilem amoenitatem Paradisi terrestris, vim arboris vitae, et indolentiam seu impassibilitatem corporis. Cum enim dicat eos in Paradiso versatos esse nudos, ab omni dolore, molestia, denique incommodo quod extrinsecus eis posset accidere, inoffensos atque intactos fuisse significat. Perfectionem autem et felicitatem animi Moses insinuavit, cum dixit hominem fuisse creatum ad imaginem et similitudinem Dei, et principem ac Dominum animantium a Deo constitutum, nec perfecta tantummodo rerum naturalium scientia ornatum, sed etiam divino prophetiae spiritu afflatum. Subiectio carnis et sensus sub imperium rationis significata est a Mose cum dixit eos fuisse nudos, nec tamen erubuisse. Paulus quidem certe ad Rom. 7 rebellionem carnis adversus spiritum ex peccato natam esse docet.
...and in that most happy state of innocence, can be demonstrated and proved from the Sacred Writings. This can indeed be confirmed by many and manifest testimonies and arguments of Scripture. For three things were most notable in that state: the happiness of man both according to body and according to soul; then the perfect subjection of the lower part under the command and power of the higher; finally, the immortality of the body, or, what is more truly said, the power of not dying. Adam's happiness Scripture sufficiently indicated by describing the incomparable pleasantness of the earthly Paradise, the power of the tree of life, and the painlessness or impassibility of the body. For when it says that they dwelt in Paradise naked, it signifies that they were unharmed and untouched by all pain, trouble, and finally inconvenience that could befall them from without. The perfection and happiness of the soul Moses insinuated when he said that man was created to the image and likeness of God, and was constituted by God the prince and lord of the living things, and was adorned not only with the perfect knowledge of natural things, but also breathed upon by the divine spirit of prophecy. The subjection of the flesh and sense under the command of reason was signified by Moses when he said that they were naked, yet did not blush. Paul indeed, in Romans 7, teaches that the rebellion of the flesh against the spirit was born from sin.3



Quid multa? mortem ex peccato primi hominis permanasse in omne genus humanum, nec a Deo esse factam—quippe qui hominem fecerat inexterminabilem—sed invidia diaboli intrasse in mundum, ad Roman. 5 et Sapien. 2 scriptum testatumque legimus. Nec obscure hoc ipsum indicavit Moses, cum facit Deum Adamo, si ex arbore scientiae boni et mali comederet, poenam mortis comminantem; quasi, si non comederet, nunquam esset moriturus. Nec alia profecto ratio satis idonea et probabilis adferri potest cur solum primum Adami peccatum non ipsi tantum, sed etiam posteritati eius nocuerit, et in omnes posteros eius per carnalem generationem transfusum sit, nisi quia primo illo peccato Adam perdidit iustitiam originalem, quod erat donum non tantum personae Adami, sed totius naturae, et ad omnes posteros eius pertinens: quo factum est ut privatio iustitiae originalis omnibus ex Adamo originem trahentibus acciderit.
In short: that death flowed from the sin of the first man into the whole human race, and was not made by God—who had made man imperishable—but entered the world by the envy of the devil, we read written and attested in Romans 5 and Wisdom 2. Nor obscurely did Moses indicate this same thing, when he makes God threaten Adam, if he should eat from the tree of the knowledge of good and evil, with the penalty of death; as if, if he did not eat, he would never die. Nor indeed can any other reason sufficiently apt and probable be brought, why Adam's first sin alone harmed not only himself, but also his posterity, and was transfused into all his descendants through carnal generation, except that by that first sin Adam lost original justice—which was a gift not only of the person of Adam, but of the whole nature, and pertaining to all his descendants: whence it came about that the privation of original justice befell all who draw their origin from Adam.4



Verum haec nimis presse et concise dicta sunt a nobis: quapropter latius et explicatius declaranda sunt. Donum iustitiae originalis, quale scilicet supra a nobis suis coloribus depictum est, datum fuisse primis hominibus, clarissime perspicitur ex divina Scriptura. Primo, id voluit significare Moses cum dixit: Erant nudi ambo, et non erubescebant. Post peccatum continuo agnoscentes nuditatem, eam, quasi pudendum quid et obscoenum, quamprimum obtegere voluerunt. Pudor autem de nuditate corporum existebat ex acri sensu immoderatae libidinis, quem in membris suis contra iudicium rationis et contra...
But these things have been said by us too concisely and briefly: wherefore they must be declared more fully and explicitly. That the gift of original justice—such, namely, as was above depicted by us in its own colors—was given to the first men, is most clearly perceived from divine Scripture. First, Moses wished to signify this when he said: ‘They were both naked, and were not ashamed.’ After sin, immediately recognizing their nakedness, they wished to cover it as soon as possible, as a thing shameful and obscene. And the shame about the nakedness of their bodies arose from the keen sense of immoderate lust, which in their members, against the judgment of reason and against...5



...contraque voluntatem suam suscitari et ardescere sentiebant. Deinde, felicitas illius status, omnium bonorum copia iucundissimi et tranquillissimi (id quod indicabat locus Paradisi), satis ostendebat in summa mentis et corporis tranquillitate, si Deo pareret, tunc Adamum esse victurum: illa autem rebellio carnis adversus spiritum quanta sit hominis vexatio et afflictio, quantumque malum et infelicitas, satis ostendit et deplorat Paulus Rom. 7.
...and against their will [they] felt [their members] roused and burning. Next, the happiness of that state—the abundance of all goods most pleasant and most tranquil (which the place of Paradise indicated)—sufficiently showed, in the supreme tranquillity of mind and body, that, if he obeyed God, Adam would then live: but how great a vexation and affliction of man, and how great an evil and unhappiness, that rebellion of the flesh against the spirit is, Paul sufficiently shows and deplores in Romans 7.6



Praeterea, huius rei fidem facit immortalitas Adamo promissa, si praeceptum Dei custodiret: sicut enim poterat non mori, ita poterat non peccare; utraque enim potentia, et non moriendi et non peccandi, in illo statu indissolubili vinculo ac nexu erat invicem colligata. Si enim poterat non mori, ergo etiam non peccare: nam si, hoc concesso, potuisset peccare, non sane id consentaneum erat divinae iustitiae, et erat perniciosum peccatoris vitam prorogari in perpetuum. Potentia autem non peccandi nitebatur rectitudine totius hominis quam efficiebat iustitia originalis. Recte igitur Augustinus libro de Correptione et gratia cap. 11 eo discrimine distinguit statum innocentiae a statu gloriae, quod in illo fuit possibilitas non peccandi et moriendi, in hoc autem et peccandi et non moriendi futura sit impossibilitas.
Moreover, the immortality promised to Adam, if he should keep the precept of God, gives credit to this matter: for just as he could not die, so he could not sin; for both powers, of not dying and of not sinning, in that state were bound together by an indissoluble bond and tie. For if he could not die, then also not sin: for if, this being granted, he could have sinned, that surely was not consistent with divine justice, and it was pernicious that a sinner's life be prolonged forever. And the power of not sinning rested on the uprightness of the whole man which original justice effected. Rightly therefore Augustine, in the book On Reproof and Grace, chapter 11, distinguishes the state of innocence from the state of glory by this difference: that in the former there was the possibility of not sinning and not dying, but in the latter there will be the impossibility both of sinning and of not dying.7



Porro Paulus epist. ad Rom. cap. 7, prae nimio desiderio quo cupiebat liberari a molestissimo et perpetuo certamine quod inter spiritum et carnem in nobis agitur, exclamavit: Infelix ego homo, quis me liberabit de corpore mortis huius? Sed cur, a rebellione carnis cupiens Paulus liberari, dicit se velle liberari a corruptione et morte corporis? nisi quia illa rebellio simul cum corruptione et morte corporis evenit homini propter peccatum, ante quod simul erant in homine et potentia non peccandi et potentia non moriendi: non igitur ante peccatum homo sentiebat rebellionem carnis. His adde quod hanc rebellionem carnis et inordinatam concupiscentiam Paulus non semel appellat peccatum, quia videlicet erat peccati effectus et poena, ut nuper interpretati sunt Patres in Concilio Tridentino in decreto quod ediderunt de Iustificatione.
Further, Paul, in the epistle to the Romans, chapter 7, from the excessive desire by which he longed to be freed from the most troublesome and perpetual struggle which is waged between the spirit and the flesh in us, exclaimed: ‘Unhappy man that I am, who shall deliver me from the body of this death?’ But why, since Paul desires to be freed from the rebellion of the flesh, does he say he wishes to be freed from the corruption and death of the body? except because that rebellion befell man together with the corruption and death of the body on account of sin—before which there were at once in man both the power of not sinning and the power of not dying: man, therefore, did not feel the rebellion of the flesh before sin. To these add that Paul more than once calls this rebellion of the flesh and disordered concupiscence ‘sin,’ because, namely, it was the effect and penalty of sin, as the Fathers lately interpreted in the Council of Trent, in the decree which they issued on Justification.8



Ad extremum, Paulus Rom. 5 longa oratione argumentatur, ob primum Adae peccatum omnes eius posteros nasci et peccato infectos et obnoxios morti. In quo, inquit, omnes peccaverunt. Et: Per unum hominem peccatum in hunc mundum intravit, et per peccatum mors. Sed cur primum illud peccatum Adae potius nocuit posteris eius quam alia eiusdem vel aliorum parentum peccata? Certe non alia de causa, nisi quod propter illud peccatum perdidit Adam donum gratiae et iustitiae originalis, quod non pro se modo, sed etiam pro sua omni posteritate divinitus acceperat. Sane vocabulo mortis quae omnes homines comprehendit, quamlibet corruptionem intelligere convenit: quo nomine in primis censetur corruptio concupiscentiae. Habuit igitur Adam donum aliquod compescens concupiscentiam, eiusque...
Finally, Paul in Romans 5 argues in a long discourse that, on account of the first sin of Adam, all his descendants are born both infected with sin and liable to death. ‘In whom,’ he says, ‘all have sinned.’ And: ‘By one man sin entered into this world, and by sin death.’ But why did that first sin of Adam harm his descendants rather than the other sins of him or of other parents? Certainly for no other reason than that on account of that sin Adam lost the gift of grace and of original justice, which he had received from God not only for himself, but also for all his posterity. Indeed, by the word ‘death,’ which comprehends all men, it is fitting to understand any corruption: by which name is reckoned, in the first place, the corruption of concupiscence. Adam, therefore, had some gift restraining concupiscence, and its...9



...eiusque rebellionem et corruptionem prohibens: hoc enim significatur in libro Sapientiae cap. 2, cum dicitur, secundum translationem Graecam, Fecit Deus hominem ἐν ἀφθαρσίᾳ, hoc est, in integritate et incorruptione.
...and prohibiting its rebellion and corruption: for this is signified in the book of Wisdom, chapter 2, when it is said, according to the Greek translation, ‘God made man ἐν ἀφθαρσίᾳ (en aphtharsia),’ that is, in integrity and incorruption.10



Non est in hac disputatione praetereundus luculentissimus ille locus Scripturae, crebro Theologorum sermone usurpatus, qui apud Salomonem, capite septimo libri Ecclesiastae, sic habet: Solummodo hoc inveni, quod fecerit Deus hominem rectum, et ipse se infinitis miscuerit quaestionibus. Certe eam rectitudinem hominis nunc non cernimus: cum etiam ante diluvium dixerit Deus, sensus et cogitationes hominis iam inde ab adolescentia pronas esse ad malum; et quanta fuerit statim post peccatum Adae animi humani corruptela, in fratricidio Cain liquido cernitur: aliter igitur ante peccatum quam nunc est homo, tum ratione tum appetitu, affectus erat atque constitutus. Sed videre est quemadmodum Caietanus, in commentariis eius loci, praedicta verba, hac propria verissimaque et ab omnibus fere Patribus et Theologis tradita et probata intelligentia, aliorsum detorquere sit conatus; adscribam eius verba: Si ponderaveris, inquit, verbum illud, Inveni, invenies quod non est sermo de creato homine in gratuito dono rectitudinis originalis, sed de homine facto a Deo in naturali rectitudine animae: talem enim rectitudinem concionantis disputatio invenit per lumen naturale intellectus humani naturaliter discurrendo; rectitudinem autem originalis iustitiae credimus tantum, nec inquirendo invenire possumus. Haec Caietanus.
There must not be passed over in this disputation that most brilliant passage of Scripture, frequently used in the speech of the Theologians, which in Solomon, in the seventh chapter of the book of Ecclesiastes, runs thus: ‘Only this I found, that God made man upright, and he has involved himself in infinite questions.’ Certainly we do not now discern that uprightness of man: since even before the Flood God said that the senses and thoughts of man are, from his very youth, prone to evil; and how great the corruption of the human soul was immediately after Adam's sin is clearly discerned in the fratricide of Cain: man, therefore, was disposed and constituted otherwise before sin, both in reason and in appetite, than he now is. But it is to be seen how Cajetan, in his commentary on that place, tried to twist the aforesaid words—with this proper and most true understanding, handed down and approved by almost all the Fathers and Theologians—into another sense; I shall set down his words: ‘If you weigh that word, “I found,”’ he says, ‘you will find that it is not speech about man created in the gratuitous gift of original uprightness, but about man made by God in the natural uprightness of the soul: for such uprightness the preacher's disputation finds, by the natural light of the human intellect reasoning naturally; but the uprightness of original justice we only believe, and cannot find by inquiring.’ Thus Cajetan.11



Verum enimvero, locum illum Salomonis et Augustinus compluribus locis aliique Patres interpretati sunt de rectitudine originali, cum qua primus homo a Deo creatus est, et qua, propter peccatum eius, omnes ipsius posteri privati sunt. Non enim ab initio talis conditus est homo a Deo, qualis nunc generatur: nec, ut nunc est, vere dici potest rectus. Quomodo enim rectus dicatur generari, cum gemebundus clamet David, Ecce enim in iniquitatibus conceptus sum, et in peccatis concepit me mater mea? et clara voce pronunciet Paulus, Nos omnes nasci filios irae? et Iob maledixit diei conceptus et ortus sui, quod peccato infectus et in utero matris generatus et ex eodem utero hanc in lucem editus esset; nimirum propter peccatum originale, quod in conceptu nostro concipimur non recti, sed obliqui, curvi ac distorti, id est, aversi a Deo rerumque divinarum amore, et ad bonorum caducorum, quin etiam vitiorum illecebras et cupiditates proni atque propensi.
But indeed, Augustine in several places and the other Fathers interpreted that passage of Solomon of the original uprightness with which the first man was created by God, and of which, on account of his sin, all his descendants were deprived. For man was not founded by God from the beginning such as he is now generated; nor, as he now is, can he truly be called upright. For how can he be said to be generated upright, when David groaning cries, ‘Behold, I was conceived in iniquities, and in sins did my mother conceive me’? and Paul pronounces with clear voice, ‘We all are born children of wrath’? and Job cursed the day of his conception and birth, because, infected with sin, he had been generated in his mother's womb and brought into this light from the same womb—namely, on account of original sin, that in our conception we are conceived not upright, but oblique, bent, and distorted, that is, averted from God and the love of divine things, and prone and inclined to perishable goods, indeed even to the enticements and lusts of vices.12



Hieronymus quidem certe locum illum Salomonis in suis eius libri Commentariis explanans: Ne videretur, inquit, communem damnare naturam et Deum auctorem mali facere, dum talium conditor est qui malum vitare non possunt, arguto praecucurrit et ait, bonos nos a Deo creatos, sed quod sumus libero arbitrio derelicti, vitia in peiora labi, dum maiora quaerimus, et ultra vires nostras varie cogitamus. Sic Hieronymus. Verum hic terminum habeat de...
Jerome indeed, explaining that passage of Solomon in his Commentaries on that book: ‘Lest he should seem,’ he says, ‘to condemn the common nature and to make God the author of evil, while he is the founder of such [men] as cannot avoid evil, he shrewdly anticipated and says that we were created good by God, but, because we are left to free will, [we] slip into worse vices, while we seek greater things and think variously beyond our powers.’ Thus Jerome. But let it have its end here, concerning...13



...de Iustitia originali disputatio, quam in praesentia tractandam suscepimus.
...the disputation on original justice, which we undertook to treat for the present occasion.14



Translator’s notes
	Question divider opening the fourth and final question of the disputation on original justice (the Scriptural proof). ↩
	Opening of Question IV, the conclusion of the disputation: whether Scripture proves man was created with original justice. Continues to next page (catchword 'descripsimus'). ↩
	Q4: three notable things of that state—(1) man's happiness in body and soul, (2) the lower part's perfect subjection to the higher, (3) the body's immortality (the power of not dying). Scriptural proofs: Paradise's amenity and the tree of life (Gen 2); man as image/likeness and lord of animals, with knowledge and prophecy; the nakedness without shame (Gen 2:25); the flesh's rebellion born of sin (Rom 7). ↩
	Death came from Adam's sin, not from God (Wisdom 2:23-24 'God made man imperishable... by the envy of the devil death entered'; Romans 5); the death-threat of Gen 2:17. The only adequate reason Adam's first sin harmed his posterity is that he thereby lost original justice—a gift of the whole nature, so its privation passed to all his descendants. ↩
	The proofs more fully: first, Genesis 2:25 ('they were both naked, and were not ashamed')—after sin they at once sought to cover their nakedness; the shame arose from the keen sense of immoderate lust felt in their members against reason. Continues to next page (catchword 'contra'). ↩
	Completes the point (from p.583): the members roused against the will; the happiness of the state (mind and body's tranquillity, indicated by Paradise) showed Adam would live if he obeyed God; the flesh's rebellion is man's great vexation, which Paul deplores (Rom 7). ↩
	The immortality promised to Adam confirms it: the powers of not-dying and not-sinning were bound together by an indissoluble bond (a sinner's life prolonged forever would be unjust/pernicious). Augustine (De Correptione et gratia 11): in innocence, the possibility of not-sinning and not-dying; in glory, the impossibility of sinning and of dying. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Expenditur locus Pauli ad Rom. 7' (the passage of Paul to the Romans 7 is weighed). Romans 7:24 ('who shall deliver me from the body of this death?'): the flesh's rebellion came with the body's corruption/death on account of sin, before which both powers (not-sinning, not-dying) were in man. Paul calls concupiscence 'sin' as sin's effect/penalty (as Trent interpreted, decree on Justification). ↩
	Romans 5:12 ('in whom all have sinned'; 'by one man sin entered into this world, and by sin death'). Adam's first sin harmed his posterity because he thereby lost the gift of grace and original justice, received for all his posterity. 'Death' includes any corruption—chiefly the corruption of concupiscence; so Adam had a gift restraining concupiscence. Continues to next page (catchword 'eiusque'). ↩
	GLYPH verified by magnification: ἐν ἀφθαρσίᾳ (en aphtharsia, 'in incorruption')—Wisdom 2:23 LXX ('God created man for/in incorruption'), cited as proof that Adam had a gift restraining concupiscence and its corruption. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Excutitur locus Ecclesiastae cap. 7 adversus Caietanum' (the passage of Ecclesiastes 7 is examined against Cajetan). Ecclesiastes 7:29 ('God made man upright'): we no longer see that uprightness (Gen 8:21 'prone to evil from youth'; Cain's fratricide). Cajetan tried to twist it to mean only natural (not original) rectitude—'we only believe' original justice, cannot 'find' it; quoted and rejected. ↩
	Marginal refs: 'Psalm. 50' and 'Ephes. 2'. Augustine and the Fathers read Eccl 7:29 of original uprightness, of which sin deprived all posterity. Proofs we are not born upright: Psalm 50(51):7 ('conceived in iniquities'); Ephesians 2:3 ('children of wrath'); Job cursing his day (Job 3)—on account of original sin we are conceived 'oblique, bent, distorted,' averted from God and prone to perishable goods and vice. ↩
	Jerome (commentary on Ecclesiastes 7): lest Solomon seem to condemn nature or make God the author of evil, he says we were created good but, left to free will, slip into vices seeking greater things beyond our powers. Ends 'Sic Hieronymus.' The disputation on original justice is concluding (catchword 'de'); colophon 'Comm. in Gen. Tom. 1.' with signature 'EEE'. ↩
	Closing words of the disputation on original justice (the third internal excellence of the state of innocence), continued from the previous page (catchword 'de'). ↩
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A DISPUTATION ON THE FOURTH EXCELLENCE of the state of innocence, that is, on the immortality of the body.1
DISPUTATIO DE QUARTA EXCELLENTIA status innocentiae, id est, de corporis immortalitate.



Restat quarta, maximeque admirabilis innocentiae status excellentia, quae continebat corporis immortalitatem: de qua, quae in praesens videntur disputanda, distincte ac dilucide breviterque tractabimus. Principio, sciendum est, non uno modo sed varias ob causas appellari res aliquas immortales & incorruptibiles. Est illud profecto summum & absolutissimum immortalitatis genus, esse simpliciter & omni modo, id est, tam intrinsecus quam extrinsecus immortale ac prorsus immutabile: quod genus immortalitatis soli Deo qui est prima rerum omnium causa, nec aliunde ulla ratione pendens, convenire potest. De qua immortalitate intelligi debet, quod ad Timotheum de Deo scripsit Paulus: Qui solus habet immortalitatem: sicut enim solus Deus dicitur esse & solus sapiens, & solus bonus ita solus immortalis.
There remains the fourth and most admirable excellence of the state of innocence, which comprised the immortality of the body: concerning which we shall treat distinctly, clearly, and briefly the points that seem at present to require discussion. First, it must be understood that things are called immortal and incorruptible not in one way but for various reasons. There is indeed that highest and most absolute kind of immortality, namely to be immortal simply and in every way—that is, immortal and wholly immutable both intrinsically and extrinsically: which kind of immortality can belong to God alone, who is the first cause of all things and depends in no respect on anything else. Of this immortality must be understood what Paul wrote to Timothy concerning God: 'Who alone has immortality' (1 Tim. 6:16): for just as God alone is said to be, and alone wise, and alone good, so too he alone is immortal.2



Alterum genus immortalitatis est, quo dicitur aliquid esse immortale secundum substantiam, quia caret materia quae est sedes & radix corruptionis substantialis atque mortalitatis. Verum hoc genus tripartitum est, quaedam enim res omnino segregatae sunt ab omni admixtione & societate materiae, ut Angeli: aliae sunt quidem consociatae & copulatae cum materia, verum tamen nec ad esse productae sunt ex eius potentia, nec ut sint, eius ope & adminiculo indigent: in hoc genere est anima rationalis. Nonnullae praeterea res naturam habere videntur ex materia concretam: quia tamen ea materia longe diversa est materiae rerum sublunarium, in qua inhaerens potentia contradictionis ad esse & non esse, causa est corruptionis; propterea immortalitatem & incorruptionem obtinent: huius generis esse orbes coelestes & astra, multi arbitrantur.
The second kind of immortality is that by which something is said to be immortal according to substance, because it lacks matter, which is the seat and root of substantial corruption and mortality. But this kind is threefold: for some things are entirely set apart from all admixture and partnership with matter, as the Angels; others are indeed associated and conjoined with matter, yet were neither produced into being out of its potency, nor do they need its help and support in order to exist: in this class is the rational soul. There are besides some things that seem to have a nature compounded of matter: yet because that matter is far different from the matter of sublunary things—in which the inherent potency of contradiction toward being and non-being is the cause of corruption—they therefore obtain immortality and incorruption: of this kind, many judge the celestial orbs and stars to be.3



Quintum genus immortalitatis & incorruptionis continet ea, quae ipsa quidem per se corruptibilia sunt: attamen quodammodo, & aliqua ex parte vocantur incorruptibilia, quia nunquam tota simul corrumpuntur, aut etiam corrumpi possunt: sed paulatim duntaxat & particulatim, in locum scilicet partium decedentium & pereuntium, aliis semper novis partibus succedentibus & aggeneratis: ita ut totius rei summa & integritas eadem omni tempore constare videatur: atque hac ratione Philosophi quatuor elementa incorruptibilia solent appellare. His autem quinque generibus rerum immortalium & incorruptibilium, naturalis est ipsa immortalitas, & naturali modo eis convenit.
The fifth kind of immortality and incorruption comprises those things which are indeed corruptible in themselves: yet in a certain manner and in some part they are called incorruptible, because they are never corrupted, nor even can be corrupted, all at once and as a whole; but only gradually and part by part—in the place of departing and perishing parts other new parts always succeeding and being generated alongside: so that the sum and entirety of the whole thing appears to remain the same at all times: and on this account the Philosophers are accustomed to call the four elements incorruptible. Now to these five kinds of immortal and incorruptible things, immortality itself is natural, and belongs to them in a natural manner.4



At enim sunt alia quatuor rerum genera, quibus adest quidem immortalitas, non tamen vi ac potentia naturae, sed supernaturali tantum Dei potestate: quippe cum res illae suapte natura mortales sint, atque corruptibiles. Huiusmodi immortalitatem & incorruptionem, post renovationem mundi & generalem hominum resurrectionem habebunt quatuor elementa, & beatorum hominum corpora: quin etiam eorum qui sempiternis inferni mactabuntur suppliciis, quorum videlicet corpora gravissimis cruciatibus perpetuo torquebuntur, nec unquam tamen morte dissolventur. Ad hoc genus immortalitatis pertinet ea (qua in statu innocentiae potiturus erat Adam) corporis immortalitas. Verum hoc interest, quod in prioribus, immortalitas erit impotentia moriendi: in Adam vero fuit, & fuisset in posteris eius nisi peccasset ipse, potentia non moriendi.
But there are besides four other kinds of things to which immortality is indeed present, yet not by the force and power of nature, but only by the supernatural power of God: since those things are by their own nature mortal and corruptible. Immortality and incorruption of this sort the four elements and the bodies of the blessed will have after the renovation of the world and the general resurrection of mankind; nay, even the bodies of those who shall be sacrificed to the everlasting torments of hell, whose bodies, namely, shall be perpetually tortured with the gravest agonies and yet never be dissolved by death. To this kind of immortality belongs that immortality of the body which Adam was to enjoy in the state of innocence. But there is this difference: that in the former cases immortality will be an inability to die (impotentia moriendi); whereas in Adam it was—and would have been in his posterity had he not himself sinned—an ability not to die (potentia non moriendi).5



Quoniam autem de hac immortalitate nunc agitur, caeteris omissis, qualis ea fuerit, quibus ex causis profecta sit, quam vim habuerit, denique qua ratione homini conveniret, diligenter explicandum est.
Since, then, it is this immortality that is now under discussion, the others being set aside, it must be carefully explained of what sort it was, from what causes it proceeded, what power it had, and finally in what manner it belonged to man.6



Translator’s notes
	Major structural divider: the fourth and last internal good of the state of innocence (after wisdom, grace, and original justice) is bodily immortality. ↩
	Marginal glosses: 'De multiplici genere immortalitatis' (On the manifold kinds of immortality); 'Explicatur locus Pauli ad Timotheum' (The Pauline passage to Timothy is explained). The Pauline citation is 1 Tim. 6:16. ↩
	The threefold second genus: (1) Angels, wholly immaterial; (2) the rational soul, joined to but not drawn from matter; (3) the heavens, whose matter lacks the contrary potency that causes sublunary corruption. ↩
	The fifth genus (the four elements) is incorruptible only as a whole-by-succession-of-parts. Pererius numbers five genera in all; in each, immortality is by nature. This sets up the contrast on the next page with the supernatural immortality belonging to Adam. ↩
	Crucial distinction: the immortality of the resurrected (blessed and damned) is impotentia moriendi (incapacity for death); Adam's was potentia non moriendi (capacity not to die)—a conditional immortality contingent on obedience. ↩
	Statement of the program for the disputation. ↩




QUESTION I. Of what sort was Adam's immortality before sin
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QUESTION I. Of what sort was Adam's immortality before sin.1
QUAESTIO I. Qualis fuerit immortalitas Adami ante peccatum.



Adam igitur immortalis erat in statu innocentiae, quia poterat non mori: nec vero mortuus unquam fuisset, si in eo statu, nunquam peccando, perstitisset. Haec autem potentia non moriendi non proveniebat intrinsecus ex natura Adami, quippe secundum naturam suam mortalis erat & patibilis, vitamque animalem agens: sed princeps auctor eius Deus erat, qui hominem adversus mortem sua custodia & protectione usquequaque sepserat & munierat, & providentissime Adamo comparaverat omnia remedia adversus ea quae possent ei mortem afferre. Mors enim & corruptio potest homini accidere vel intrinsecus ex iis quae sunt in homine vel extrinsecus, ex iis quae mortifera homini accidunt.
Adam, then, was immortal in the state of innocence, because he was able not to die; nor indeed would he ever have died, had he, never sinning, persevered in that state. But this ability not to die did not come intrinsically from Adam's nature, since according to his own nature he was mortal and passible, leading an animal life: rather, its chief author was God, who had on every side hedged about and fortified man against death by his own keeping and protection, and had most providently furnished Adam with every remedy against the things that could bring death upon him. For death and corruption can befall man either intrinsically, from the things that are in man, or extrinsically, from the deadly things that happen to him.2



Intrinsecus mortis causa esse potest defectio caloris naturalis, aut primigenii humoris quem radicalem appellant: vel immoderata vis alicuius passionis & perturbationis animae: quosdam enim nimio moerore, timore, etiam gaudio interiisse proditum est: vel ex propria electione, ut qui praesentis vitae taedio, aut malorum quibus praemuntur impatientia, aut ingruentem calamitatem praevertere cupientes violentam sibi mortem consciscunt: vel ex immodico cibo & potu, venerisque intemperantia: vel denique nimio ex labore & defatigatione corporis, hae sunt in ipso homine mortis causae. Extrinsecus autem mors homini potest contingere vel ab alio homine, vel a bestiis, vel a daemonibus, vel ab ipso Deo per Angelos, vel ex letali aliquo potu esuque, vel ex defectione necessarii cibi & potus, vel ex intemperie caeli, vel ex casu aliquo fortuito, uti est in ignem, aquam, vel foveam prolabi, vel lapidis aut alicuius rei iactu percussum feriri: haec homini extrinsecus interitum afferunt. Nec his addere oportet dissolutionem temperationis quatuor humorum ex quibus humanum corpus constat, unde multa & varia morborum genera existunt: hoc enim nunquam homini contingit, nisi aliqua subsit de supradictis causis.
Intrinsically, the cause of death can be the failure of the natural heat, or of the primal moisture which they call radical; or the immoderate force of some passion and disturbance of the soul: for it is recorded that some have perished from excessive grief, fear, even joy; or by their own choice, as those who, from weariness of the present life, or from impatience at the evils that press upon them, or wishing to forestall an oncoming calamity, take a violent death upon themselves; or from excessive food and drink and venereal intemperance; or finally from too great labor and exhaustion of the body—these are the causes of death within man himself. Extrinsically, however, death can befall man either from another man, or from beasts, or from demons, or from God himself through the Angels, or from some lethal drink or food, or from the lack of necessary food and drink, or from intemperateness of the weather, or from some chance accident, such as falling into fire, water, or a pit, or being struck by the cast of a stone or some object: these bring destruction upon man from without. Nor need one add to these the dissolution of the balance of the four humors of which the human body consists, whence many and various kinds of diseases arise: for this never happens to man unless one of the aforesaid causes underlies it.3



His autem omnibus, Deo custodiente & protegente, facile praecavisset atque propulsasset Adam. Etenim adversus illas mortis causas efficacissima & paratissima habebat remedia: primo quidem perfectam scientiam in universali & in particulari rerum omnium quae prodesse ipsi aut nocere posset: tum summam omnium affectuum moderationem, quos nempe arbitratu suo vel excitabat, vel cohibebat: postea usum cibi, potus, Veneris & exercitationis corporis non nisi tantum, quantum ex rationis praescripto ei conveniebat atque conducebat. Deinde arborem vitae, cuius fructus perceptio & esus ad integrum caloris naturalis vigorem conservandum, & reficiendum nativi humoris defectum potentissimus erat: ad haec maximam & promptissimam ciborum maxime salutarium copiam: denique nullus hominum fuisset alii homini non amicus & cautus, cunctaeque animantes fuissent homini non innoxiae modo, sed etiam aequo obedientes: nihil praeterea fuisset daemoni permissum adversus hominem: a Deo autem & sanctis Angelis tantum aberat ut adversi quicquam posset homini accidere, ut quae ab eo non satis provideri & praecaveri possent, per Angelos arcerentur ac repellerentur.
But against all these, with God keeping and protecting him, Adam would easily have guarded and warded them off. For against those causes of death he had the most effective and ready remedies: first, perfect knowledge, both in general and in particular, of all the things that could benefit or harm him; then the supreme moderation of all his affections, which he would at his own discretion either rouse or restrain; next, the use of food, drink, venery, and bodily exercise only to the degree that befitted and was conducive to him by the prescript of reason. Then the tree of life, whose tasting and eating of its fruit was most powerful for conserving the natural heat in its integrity and for repairing any defect of the native moisture; in addition, a most ample and ready abundance of the most salutary foods; finally, no man would have been to another man unfriendly or wary, and all living creatures would have been to man not only harmless but also justly obedient; nothing besides would have been permitted to the demon against man; and so far were God and the holy Angels from allowing anything adverse to befall man, that whatever could not be sufficiently foreseen and guarded against by him would be kept off and repelled by the Angels.4



Verum, ad id quod nunc dicimus de immortalitate corporis Adami, & ad id quod paulo supra docuimus de rebellione carnis adversus spiritum propter Adami peccatum exorta, & in omnibus eius posteris vigente, confirmandum & illustrandum, valet plurimum quod tradit Gregorius in libro quarto Moralium, capite vigesimosexto. Simul enim & qualis fuerit illa immortalitas Adami, & quo ex peccato eius tam mortalitas corporis & corruptio, quam carnis adversus spiritum pugna & rebellio exorta sit, luculente declarat. Explanans igitur illa verba Iob, quae sunt in libri eius capite tertio: Nunc enim dormiens silerem, & somno meo requiescerem, ad hunc modum scribit:
But for confirming and illustrating what we now say about the immortality of Adam's body, and what we taught a little above about the rebellion of the flesh against the spirit, arisen on account of Adam's sin and flourishing in all his posterity, that which Gregory hands down in the fourth book of the Morals, chapter twenty-six, is of the greatest value. For at once he lucidly sets forth both of what sort that immortality of Adam was, and from what sin of his there arose both the mortality and corruption of the body and the struggle and rebellion of the flesh against the spirit. Therefore, expounding those words of Job, which are in the third chapter of his book—'For now should I have slept and been silent, and in my sleep should have had rest' (Job 3:13)—he writes in this manner:5



Ad hoc enim in Paradiso homo positus fuerat, ut si se ad conditoris sui obedientiam vinculis charitatis astringeret, ad coelestem quandoque Angelorum patriam sine carnis morte transiret. Sic namque est immortalis conditus, ut tamen si peccaret, & mori posset: & sic mortalis est conditus, ut si non peccaret, etiam non mori posset: atque ex merito liberi arbitrii ad illius regionis attingeret immortalitatem, in qua vel peccare vel mori non posset. Ubi igitur post redemptionis tempus, carnis morte interposita, electi transeunt, illuc proculdubio parentes primi, si in conditionis suae statu perstitissent, etiam sine morte corporum transferri potuissent. Dormiens igitur sileret, & somno suo homo requiesceret, dum ad aeternam requiem patriae ductus, quasi secessum quendam a clamore huius humanae infirmitatis inveniret. Post peccatum namque quasi clamans vigilat, qui contentionem carnis propriae repugnantis portat. Hoc quietis silentium iam homo conditus habuit, cum contra hostem suum liberum voluntatis arbitrium accepit. Cui qui sua sponte succubuit, mox de se quod contra se perstreperet invenit.
For man had been placed in Paradise to this end, that if he should bind himself to obedience to his Creator with the bonds of charity, he might one day pass over to the heavenly homeland of the Angels without the death of the flesh. For he was so created immortal that, if he should sin, he could also die; and so created mortal that, if he should not sin, he could also not die; and by the merit of free will he would attain the immortality of that region, in which he could neither sin nor die. Where, therefore, after the time of redemption, the elect pass over with the death of the flesh interposed, thither without doubt our first parents, had they persevered in the state of their condition, could have been transferred even without the death of their bodies. Sleeping, then, man would have been silent, and would have rested in his own sleep, while, led to the eternal rest of the homeland, he would find, as it were, a certain withdrawal from the clamor of this human infirmity. For after sin he watches as though crying out, who bears the strife of his own resisting flesh. This silence of rest man had when first created, when he received free choice of will against his enemy. He who of his own accord succumbed to it, soon found in himself that which clamored against him.6



In certamine infirmitatis tumultus reperit: & quamvis in pacis silentio ab auctore fuerat conditus, hosti tamen sponte substratus clamores de pugna toleravit. Ipsa enim carnis suggestio, quasi quidam clamor est contra quietem mentis, quam ante transgressionem homo non sensit: quia nimirum, quod de infirmitate posset tolerare, non habuit. Postquam vero se sponte hosti subdidit, astrictus culpa sua vinclis, in quibusdam ei etiam nolens servit, & clamores in mente patitur, cum caro spiritui reluctatur. An non clamores intrinsecus audiebat, qui prava contra se legis verba tolerabat, dicens: Video aliam legem in membris meis repugnantem legi mentis meae, & captivum me ducentem in lege peccati quae est in membris meis? Contempletur ergo vir sanctus in quanta cordis pace quiesceret, si serpentis verba recipere homo noluisset: & dicat: Nunc enim dormiens silerem, & somno meo requiescerem: id est, intra mentis secretum ad conditoris contemplationem secederem, nisi me extra me tentationum tumultibus consensus ad ipsa culpae profudisset. Haec Gregorius.
In the contest he finds the tumult of infirmity: and although he had been created by his Author in the silence of peace, yet, having of his own will been laid under the enemy, he endured the clamors of the battle. For the suggestion of the flesh itself is, as it were, a kind of clamor against the quiet of the mind, which man did not feel before the transgression: because, namely, he had nothing of infirmity that he might have to endure. But after he of his own accord subjected himself to the enemy, bound by the chains of his own fault, he serves it in certain respects even against his will, and suffers clamors in his mind, when the flesh strives against the spirit. Did he not hear clamors within, who endured the perverse words of the law against himself, saying: 'I see another law in my members fighting against the law of my mind, and leading me captive in the law of sin which is in my members'? (Rom. 7:23) Let the holy man, then, consider in how great peace of heart he would repose, had man been unwilling to receive the words of the serpent; and let him say: 'For now should I have slept and been silent, and in my sleep should have had rest'—that is, I would withdraw within the secret of my mind to the contemplation of the Creator, had not consent to the tumults of temptations poured me out, away from myself, into the very depths of fault. Thus far Gregory.7



Translator’s notes
	First question of the disputation on immortality. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Unde possit homini accidere mors, & corruptio' (Whence death and corruption can befall man). Adam's immortality is extrinsic and gratuitous—from God's protective providence, not from his nature, which was mortal and passible in itself. ↩
	Systematic enumeration of intrinsic and extrinsic causes of death, against all of which Adam was protected. Heavy ink-bleed on this page (especially band 0); reading verified across the four band crops. ↩
	Adam's seven-fold array of remedies against death: (1) perfect knowledge; (2) mastery of the passions; (3) temperate use of food/drink/venery/exercise; (4) the tree of life; (5) abundance of salutary food; (6) the obedience and harmlessness of all creatures; (7) angelic protection. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Praeclara Gregorii sententia' (A distinguished judgment of Gregory). The citation is Gregory the Great, Moralia in Iob, lib. IV, c. 26, expounding Job 3:13. The Gregory quotation begins here and continues onto the next page. ↩
	Continuation of the Gregory quotation (Moralia IV.26). Faithful reconstruction from the heavily ink-bled italic text across the four band crops. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Roma.' marks the citation of Romans 7:23 ('Video aliam legem in membris meis...'). Conclusion of the Gregory quotation (Moralia IV.26), closing 'Haec Gregorius.' ↩
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QUESTION II. In what manner Adam was immortal before sin.1
QUAESTIO II. Quomodo Adam ante peccatum fuerit immortalis.



Beatus Thomas, in 1 parte quaestione 97 articulo 1, de immortalitate corporis in qua Adam conditus est, & permansisset si legem Dei servasset, tripliciter docet aliquid dici posse incorruptibile. Primo, propter materiam, quod vel eam non habeat sicut Angeli, vel habeat quidem, sed quae non sit in potentia nisi ad unam formam quam tenet, ut est coelum: & hoc dicitur secundum naturam incorruptibile. Deinde, propter formam, cum rei incorruptibili secundum naturam inhaeret aliqua dispositio, per quam a corruptione omnino prohibetur: & hoc dicitur incorruptibile secundum gloriam. Nam ut ait Augustinus in Epistola 56 quam scripsit ad Dioscorum, Tam potenti natura Deus fecit animam, ut ex eius beatitudine redundet in corpus plenitudo sanitatis & incorruptionis vigor. Tertio modo dicitur aliquid incorruptibile propter causam efficientem: Et hac ratione in statu innocentiae fuisset homo incorruptibilis & immortalis, quia, ut Augustinus dicit in libro de Quaestionibus...
Blessed Thomas, in the First Part, question 97, article 1, concerning the immortality of the body in which Adam was created and would have remained had he kept the law of God, teaches in three ways that something can be said to be incorruptible. First, on account of matter—either that it has no matter, as the Angels, or that it has matter indeed, but matter that is in potency only to the one form it holds, as is the heaven: and this is called incorruptible according to nature. Second, on account of form, when there inheres in a thing incorruptible according to nature some disposition by which it is altogether kept from corruption: and this is called incorruptible according to glory. For as Augustine says in Epistle 56, which he wrote to Dioscorus, 'God made the soul of so powerful a nature that from its beatitude there overflows into the body a fullness of health and the vigor of incorruption.' In the third way something is called incorruptible on account of the efficient cause: and in this way, in the state of innocence, man would have been incorruptible and immortal, because, as Augustine says in the book On Questions...2



...stionibus novi & veteris Testamenti, quaestione 19: Deus hominem fecit, qui quandiu non peccaret immortalitate vigeret, ut sibi auctor esset aut ad vitam, aut ad mortem. Non enim, inquit Beatus Thomas, corpus Adami erat indissolubile per aliquem immortalitatis vigorem in eo existentem: sed inerat animae eius vis quaedam supernaturalis divinitus data, per quam poterat corpus ab omni corruptione praeservare, quamdiu ipsa Deo subiecta mansisset. Quod rationi consentaneum fuit: cum enim anima rationalis excedat proportionem corporalis materiae, conveniens fuit ut in principio virtus ei daretur per quam corpus conservare posset super naturam corporalis materiae. Porro vis illa praeservandi corpus a corruptione, non erat humanae animae naturalis, sed per donum gratiae: & quamvis post peccatum, Adam per poenitentiam recuperaverit gratiam Dei quantum ad remissionem culpae, non tamen quantum ad amissae immortalitatis effectum. Hoc enim reservabatur Christo per quem natura defectus in melius reparandus erat. Hactenus ex B. Thom.
...[On Questions] of the New and Old Testament, question 19: God made man so that, as long as he did not sin, he would flourish in immortality, that he might be to himself the author either of life or of death. For Blessed Thomas says: Adam's body was not indissoluble through any vigor of immortality existing in it; but there was in his soul a certain supernatural power divinely given, by which it could preserve the body from all corruption, as long as the soul itself remained subject to God. This was consonant with reason: for since the rational soul exceeds the proportion of corporeal matter, it was fitting that in the beginning a power should be given to it by which it could conserve the body beyond the nature of corporeal matter. Furthermore, that power of preserving the body from corruption was not natural to the human soul, but came through the gift of grace: and although after sin Adam recovered the grace of God by penitence as regards the remission of guilt, yet not as regards the effect of lost immortality. For this was reserved for Christ, through whom the defect of nature was to be repaired for the better. Thus far from Blessed Thomas.3



Scotus tamen 2. Sent. dist. 19. hanc B. Thom. sententiam minime probat, dicens se non videre quemadmodum qualitas aliqua seu vis in anima existens, possit corpus natura sua corruptibile & passibile praeservare, ne pati & corrumpi queat. Omne igitur corpus natura sua corruptibile, potest pati passione corruptiva, quae si vel perseveret vel intendatur, necessario tandem perducit ad interitum. Censet igitur Scotus, etiam in statu innocentiae potuisse hominem mori: non moriturum tamen, nec potentiam illam moriendi reductum iri ad actum, Deo praeveniente tempus mortis: priusquam enim adveniret tempus quo naturaliter coepisset sanitas & firmitas humani corporis debilitari, & declinare ac labi ad interitum, Deus transtulisset hominem e terris in coelum, vita eius animali & terrena in spiritualem & coelestem commutata.
Scotus, however, in the second book of the Sentences, distinction 19, by no means approves this opinion of Blessed Thomas, saying that he does not see how any quality or power existing in the soul could preserve a body corruptible and passible by its own nature, so that it could not suffer and be corrupted. Every body, therefore, corruptible by its own nature, can suffer a corruptive passion, which, if it either persists or is intensified, necessarily leads at last to destruction. Scotus therefore holds that even in the state of innocence man could have died; yet that he would not have died, nor would that potency of dying have been reduced to act, since God would have forestalled the time of death: for before there arrived the time at which the health and firmness of the human body would naturally have begun to be weakened, and to decline and slide toward destruction, God would have transferred man from earth to heaven, his animal and earthly life being changed into a spiritual and heavenly one.4



Sed libet sententiam Scoti propriis eius verbis expressam hic ponere: Dico, inquit, quod stante innocentia, non accidisset mors, licet homo potentiam moriendi haberet, quia quilibet fuisset translatus in Paradisum, antequam fuisset alteratus alteratione improportionata animae sive formae. Et haec translatio non fuisset miraculosa: sed iusta & regularis, ut scilicet quilibet in statu suo transformaretur, & non omnes homines simul. Quod sic ostendo: nam illi parentes aut semper continue meruissent dum essent in vita ista, vel non: Si sic, & postea omnes fuissent translati, primo natus, fuisset maioris meriti quam posterius natus, quod falsum est: nam si mansisset status innocentiae, Beata Virgo, & multi posteriores fuissent beatiores quam multi praecedentes, vel quam aliqui praecedentium.
But it is well to set down here the opinion of Scotus expressed in his own words: I say, he says, that with innocence standing, death would not have befallen, although man would have the potency of dying, because each one would have been translated into Paradise before he was altered by an alteration disproportionate to the soul or form. And this translation would not have been miraculous, but just and regular, namely that each one would be transformed in his own state, and not all men at once. This I show as follows: for those parents would either always have merited continuously while they were in this life, or not. If so, and afterward all had been translated, the first-born would have been of greater merit than one born later, which is false: for if the state of innocence had remained, the Blessed Virgin, and many of the later-born, would have been more blessed than many of the earlier, or than some of the earlier-born.5



Si dicas quod in illo statu non semper meruisset, sed usque ad terminum vitae: tunc si non fuissent translati ad gloriam, illo termino adveniente Deus fecisset eis iniustitiam, differendo dare praemium, postquam opera meritoria consummassent quae facturi erant. Ideo sequitur quod in statu innocentiae unus fuisset translatus prius alio, & cuilibet fuisset redditum praemium suorum meritorum, antequam virtus alicuius fuisset in tantum debilitata, quod necessario adesset corruptio. Ita Scotus.
If you should say that in that state he would not always have merited, but only up to the term of life: then, if they had not been translated to glory, when that term arrived God would have done them an injustice, by deferring to give the reward after they had completed the meritorious works they were going to do. Therefore it follows that in the state of innocence one would have been translated before another, and to each would have been rendered the reward of his merits, before anyone's power had been weakened to such a degree that corruption would necessarily be present. Thus Scotus.6



Verum Caietanus in Commentariis suis in 1. partem B. Thomae super...
But Cajetan, in his Commentaries on the First Part of Blessed Thomas, upon...7



...super illis ipsis verbis eius quae proxime commemorata sunt, occurrens Scoto dicenti se non posse videre quomodo verum sit quod dixit B. Thom. Si Scotus, inquit, ocularia reverentia erga B. Augustinum habuisset, vidisset utique quod homo erat sibi auctor vitae, quamdiu anima erat subdita Deo. Etenim cum haec credita ex facto pendeant, & supernaturali virtute indigeant, de his nulla est maior ratio, quam auctoritas divina per se vel per sanctos suos nobis manifestata. Et haec quidem Caietanus.
...upon those very words of his which were just now mentioned, meeting Scotus, who says that he cannot see how what Blessed Thomas said is true. If Scotus, he says, had had a watchful reverence toward Blessed Augustine, he would surely have seen that man was the author of his own life, as long as the soul was subject to God. For since these matters of belief depend on a fact, and require a supernatural power, of them there is no greater reason than the divine authority manifested to us either of itself or through his saints. And so far Cajetan.8



Quibus verbis videtur concedere quod oppugnat Scotus, in Adamo scilicet fuisse vim quandam in anima eius inhaerentem, quae corpus eius servabat a corruptione. Hanc autem vim animae si intelligat ab anima derivatam in corpus, adversatur B. Thomae affirmanti Adamum non fuisse immortalem intrinsecus per aliquam vim seu vigorem sibi inhaerentem, sed tantum extrinsecus & ex parte causae efficientis. Adversatur item rectae rationi: nam ne animo quidem fingi potest, qualis fuerit illa virtus, & quemadmodum ageret in corpus. Quid quod, si ea fuisset in Adamo vis, vel sola ipsa satis fuisset ad tuendam hominis immortalitatem, neque ad id fuisset opus vel arbore vitae, vel temperatissimo & saluberrimo Paradisi domicilio.
By which words he seems to concede the very thing Scotus attacks—namely, that there was in Adam a certain power inhering in his soul, which preserved his body from corruption. But if he understands this power of the soul to be derived from the soul into the body, he is opposed to Blessed Thomas, who affirms that Adam was not immortal intrinsically through any power or vigor inhering in him, but only extrinsically and on the part of the efficient cause. He is opposed, likewise, to right reason: for one cannot even imagine in the mind what that power was, and in what manner it would act upon the body. What of this—that, if that power had been in Adam, either it alone would have sufficed to safeguard man's immortality, and there would have been no need either of the tree of life or of the most temperate and most salubrious dwelling of Paradise?9



Auctoritas autem illa Augustini ex lib. de Quaestionibus Veteris & novi Testamenti, qua vehementer urgeri & premi Scotum putat Caietanus, nihil plane, aut certe parum nocet Scoto. Nam nec Augustini esse librum illum, multis & manifestis coniecturis & argumentis compertum est: nec si esset Augustini, locus tamen ille valde confirmaret quod intendit Caietanus. Auctor enim eius libri illud tantum eo loco significat, primum hominem ita esse factum, ut ipse sibi auctor esset & ad vitam & ad mortem: auctor, inquam, non efficiendo immortalitatem aut mortem, sed merendo: vel (ut in scholis loquimur) erat sibi auctor vitae & mortis non effective, sed meritorie. Namque obediendo legi divinae, meruisset vitam sibi perpetuari, eam vero legem violando, poenam mortis promeruit.
But that authority of Augustine from the book On the Questions of the Old and New Testament, by which Cajetan thinks Scotus is vehemently pressed and constrained, plainly does no harm, or certainly very little, to Scotus. For it has been established by many and manifest conjectures and arguments that that book is not Augustine's; nor, if it were Augustine's, would that passage greatly confirm what Cajetan intends. For the author of that book signifies in that place only this: that the first man was so made that he himself was the author both of his life and of his death—the author, I say, not by effecting immortality or death, but by meriting: or (as we say in the schools) he was the author of his life and death not effectively but meritoriously. For by obeying the divine law he would have merited that life be perpetuated for him, but by violating that law he deserved the penalty of death.10



Illam ergo vim animae corpus hominis in statu innocentiae servantem a corruptione, equidem interpretor non aliam S. Thomae esse visam, quam singularem quandam scientiam rerum omnium, earum praesertim quae prodesse Adamo vel obesse poterant, simul & summam vim atque prudentiam ea discernendi atque praecavendi: quae quia fuerat homini a Deo supernaturaliter donata, & humanae prudentiae ac providentiae vim excedebat, propterea vocatur a S. Thoma vis supernaturalis in animam Adami collata.
That power of the soul, then, preserving man's body in the state of innocence from corruption, I for my part interpret to have seemed to St. Thomas to be none other than a certain singular knowledge of all things—especially of those which could benefit or harm Adam—together with a supreme power and prudence of discerning and guarding against them: which, because it had been supernaturally given to man by God, and exceeded the power of human prudence and providence, is therefore called by St. Thomas a supernatural power conferred upon Adam's soul.11
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QUESTION III. Whether Adam before sin ought to be said to have been mortal or immortal

LatineEnglish


QUESTION III. Whether Adam before sin ought to be said to have been mortal or immortal.1
QUAESTIO III. Utrum Adam ante peccatum dici debeat fuisse mortalis, an immortalis.



Sed existit quaestio: cum Adam ante peccatum & secundum naturam suam fuerit mortalis, & singulari dono, ac munere Dei fuerit immortalis, utrum simpliciter dici debeat immortalis, an potius mortalis. Ponam hic primo sententiam beati Augustini: deinde ad quaestionem propositam scholastico more breviter, & distincte respondebo. Sic igitur in libro septimo de Genesi ad litteram, cap. 25 scribit Augustinus:
But the question arises: since Adam before sin was both mortal according to his own nature, and immortal by a singular gift and bounty of God, whether he ought to be called immortal simply, or rather mortal. I shall here set down first the opinion of blessed Augustine; then I shall answer the proposed question briefly and distinctly in the scholastic manner. Thus, then, in the seventh book On Genesis according to the Letter, chapter 25, Augustine writes:2



Corpus Adami ante peccatum, & mortale erat quia poterat mori, & immortale quia poterat non mori. Aliud est enim non posse mori, sicut quasdam naturas immortales creavit Deus: aliud est autem posse non mori, secundum quem modum primus creatus est homo immortalis: quod ei praestabatur de ligno vitae, non de constitutione naturae: a quo ligno separatus est cum peccasset, ut posset mori: qui nisi peccasset, posset non mori. Mortalis ergo erat conditione corporis animalis, immortalis autem beneficio conditoris. Si enim corpus animale, utique mortale, quia & mori poterat; quamvis & immortale ideo, quia & non mori poterat. Neque enim immortale quod mori omnino non possit erit nisi spirituale, quod nobis futurum in resurrectione promittitur. Ac per hoc illud animale, & ob hoc mortale, quod propter iustitiam spirituale fieret: & ob hoc mortale omnimodo factum est propter peccatum non mortale, quod & antea erat, sed mortuum, quod posset non fieri, si homo non peccasset. Sic Augustinus.
Adam's body before sin was both mortal, because it could die, and immortal, because it could not-die. For it is one thing not to be able to die, as God created certain immortal natures; but it is another thing to be able not to die, in which manner the first man was created immortal: which was bestowed on him from the tree of life, not from the constitution of his nature; from which tree he was separated when he had sinned, so that he could die; whereas, had he not sinned, he could have not-died. He was therefore mortal by the condition of his animal body, but immortal by the benefit of his Creator. For if the body was animal, then assuredly mortal, because it could indeed die; yet immortal too, on this account, because it could also not-die. For nothing will be immortal in the sense of being utterly unable to die except the spiritual body, which is promised to us as to be in the resurrection. And on this account that body was animal, and on this account mortal, which for the sake of justice would become spiritual; and on this account it was made wholly mortal because of sin—not 'mortal,' which it was even before, but 'dead,' which could have not come to pass, had man not sinned. Thus Augustine.3



Sed nos ad propositam quaestionem, multiplici adhibita distinctione, ita respondemus. Vox Immortalis, vel significat negationem actus moriendi, ut idem sonet atque non moriturus: & hac significatione, sine dubitatione dicendum est Adamum & fuisse, & vere potuisse appellari immortalem: si enim legi divinae paruisset, nunquam in mortem incurrisset. Hoc profecto indicavit Deus cum dixit Adamo, In quacunque die ex ea comederis, morte morieris. Si igitur nunquam comedisset, nunquam mortuus fuisset. Paulus quoque ad Romanos quinto, & auctor libri Sapientiae, capite secundo, affirmate pronuntiarunt mortem accidisse homini propter peccatum, & per invidiam diaboli; ipsum enim hominem factum esse a Deo inexterminabilem, vel ut Graeca verba significantius habent, In integritate & incorruptione, quod sane rationi admodum erat consentaneum.
But we, to the proposed question, with manifold distinction applied, answer thus. The word 'Immortal' either signifies the negation of the act of dying, so that it sounds the same as 'not-going-to-die': and in this signification it must be said without doubt that Adam both was, and could truly be called, immortal; for if he had obeyed the divine law, he would never have run into death. This God assuredly indicated when he said to Adam, 'On whatever day you eat of it, you shall die the death' (Gen. 2:17). If, therefore, he had never eaten, he would never have died. Paul too, to the Romans in the fifth chapter, and the author of the book of Wisdom in the second chapter, affirmatively declared that death befell man because of sin, and through the envy of the devil; for that man himself was made by God 'inexterminable,' or, as the Greek words have it more expressively, 'in integrity and incorruption'—which was indeed quite consonant with reason.4



Etenim status innocentiae, velut quaedam erat inchoatio futuri coelestis gloriae status, in quo praeter alia, tria sunt praecipua bona: consummatio gratiae, & impotentia peccandi, & impotentia moriendi: conveniens igitur erat, ut in statu innocentiae, si non consummata, copiosa certe daretur homini gratia: & si non impotentia moriendi & peccandi, saltem potentia non moriendi & non peccandi tribueretur.
For the state of innocence was, as it were, a certain inception of the future state of heavenly glory, in which, besides other things, there are three chief goods: the consummation of grace, the inability to sin, and the inability to die. It was fitting, therefore, that in the state of innocence, if not consummate grace, at least abundant grace should be given to man; and that, if not the inability to die and to sin, at least the ability not to die and not to sin should be bestowed.5



Vel potest vox Immortalis significare non actum moriendi, sed vel impotentiam moriendi, vel potentiam non moriendi. Si impotentiam moriendi significet, absolute & simpliciter non conveniebat Adamo, ut eventus ipse declaravit: mortuus enim est, ex suppositione tamen,
Or the word 'Immortal' can signify not the act of dying, but either the inability to die, or the ability not to die. If it signifies the inability to die, it did not belong to Adam absolutely and simply, as the outcome itself declared; for he did die—yet on a supposition,6



...ex suppositione tamen, ut loquuntur Theologi, poterat in eum competere: permanente enim statu innocentiae, & posita Dei voluntate ac decreto, ut Adam si legem sibi positam servaret nunquam moreretur, vere dici poterat hac ratione non posse mori, & ita sentit Bonaventura, quod nescio cur Scoto non placuerit, cum idem de praedestinato aliquo homine in scholis dici soleat, eum scilicet & posse damnari, & non posse damnari: simpliciter quidem & absolute posse damnari, ex suppositione autem, hoc est, prout iam est a Deo praedestinatus, non posse damnari.
...yet on a supposition, as the Theologians speak, it could apply to him: for, the state of innocence remaining, and the will and decree of God being posited that Adam, if he kept the law set for him, would never die, he could on this account truly be said unable to die; and so Bonaventure holds—which I do not know why it did not please Scotus, since the same is wont to be said in the schools of some predestined man, namely that he both can be damned and cannot be damned: simply and absolutely he can be damned, but on a supposition—that is, inasmuch as he is already predestined by God—he cannot be damned.7



Sin autem vox Immortalis significet potentiam non moriendi, ea potentia duplex cogitari potest: vel quae naturaliter & intrinsecus esset in Adamo, & hanc certe non habuit ille; vel quae adesset ei ex supernaturali Dei dono, & extrinsecus propter continuam Dei custodiam & protectionem. Denique potentia non moriendi vel fuit in Adamo ad certum aliquod dumtaxat tempus, quo nimirum exacto transferendus erat in statum aeternae vitae & coelestis gloriae, ita ut ultra illius temporis terminum defecisset Adam; vel habuit potentiam non moriendi in perpetuum. Nobis verisimilius fit, potentiam illam non moriendi quam habuit Adam, fuisse prioris generis: siquidem vera sunt quae nos in libro tertio quem de Paradiso inscripsimus, de vi & efficacitate arboris vitae disputavimus.
But if the word 'Immortal' signifies the ability not to die, that ability can be conceived as twofold: either one that would be naturally and intrinsically in Adam—and this assuredly he did not have; or one that would be present to him from the supernatural gift of God, and extrinsically, on account of God's continual keeping and protection. Finally, the ability not to die was in Adam either only for a certain definite time—at the expiry of which he was, of course, to be transferred into the state of eternal life and heavenly glory, so that beyond the term of that time Adam would have failed; or he had the ability not to die in perpetuity. To us it seems more probable that that ability not to die which Adam had was of the former kind: if indeed the things are true which we, in the third book which we entitled On Paradise, disputed concerning the power and efficacy of the tree of life.8



Quoniam autem divina Scriptura Adamum dicit fuisse inexterminabilem, & Patres dicere solent eum affectum esse dono immortalitatis & fuisse immortalem, idque multum facit ad pernoscendam differentiam huius nostri status, & illius status innocentiae in quo est a Deo creatus Adam: propter has causas videtur potius dicendum Adamum fuisse immortalem quam mortalem.
But since divine Scripture says that Adam was 'inexterminable,' and the Fathers are wont to say that he was endowed with the gift of immortality and was immortal, and since this contributes much to discerning thoroughly the difference between this state of ours and that state of innocence in which Adam was created by God: for these reasons it seems rather to be said that Adam was immortal than mortal.9



Translator’s notes
	Third question of the disputation on immortality. ↩
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QUESTION IV. Whether the gift of immortality which Adam had pertained to the integrity and perfection of human nature according to its own condition and degree

LatineEnglish


QUESTION IV. Whether the gift of immortality which Adam had pertained to the integrity and perfection of human nature according to its own condition and degree.1
QUAESTIO IIII. Utrum donum immortalitatis quod habuit Adam, pertineret ad integritatem & perfectionem naturae humanae secundum suam conditionem & gradum.



Restat ultima quaestio, gravis sane & nobilis, nulloque modo hic praetereunda, utrum illa primi hominis immortalitas, qualiscumque ea fuerit, esset naturaliter homini debita, hoc est ad naturalem humanae naturae integritatem & perfectionem pertinens, ut sine ea sit nunc homo mutilus atque monstrosus. Non defuerunt viri docti qui putarunt iustitiam originalem, quae continebat potentiam non moriendi & perfectam carnis & sensus sub imperium & potestatem rationis subiectionem, fuisse donum quoddam naturae humanae quodammodo debitum, hoc est, licet a solo Deo effectum & concessum homini, ad naturalem tamen hominis integritatem & perfectionem omnino perti[nens]...
There remains the final question, weighty indeed and noble, and by no means to be passed over here: whether that immortality of the first man, of whatever sort it was, was naturally owed to man—that is, pertaining to the natural integrity and perfection of human nature, so that without it man is now maimed and monstrous. There have not been lacking learned men who held that original justice, which comprised the ability not to die and the perfect subjection of flesh and sense under the command and power of reason, was a certain gift in a manner owed to human nature; that is, although effected and granted to man by God alone, yet altogether pertaining to the natural integrity and perfection of man...2



...pertinens, ut eo dono post peccatum Adae privata, hominis natura censeri debeat naturaliter imperfecta, mutila, & quasi monstrosa.
...pertaining [to it], so that, man's nature having been deprived of that gift after the sin of Adam, it ought to be reckoned naturally imperfect, maimed, and as it were monstrous.3



Hoc autem illi sic argumentantur. Illud est naturale quod ex causis naturalibus proficiscitur, sed illa immortalitas promissa Adamo ex causis naturalibus ei contigisset, videlicet propter esum fructus arboris vitae, cuius vis perpetuandi vitam usque adeo erat naturalis, ut etiam post peccatum, si Adam ex eo comedisset, in aeternum vivere potuisset. Idcirco enim, ut refert Moses extremis pene verbis capitis tertii libri Geneseos, Deus Adamum eiecit e paradiso, eiusque aditu prohibuit Adamum, Ne forte, inquit, mittat manum suam, & sumat de ligno vitae, & comedat, & vivat in aeternum. Si igitur causa vivendi in aeternum naturalis erat, etiam immortalitas qui erat effectus eius fuisset naturalis.
Now they argue this as follows. That is natural which proceeds from natural causes; but that immortality promised to Adam would have befallen him from natural causes, namely on account of the eating of the fruit of the tree of life, whose power of perpetuating life was so natural that even after sin, if Adam had eaten of it, he could have lived forever. For on this account, as Moses relates in almost the last words of the third chapter of the book of Genesis, God cast Adam out of paradise, and forbade Adam access to it, saying, 'Lest perhaps he put forth his hand, and take of the tree of life, and eat, and live forever' (Gen. 3:22). If, therefore, the cause of living forever was natural, then the immortality too, which was its effect, would have been natural.4



Deinde, quod est debitum integritati naturae, ut sine eo natura sit manca & imperfecta naturaliter, id vere dici debet naturale: talis autem est immortalitas corporis. Si enim corpus humanum ab initio non fuisset a Deo factum aliquo modo incorruptibile, non fuisset convenientia & proportio inter animam incorruptibilem, & corpus corruptibile: illa enim vim haberet ad infinitum tempus informandi & vivificandi corpus; corpori vero, quia omnino corruptibile erat, repugnaret infinito tempore informari & vivificari ab anima, cum tamen secundum Aristotelem, quod est possibile ex parte formae, sit possibile quoque ex parte materiae, sicut quod est possibile ex parte potentiae activae, est possibile ex parte potentiae passivae, alioqui potentia illa frustra esset. Deus autem & natura nihil frustra in rebus faciunt, aut esse sinunt.
Next, what is owed to the integrity of a nature—so that without it the nature is naturally defective and imperfect—that ought truly to be called natural; but such is the immortality of the body. For if the human body had not from the beginning been made by God incorruptible in some way, there would not have been fitness and proportion between the incorruptible soul and the corruptible body: for the soul would have the power of informing and vivifying the body for an infinite time; but to the body, because it was wholly corruptible, it would be repugnant to be informed and vivified by the soul for an infinite time—whereas, according to Aristotle, what is possible on the part of the form is also possible on the part of the matter, just as what is possible on the part of the active potency is possible on the part of the passive potency; otherwise that potency would be in vain. But God and nature do nothing in vain in things, nor allow anything to be so.5



Ad haec, cum anima rationalis sit pars substantialis hominis, secundum naturam eius est & perfectum ipsius statum esse in homine, id est, copulatam cum corpore: praeter naturam autem eius est, & ad imperfectum statum eius pertinet, esse eam extra corpus. At si corpus esset omnino corruptibile, anima rationalis ad breve tempus esset coniuncta cum ipso; quoniam autem immortalis est, infinito tempore extra ipsum esset: ex quo efficeretur, ipsam brevi tempore esse secundum naturam, infinito autem tempore praeter naturam, quod est valde absurdum. Et vero, alienissimum videtur Dei sapientia, tale compositum substantiale facere, ut una eius pars sit mortalis, altera vero immortalis, cum tamen neutra sine altera possit naturaliter esse perfecta. Praeterea, si homo non habuisset aliquo modo immortalitatem corporis, nullus fuisset hominis, ut homo est, finis ultimus naturalis. Nam vel is fuisset corruptibilis, & non potuisset animae rationali convenire, aut incorruptibilis, & corpori humano conveniens non fuisset. Cumque materia sit propter formam, non autem e contrario, necessarium fuit corpus humanum aliqua ratione donari immortalitate, ut posset esse materia idonea & congruens animae rationali. Denique, naturalis ratio exigit, ut in homine mens & ratio imperet ac regat, caro autem & sensus regantur a ratione, eique obediant. Re-
Furthermore, since the rational soul is a substantial part of man, it is according to its nature, and is its perfect state, to be in man—that is, conjoined with the body; but it is contrary to its nature, and pertains to its imperfect state, to be outside the body. But if the body were wholly corruptible, the rational soul would be joined with it for a short time; whereas, since it is immortal, it would be outside it for an infinite time: from which it would follow that it is according to nature for a short time, but contrary to nature for an infinite time—which is very absurd. And indeed, it seems most alien to the wisdom of God to make such a substantial composite that one of its parts is mortal and the other immortal, since yet neither can be naturally perfect without the other. Besides, if man had not had in some way the immortality of the body, there would have been no natural ultimate end of man as man. For either it would have been corruptible, and could not have suited the rational soul, or incorruptible, and would not have suited the human body. And since matter is for the sake of form, and not the reverse, it was necessary that the human body be endowed in some way with immortality, so that it could be a fit and congruent matter for the rational soul. Finally, natural reason demands that in man the mind and reason should command and rule, while the flesh and sense are ruled by reason and obey it. The re[bellion]...6



...bellio igitur carnis adversus rationem quam describit Paul. ad Rom. 7. & ad Gal. 5. contra naturam hominis est: ergo iustitia originalis quae hanc rebellionem prohibebat, ad naturalem hominis statum, integritatem, & perfectionem pertinebat. Haec isti acutius, quam verius pro sua opinione disputant, aut disputare possunt.
...the rebellion, therefore, of the flesh against reason, which Paul describes in Romans 7 and Galatians 5, is contrary to the nature of man: therefore original justice, which prevented this rebellion, pertained to man's natural state, integrity, and perfection. These things these men argue for their opinion more acutely than truly, or than they can argue.7



Verum nos contra sentimus, certum enim nobis est donum illud immortalitatis fuisse supernaturale, nec ad naturalem humanae naturae per se consideratae integritatem pertinuisse, nec ei iure naturali fuisse debitum. Nam ut istorum doctorum vestigiis adversus ipsos in-
But we think the contrary, for it is certain to us that that gift of immortality was supernatural, and pertained neither to the natural integrity of human nature considered in itself, nor was owed to it by natural right. For, that we may follow the footsteps of these learned men against themselves, in[sisting]...8



...sistamus, illa immortalitas Adami non efficiebatur, ut putant ipsi, ex causis naturalibus. Quinimo cum Adamus ex materia quae habet potentiam contradictionis, & ex quatuor elementis constaret, ex his naturali consequentia existebat naturalis potentia & necessitas aliquando moriendi. Fructus autem arboris vitae habuisset vim servandi homines ab interitu, non tamen in perpetuum, sed ad certum quoddam tempus, longissimum sane, quamobrem phrasi Hebraea, & consuetudine Scripturae appellatur aeternum, sed finitum tamen, usque ad quod scilicet tempus constituerat Deus ut homo vitam animalem ageret in terris, exinde vero transferretur in coelum, vitam spiritalem & coelestem sempiterno aevo acturus. Quod si contendant isti fructum illum habuisse vim largiendi vitam immortalem, equidem non dubitaverim dicere, vim illam non fuisse naturalem sed supernaturalem: id quod Augustino, Bedae, Bonaventurae, & aliis primae classis Theologis quos lib. 3. commemoravimus, videtur placuisse.
...insisting, that immortality of Adam was not effected, as they think, from natural causes. Nay rather, since Adam was constituted of matter that has the potency of contradiction, and of the four elements, from these by natural consequence there existed a natural potency and necessity of dying at some time. But the fruit of the tree of life would have had the power of preserving men from destruction—yet not forever, but for a certain definite time, very long indeed, on which account, by Hebrew idiom and the custom of Scripture, it is called 'eternal,' but is nonetheless finite: namely, up to the time at which God had determined that man should lead an animal life on earth, and thence be transferred to heaven, to lead a spiritual and heavenly life for everlasting ages. But if they should contend that that fruit had the power of bestowing immortal life, I for my part would not hesitate to say that that power was not natural but supernatural: which seems to have pleased Augustine, Bede, Bonaventure, and other first-class Theologians whom I mentioned in book 3.9



Quid quod immortalitas Adami non omnino, nec ex toto, sed aliqua tantum ex parte pendebat ex fructu illius arboris: multis autem, & praecipuis aliis nominibus pendebat ex supernaturalibus & divinis privilegiis concessis homini vel concedendis, quae uno vocabulo specialis Dei assistentiae & protectionis comprehendi & enunciari possunt?
What of this—that Adam's immortality did not depend on the fruit of that tree wholly, nor entirely, but only in some part; and on many other, and chief, accounts depended on supernatural and divine privileges granted, or to be granted, to man, which by a single term can be comprised and expressed as God's special assistance and protection?10



Non fuisse autem illam, qualiscumque ea fuit, immortalitatem naturae humanae debitam, nec ad naturalem eius integritatem constituendam necessario requisitam, his argumentis, nec, ut opinor, invalidis concluditur. Principio, si naturalis integritas hominis exigit immortalitatem corporis, aut eam immortalitatem exigit qua intrinsecus sit immortale corpus, aut qua extrinsecus tantum, nimirum propter singularem Dei curam & providentiam ab omni corruptione hominem servantis; sed priorem immortalitatem non potest exigere natura humana. Si enim corpus hominis intrinsecus esset immorta-
But that that immortality, of whatever kind it was, was not owed to human nature, nor necessarily required for constituting its natural integrity, is concluded by these arguments—and, as I think, not invalid ones. First, if the natural integrity of man requires the immortality of the body, it requires either that immortality by which the body is immortal intrinsically, or that by which it is so only extrinsically—namely, on account of God's singular care and providence preserving man from all corruption; but human nature cannot require the former immortality. For if the body of man were intrinsically immor[tal]...11



...le, non esset compositum ex elementis, neque capax animae vegetativae & sensitivae: quamobrem nec idoneum esset animae rationalis domicilium, immo neque capax eius ullo modo esse posset. Nec vero posteriorem immortalitatis rationem deposcit aut exigit naturalis integritas & perfectio hominis: nimirum eiusmodi immortalitas non naturali modo, sed praeter naturalem ordinem & speciali quadam atque extraordinaria ratione contigisset homini: quid autem minus conveniens rationi dici potest, quam id esse necessarium ad naturalem integritatem hominis, quod ei non naturali, sed via supernaturali tantum possit accidere?
...tal, it would not be composed of elements, nor capable of a vegetative and sensitive soul; on which account it would neither be a fit dwelling for the rational soul—nay, it could not be capable of it in any way at all. Nor indeed does the natural integrity and perfection of man demand or require the latter kind of immortality: for an immortality of this sort would have befallen man not in a natural manner, but beyond the natural order and by a certain special and extraordinary means; and what can be said to be less consonant with reason than that that should be necessary for the natural integrity of man which can befall him only by a supernatural, not a natural, way?12



Deinde, si immortalitas corporis fuisset debita naturae humanae, ergo fuisset incongruum eam promitti homini, uti est a Deo promissa tanquam praemium eius obedientiae, eiusque privationem homini velut iustam inobedientiae poenam infligi. Etenim propter peccatum quae naturalia sunt homini, nec ablata, nec diminuta sunt: siquidem etiam daemonibus naturalia eorum integra remanserunt. Nec ratio erat ulla, cur Deus propter peccatum Adami, cum cetera omnia quae ad integritatem naturae humanae pertinent intacta reliquisset, unam homini duntaxat corporis immortalitatem (siquidem ea quoque ad integritatem naturae humanae pertinebat) adimeret.
Next, if the immortality of the body had been owed to human nature, then it would have been incongruous for it to be promised to man—as it was promised by God as the reward of his obedience—and for its privation to be inflicted on man as the just penalty of his disobedience. For on account of sin the things that are natural to man were neither taken away nor diminished: since even to the demons their natural endowments remained intact. Nor was there any reason why God, on account of Adam's sin—when he had left intact all the other things that pertain to the integrity of human nature—should take away from man the one immortality of the body alone (granted that this too pertained to the integrity of human nature).13



Adiice, quod non est debitum naturae hominis, quod est praeter naturam eius, & praeter naturalem & intrinsecam eius potentiam: sed immortalitas corporis non est secundum naturam hominis: est enim homo secundum naturam corpus mixtum, vivens & sentiens: quod autem tale est, etiam secundum naturam habet ut sit corruptibile: id vero quod naturaliter est corruptibile, secundum naturam necesse est aliquando corrumpi. Nunquam autem corrumpi, non est secundum naturam rei corruptibilis: nunquam igitur mori, non est secundum naturam hominis: nec illa potentia non moriendi naturaliter debita homini, vel ad naturalem eius integritatem pertinens esse poterat.
Add that what is beyond his nature, and beyond his natural and intrinsic potency, is not owed to the nature of man; but the immortality of the body is not according to the nature of man: for man is by nature a mixed body, living and sentient; and what is such has, also according to nature, that it be corruptible; and that which is naturally corruptible, it is according to nature necessary that it be corrupted at some time. But never to be corrupted is not according to the nature of a corruptible thing; therefore never to die is not according to the nature of man; nor could that ability not to die be naturally owed to man, or pertaining to his natural integrity.14



Ad haec, si propter eam proportionem quae esse debet inter formam & materiam, quia rationalis anima sit immortalis, propterea necessario concludi putant etiam corpus hominis immortale aliquomodo esse oportere: profecto ea ratione conficeretur, corpus humanum etiam intrinsecus & substantialiter immortale esse debere: quod isti tamen nolunt, & vero implicat contradictionem. Siquidem proportio quae est inter materiam & formam, naturalis est, interna, & essentialis, non autem adventitia, externa, & accidentalis. Cum igitur anima rationalis intrinsecus & substantialiter immortalis sit, nec tantum habeat potentiam non moriendi, sed etiam impotentiam moriendi: pari sane ratione, ut rite servetur proportio inter materiam & formam, corpus humanum intrinsecus & substantialiter incorruptibile deberet esse, nec tantum potens non moriendi, sed etiam moriendi prorsus impotens.
Furthermore, if, on account of that proportion which ought to be between form and matter, they think it must necessarily be concluded that the body of man too ought to be immortal in some way—because the rational soul is immortal—then assuredly by that reasoning it would be brought about that the human body too ought to be intrinsically and substantially immortal: which, however, these men do not want, and which indeed involves a contradiction. For the proportion which is between matter and form is natural, internal, and essential, not adventitious, external, and accidental. Since, then, the rational soul is intrinsically and substantially immortal, and has not only the ability not to die but also the inability to die: by a like reasoning, in truth, in order that the proportion between matter and form be duly preserved, the human body ought to be intrinsically and substantially incorruptible, and not only able not to die, but also utterly unable to die.15



Apparet igitur, hanc istorum doctorum argumentationem quam putabant ipsi validissimam, plane infirmam & nullam esse. Denique, si omne id censeri debet naturale & naturaliter debitum homini, sine quo non potest homo naturaliter esse omnino perfectus: profecto & resurrectionem ex mortuis naturaliter esse homini debitam, & ultimum finem qui est clara & beatifica divinae essentiae visio naturaliter homini convenientem & debitum esse, ista ratione concludi posset; siquidem nec anima rationalis sine corpore subs-
It appears, therefore, that this argumentation of these learned men, which they themselves thought most valid, is plainly weak and null. Finally, if everything must be reckoned natural and naturally owed to man, without which man cannot be naturally perfect altogether, then assuredly by that reasoning it could be concluded both that resurrection from the dead is naturally owed to man, and that the ultimate end—which is the clear and beatific vision of the divine essence—is naturally fitting and owed to man; since neither is the rational soul perfect without the body in its sub[stance]...16



...stantialiter est perfecta, & humanus appetitus cum sit infiniti boni capax, nullius boni adeptione praeter claram Dei visionem & fruitionem, ita satiari & expleri potest, ut sit omnino contentus & quietus.
...is substantially perfect, and the human appetite, since it is capable of an infinite good, can be so sated and filled by the attainment of no good except the clear vision and enjoyment of God, that it is altogether content and at rest.17



Nec erit operosum, duo praecipua contrariae sententiae auctorum argumenta dissolvere. Et illud quidem argumentum sumptum ex convenientia quae esse debet inter animam rationalem & corpus humanum, licet isti firmissimum putent, parvo tamen negocio labefactari & everti potest, vel ea tantum ratione qua dissolvitur a B. Thoma in prima parte, quaestione 76. art. 5. Nam cum initio eius articuli posuisset hoc argumentum: Materia debet esse proportionata formae, sed anima intellectiva est forma incorruptibilis, ergo non convenienter unitur corpori corruptibili: ad hoc sic ipse respondet:
Nor will it be laborious to dissolve the two chief arguments of the authors of the contrary opinion. And that argument indeed, taken from the fitness which ought to be between the rational soul and the human body—although these men think it most firm—can nevertheless be shaken and overturned with little trouble, or by that very reasoning by which it is dissolved by Blessed Thomas in the First Part, question 76, article 5. For when, at the beginning of that article, he had laid down this argument: Matter ought to be proportioned to form; but the intellective soul is an incorruptible form; therefore it is not fittingly united to a corruptible body—to this he himself responds thus:18



Quidam forte volens evadere hanc obiectionem, diceret corpus hominis ante peccatum fuisse incorruptibile. Sed haec responsio non videtur sufficiens: Corpus enim hominis ante peccatum, non fuit incorruptibile per naturam, alioquin ea immortalitas mansisset etiam post peccatum, sicut mansit immortalitas daemonum: sed fuit immortale per gratiae divinae donum. Quare melius respondetur, in materia quae alicuius formae causa eligitur, duplicem inveniri conditionem: alteram quae per se eligitur, ut per quam materia sit conveniens ad recipiendam formam, & idonea ut forma proprias actiones obire queat: alteram vero quae per se non eligitur, sed quod ea priorem conditionem ex necessitate materia naturaliter consequitur, non potest abici & removeri a materia. Exempli causa: artifex ad fabricandam serram eligit ferrum quasi idoneam ad id materiam quae, scilicet, duritia sua apta est ad secandum: quod autem dentes serrae ferreae possint hebetari & rubigine affici, id sequitur ex necessitate materiae. Sic anima intellectiva per se debetur corpus aequalis complexionis, & animae vegetativae ac sensitivae capax: tale autem corpus ex necessitate materiae consequitur corruptibilitas. Siquis autem dicat potuisse a Deo hanc necessitatem materiae vitari, & ea non obstante dari incorruptionem corpori humano: responderi debet, in constitutione rerum naturalium non considerari quid Deus facere possit, sed quid natura rerum conveniens sit fieri, ut Augustinus, inquit, lib. 2 de Gen. ad lit. c. 1. Deus quidem cum primum hominem condidit, ei dedit immortalitatem, non tamen ut naturae eius debitam, sed ut supernaturale donum gratiae suae, gratuito ei concessum. Haec ibi Sanctus Thomas: eandemque sententiam habet in 1.2. quaest. 85. articul. 6. & 2.2. quaest. 164. articul. 1. & super quintum caput Epistol. ad Romanos.
Someone perhaps, wishing to escape this objection, would say that the body of man before sin was incorruptible. But this response does not seem sufficient: for the body of man before sin was not incorruptible by nature—otherwise that immortality would have remained even after sin, as the immortality of the demons remained—but it was immortal through the gift of divine grace. Wherefore it is better answered that in matter which is chosen for the sake of some form, a twofold condition is found: one which is chosen per se, namely that by which the matter is suitable for receiving the form, and fit so that the form can carry out its proper actions; and another which is not chosen per se, but which, because it naturally follows from the prior condition by the necessity of matter, cannot be cast off and removed from the matter. For example: a craftsman, to make a saw, chooses iron as matter fit for it, namely because by its hardness it is apt for cutting; but that the teeth of an iron saw can be blunted and affected by rust follows from the necessity of the matter. So to the intellective soul there is owed per se a body of balanced complexion, and capable of the vegetative and sensitive soul; but corruptibility follows upon such a body from the necessity of the matter. But if someone should say that this necessity of matter could have been avoided by God, and that, notwithstanding it, incorruption could be given to the human body, it must be answered that in the constitution of natural things one does not consider what God can do, but what it is fitting that the nature of things become—as Augustine says, in book 2 On Genesis according to the Letter, chapter 1. God indeed, when he first created man, gave him immortality, yet not as owed to his nature, but as a supernatural gift of his grace, granted to him gratuitously. Thus far Saint Thomas; and he holds the same opinion in 1-2, question 85, article 6, and 2-2, question 164, article 1, and on the fifth chapter of the Epistle to the Romans.19



Posterius autem istorum argumentum, quod rebellio carnis adversus rationem sit contra naturam hominis, & idcirco iustitiam originalem, quae non sinebat eiusmodi rebellionem existere, fuisse debitam naturali hominis integritati & perfectioni: ad hunc modum solvitur. Duplex est rebellio carnis adversus rationem: una quae vincit rationem, eam trahens ad consentiendum & obsequendum cupiditatibus suis: & haec contra naturam hominis est. Sed ea tolli potest per virtutem moralem temperantiae: haec nempe domans cupidita-
But the latter argument of these men—that the rebellion of the flesh against reason is contrary to the nature of man, and therefore that original justice, which did not allow such a rebellion to exist, was owed to man's natural integrity and perfection—is solved in this manner. The rebellion of the flesh against reason is twofold: one that conquers reason, dragging it to consent to and comply with its own desires—and this is contrary to the nature of man. But it can be removed through the moral virtue of temperance: this, namely, taming the desires...20



...tes carnis, cogit eas obedire rationi, facitque hominem secundum rectam rationem temperanter vivere. Nec obstat, quod fieri non possit quin aliquando labatur in aliquam intemperantiam: id enim non est contra naturalem & moralem perfectionem hominis. Hoc enim commune est omnium rerum corruptibilium & defectibilium, ut ad naturalem earum perfectionem non sit necesse eas semper bene se habere, sed satis sit, ut fere & plurimum bene sese habeant.
...the desires of the flesh, compels them to obey reason, and makes man live temperately according to right reason. Nor is it an obstacle that it cannot but happen that he sometimes slips into some intemperance: for that is not contrary to the natural and moral perfection of man. For this is common to all corruptible and defectible things, that for their natural perfection it is not necessary that they always be in good condition, but it is enough that they be in good condition generally and for the most part.21



Altera est rebellio partis inferioris adversus partem superiorem, quae non facit rationem consentire appetitui sensitivo, sed tantum excitat in membris & in ipso appetitu indecentes & inordinatos motus praeter iudicium & voluntatem partis superioris. Nam & praeveniunt iudicium rationis, nec sedantur & tranquillantur statim ut ratio iubet, & homo vellet. Atque haec quidem rebellio carnis non est contra naturam hominis, sed potius est secundum naturam eius, per se & absque divina gratia considerati. Oritur enim ex naturali constitutione hominis, qui naturaliter compositus est ex duplici appetitu admodum diverso, intellectivo & sensitivo. Et appetitus quidem sensitivus cum sit naturalis, & naturaliter feratur in suum obiectum, praesenti obiecto sibi convenienti & delectabili, naturaliter ac toto impetu fertur in ipsum. Et licet coerceri & retrahi possit a ratione, non tamen sine difficultate rationis, & ipsius appetitus repugnantia & tristitia.
The other is the rebellion of the lower part against the higher, which does not make reason consent to the sensitive appetite, but only stirs up in the members and in the appetite itself unseemly and disordered motions, beyond the judgment and will of the higher part. For they both anticipate the judgment of reason, and are not settled and calmed at once as reason commands and as the man would wish. And this rebellion of the flesh is indeed not contrary to the nature of man, but rather is according to his nature, considered in itself and apart from divine grace. For it arises from the natural constitution of man, who is naturally composed of a twofold and very diverse appetite, the intellective and the sensitive. And the sensitive appetite, since it is natural and naturally borne toward its object, is, when an object suitable and delightful to it is present, naturally and with full impetus borne toward it. And although it can be checked and drawn back by reason, yet not without difficulty on reason's part, and without the resistance and distress of the appetite itself.22



Profecto, haec rebellio qualis est in nobis, talis omnino esset in homine, si is in puris naturalibus crearetur, sed in illo non esset poena aut vitium, sed conditio naturae: in nobis autem est; quia primus omnium nostrum parens creatus est cum iustitia originali, cuius propter peccatum amissae, poena est quam patimur carnis rebellio.
Assuredly, this rebellion, such as it is in us, would be altogether such in man, if he were created in pure naturals; but in him it would not be a penalty or a fault, but the condition of nature: in us, however, it is a penalty; because the first parent of us all was created with original justice, and because of his sin in losing it, the rebellion of the flesh which we suffer is a penalty.23
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	Colophon closing BOOK V (which treated the four internal excellences of the state of innocence: wisdom, grace, original justice, immortality). ↩
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OF BENEDICTUS PERERIUS, THE SIXTH BOOK. On the temptation and fall of the first human beings. That is, A PREFACE TO THE THIRD CHAPTER OF THE BOOK OF GENESIS.1
BENEDICTI PERERII, LIBER SEXTUS. De tentatione & lapsu primorum hominum. Hoc est, IN TERTIUM CAPUT LIBRI GENESEOS, PRAEFATIO.



Quae de homine hactenus, duobus qui hunc proxime antecesserunt libris disseruimus, ea pertinent vel ad declarandam humanae naturae perfectionis & dignitatis praestantiam, vel ad demonstrandam excellentiam & felicitatem eius status, in quo Deus ab initio conditum a se hominem collocavit. Hic autem liber ordine sextus, luctuosum ac funestum & velut tragicum continet tantae felicitatis exitum, lapsum dico primorum hominum in peccatum: non ipsis tantum, aut uni vel multis gentibus calamitosum, sed cunctis hominibus quot sunt, quot erunt, quotque adhuc fuerunt exitiosum. Quanquam miserrimum illum casum quae consecuta sunt mala, ea primis nostris parentibus prioris vitae suavitatem expertis longe acerbiora visa sunt, quam ipsorum posteris, eorum bonorum prorsus inexpertis esse videantur: non aliter profecto, quam ei qui tetro...
The things we have hitherto discussed concerning man, in the two books which immediately preceded this one, pertain either to declaring the eminence of human nature's perfection and dignity, or to demonstrating the excellence and felicity of that state in which God from the beginning placed man, created by himself. But this book, sixth in order, contains the mournful and deadly and, as it were, tragic outcome of so great a felicity—I mean the fall of the first human beings into sin: calamitous not to themselves alone, or to one or many nations, but ruinous to all human beings, as many as are, as many as shall be, and as many as have yet been. Although the evils that followed upon that most wretched fall seemed far more bitter to our first parents, who had experienced the sweetness of the former life, than they appear to be to their posterity, who are wholly without experience of those goods: not otherwise, assuredly, than to one who in a foul...2



...tetro aliquo & foedo carcere natus est, minus dura & intoleranda videtur eius domicilii obscuritas & foeditas, quam parentibus eius iucundissima libertate dulcissimaque coeli luce antea frui solitis. In capite igitur tertio libri Geneseos describitur a Mose tentatio Evae & Adami, lapsusque utriusque, & Dei in utrumque animadversio. Hic prima origo aperitur omnium miseriarum & malorum, quibus iam inde ab illo tempore omne genus hominum misere afficitur & conflictatur.
...born in some foul and loathsome prison, the darkness and foulness of his dwelling seems less hard and intolerable than to his parents, who had before been accustomed to enjoy the most delightful liberty and the sweetest light of heaven. In the third chapter of the book of Genesis, therefore, there is described by Moses the temptation of Eve and Adam, and the fall of both, and God's judgment upon each. Here is opened the first origin of all the miseries and evils with which, from that time onward, the whole race of men is wretchedly afflicted and harassed.3



Quanto autem tempore post creationem primorum hominum haec illis tentatio contigerit, non liquet ex ipsa Scriptura. Diodorus Tarsensis, ut citatur hoc loco in Catena, non multum tempus effluxisse coniicit ex verbis illis serpentis, Cur praecepit vobis Deus ut non comederetis ex omni ligno Paradisi? quo significatur ante id temporis nulla ex arbore Paradisi Adamum & Evam comedisse: nam si comedissent, non id serpens dicere fuisset ausus. Verum, illud, Ut non comederetis ex omni arbore, non significat ex nulla arbore, sed, non ex omni arbore. Est autem communis multorum & bene vetus opinio, quo die creatus est Adam, eodem die fuisse tentatum atque prostratum. Ita sentit libro ultimo adversus haereses Irenaeus:
But how long a time after the creation of the first human beings this temptation befell them is not clear from Scripture itself. Diodorus of Tarsus, as he is cited in this place in the Catena, conjectures from those words of the serpent—'Why has God commanded you that you should not eat of every tree of Paradise?'—that not much time had elapsed: by which it is signified that before that time Adam and Eve had eaten from no tree of Paradise; for if they had eaten, the serpent would not have dared to say this. But that phrase, 'That you should not eat of every tree,' does not signify 'from no tree,' but 'not from every tree.' There is, moreover, a common and quite ancient opinion that on the very day on which Adam was created, on that same day he was tempted and laid low. So thinks Irenaeus, in the last book Against Heresies:4



quin etiam putant multi eodem die hebdomadae & mensis, id est, die Veneris, & vigesimaquinta Martii fuisse hominem & a Deo creatum, & a diabolo victum, & a Christo Domino per mortem crucis redemptum. Sed hoc ut credam, aegre possum in animum inducere, cum nec id Scriptura usquam indicet, nec ratio aliqua vel in speciem probabilis suadeat, quin etiam contraria opinio similior vero sit: nam quae narrat Scriptura inter creationem Adami & lapsum eius gesta, non videntur in dimidiatum unius diei spatium coarctari posse. Hoc satis sit in praesens de hac quaestione attigisse: nam eam subtilius & accuratius infra explicabimus.
Nay, many even think that on the same day of the week and of the month—that is, on a Friday, and on the twenty-fifth of March—man was both created by God, and conquered by the devil, and redeemed by Christ the Lord through the death of the cross. But I can hardly bring myself to believe this, since neither does Scripture anywhere indicate it, nor does any reason even apparently probable persuade it; nay, the contrary opinion is rather more likely to be true: for the things which Scripture narrates as done between the creation of Adam and his fall do not seem able to be compressed into the space of half a single day. Let it suffice for the present to have touched on this question thus far: for we shall explain it more subtly and accurately below.5



Translator’s notes
	Major structural divider: title page of BOOK VI, which treats Genesis chapter 3 (the temptation and fall). Followed by the Praefatio. ↩
	Opening of the Praefatio: books 4-5 treated man's dignity and the felicity of innocence; book 6 treats the tragic Fall, ruinous to all mankind. Sentence continues on the next page (catchword 'tetro'). ↩
	Completion of the prison-simile (those born in misery feel it less than those who knew prior happiness). Statement of the chapter's subject: Genesis 3 = the temptation, fall, and divine judgment—the origin of all human woes. ↩
	On the timing of the Fall (uncertain from Scripture). Diodorus of Tarsus (via the Catena) infers a short interval from Gen. 3:1; Pererius corrects the inference (ex omni ≠ ex nulla). Reports the ancient view (Irenaeus, Adversus haereses, final book) that Adam fell the same day he was created. ↩
	The further tradition that creation, fall, and (later) redemption all fell on Friday, March 25; Pererius rejects it as unsupported and improbable, deferring fuller treatment. (After this the Praefatio closes with an asterism and the chapter begins.) ↩




THE THIRD CHAPTER OF THE BOOK OF GENESIS
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THE THIRD CHAPTER OF THE BOOK OF GENESIS.1
CAPUT TERTIUM LIBRI GENESEOS.



Translator’s notes
	Header introducing the biblical lemma (Genesis 3) that Pererius will expound throughout Book VI. ↩




1. Now the serpent was more cunning than all the living creatures of the earth which the Lord God had made. And he said to the woman, Why has God commanded you that you …

LatineEnglish


1. Sed & serpens erat callidior cunctis animantibus terrae quae fecerat Dominus Deus. Qui dixit ad mulierem, Cur praecepit vobis Deus ut non comederetis ex omni ligno Paradisi? 2. Cui respondit mulier, De fructu lignorum quae sunt in Paradiso vescimur: 3. de fructu vero ligni quod est in medio Paradisi, praecepit nobis Deus ne comederemus, & ne tangeremus illud, ne forte moriamur. 4. Dixit autem serpens ad mulierem, Nequaquam morte moriemini: 5. scit enim Deus, quod in quocumque die comederitis ex eo, aperientur oculi vestri, & eritis sicut dii scientes bonum & malum. 6. Vidit igitur mulier quod bonum esset lignum ad vescendum, & pulchrum oculis, aspectuque delectabile: & tulit de fructu illius & comedit, deditque viro suo, qui comedit. 7. Et aperti sunt oculi amborum: cumque cognovissent se esse nudos, consuerunt folia ficus, & fecerunt sibi perizomata. 8. Et cum audissent vocem Domini Dei deambulantis in Paradiso ad auram post meridiem, abscondit se Adam & uxor eius a facie Domini Dei in medio ligni Paradisi. 9. Vocavitque Dominus Deus Adam, & dixit ei, Ubi es? 10. Qui ait, Vocem tuam audivi in Paradiso, & timui eo quod nudus essem, & abscondi me. 11. Cui dixit Dominus: Quis enim indicavit tibi quod nudus esses, nisi quod ex ligno, de quo praeceperam tibi ne comederes, comedisti? 12. Dixitque Adam, Mulier quam dedisti mihi, dedit mihi de ligno, & comedi. 13. Et dixit Dominus Deus ad mulierem, quare hoc fecisti? Quae respondit: Serpens decepit me, & comedi. 14. Et ait Dominus Deus ad serpen[tem]...
1. Now the serpent was more cunning than all the living creatures of the earth which the Lord God had made. And he said to the woman, Why has God commanded you that you should not eat of every tree of Paradise? 2. The woman answered him, We eat of the fruit of the trees that are in Paradise; 3. but of the fruit of the tree which is in the midst of Paradise, God has commanded us that we should not eat, and that we should not touch it, lest perhaps we die. 4. And the serpent said to the woman, You shall not die the death by any means: 5. for God knows that on whatever day you eat of it, your eyes shall be opened, and you shall be as gods, knowing good and evil. 6. The woman therefore saw that the tree was good to eat, and fair to the eyes, and delightful to behold: and she took of its fruit and ate, and gave to her husband, who ate. 7. And the eyes of both were opened: and when they perceived that they were naked, they sewed together fig leaves, and made themselves girdles. 8. And when they heard the voice of the Lord God walking in Paradise at the breeze after midday, Adam and his wife hid themselves from the face of the Lord God in the midst of the trees of Paradise. 9. And the Lord God called Adam, and said to him, Where are you? 10. And he said, I heard your voice in Paradise, and I was afraid, because I was naked, and I hid myself. 11. And he said to him: And who has told you that you were naked, but that you have eaten of the tree of which I had commanded you that you should not eat? 12. And Adam said, The woman whom you gave me gave me of the tree, and I ate. 13. And the Lord God said to the woman, Why have you done this? She answered: The serpent deceived me, and I ate. 14. And the Lord God said to the ser[pent]...1



Translator’s notes
	The biblical lemma, Genesis 3:1-14, set in italic with marginal verse numbers 1-14 (Pererius's Latin, close to the Vulgate; note 'aperientur oculi vestri' v.5, 'perizomata' [girdles] v.7, 'ad auram post meridiem' v.8). The passage breaks off at v.14 'ad serpentem' (catchword 'serpen'), continuing on the next page. Running footer: 'Comm. in Gen. Tom. 1. GGG'. ↩




...to the serpent, Because you have done this, you are cursed among all living things and beasts of the earth: upon your breast you shall go, and you shall eat earth all …

LatineEnglish


...serpentem, quia fecisti hoc, maledictus es inter omnia animantia & bestias terrae: super pectus tuum gradieris, & terram comedes cunctis diebus vitae tuae. 15. Inimicitias ponam inter te & mulierem, & semen tuum & semen illius: ipsum conteret caput tuum, & tu insidiaberis calcaneo eius. 16. Mulieri quoque dixit, Multiplicabo aerumnas tuas, & conceptus tuos, in dolore paries filios, & sub viri potestate eris, & ipse dominabitur tui. 17. Adae vero dixit, Quia audisti vocem uxoris tuae, & comedisti de ligno ex quo praeceperam tibi ne comederes, maledicta terra in opere tuo, in laboribus comedes ex ea cunctis diebus vitae tuae. 18. Spinas & tribulos germinabit tibi, & comedes herbas terrae. 19. In sudore vultus tui vesceris pane tuo, donec revertaris in terram de qua sumptus es: quia pulvis es, & in pulverem reverteris. 20. Et vocavit Adam nomen uxoris suae Eva: eo quod mater esset cunctorum viventium. 21. Fecit quoque Dominus Deus Adae & uxori eius tunicas pelliceas, & induit eos. 22. Et ait, Ecce Adam quasi unus ex nobis factus est, sciens bonum & malum: nunc ergo ne forte mittat manum suam, & sumat etiam de ligno vitae, & comedat, & vivat in aeternum. 23. Emisit eum Dominus Deus de Paradiso voluptatis, ut operaretur terram de qua sumptus est. 24. Eiecitque Adam, & collocavit ante Paradisum voluptatis Cherubin, & flammeum gladium atque versatilem, ad custodiendam viam ligni vitae.
...to the serpent, Because you have done this, you are cursed among all living things and beasts of the earth: upon your breast you shall go, and you shall eat earth all the days of your life. 15. I will put enmities between you and the woman, and your seed and her seed: she shall crush your head, and you shall lie in wait for her heel. 16. To the woman also he said, I will multiply your sorrows and your conceptions; in sorrow you shall bring forth children, and you shall be under your husband's power, and he shall have dominion over you. 17. But to Adam he said, Because you have hearkened to the voice of your wife, and have eaten of the tree of which I commanded you that you should not eat, cursed is the earth in your work; in labors you shall eat of it all the days of your life. 18. Thorns and thistles shall it bring forth to you, and you shall eat the herbs of the earth. 19. In the sweat of your face you shall eat your bread, until you return to the earth from which you were taken: for dust you are, and into dust you shall return. 20. And Adam called the name of his wife Eve: because she was the mother of all the living. 21. The Lord God also made for Adam and his wife garments of skins, and clothed them. 22. And he said, Behold, Adam has become as one of us, knowing good and evil: now therefore, lest perhaps he put forth his hand, and take also of the tree of life, and eat, and live forever. 23. The Lord God sent him out of the Paradise of pleasure, to till the earth from which he was taken. 24. And he cast Adam out, and placed before the Paradise of pleasure Cherubim, and a flaming and turning sword, to keep the way of the tree of life.1



Translator’s notes
	Conclusion of the biblical lemma, Genesis 3:14-24 (continued from the previous page, catchword 'serpen'): the serpent's curse, the protoevangelium (v.15 'ipsum conteret caput tuum'—'she shall crush'), the sentences on Eve and Adam, the naming of Eve, the skin garments, and the expulsion with the Cherubim and the flaming sword. Verse numbers 15-24 are in the margin. ↩




Genesis chapter 3. Now the serpent was more cunning than all the living creatures of the earth which the Lord God had made. VERSE 1
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Genesis chapter 3. Now the serpent was more cunning than all the living creatures of the earth which the Lord God had made. VERSE 1.1
Gen. cap. 3. Sed & Serpens erat callidior cunctis animantibus terrae, quae fecerat Dominus Deus. VERS. 1.



Ardua ex his verbis existit, & quorumdam iudicio propemodum inexplicabilis quaestio, Qualis fuerit serpens qui cum Eva collocutus est, eamque fallacibus verbis, & promissis suis in tantum errorem induxit. Quapropter diligenter & accurate a nobis ea de re disputandum est.
From these words there arises a hard question, and in the judgment of some almost inexplicable: What kind of serpent it was that conversed with Eve, and led her into so great an error by its deceitful words and promises. Wherefore this matter must be disputed by us diligently and accurately.2



Translator’s notes
	The first verse (Gen. 3:1) re-cited as the lemma for Pererius's exposition ('VERS. 1' in the margin). ↩
	Statement of the leading question of Book VI: the nature of the tempting serpent. Sentence continues into the disputation (catchword 'DISPU'). ↩




A DISPUTATION ON WHAT KIND the serpent was that tempted the first human beings
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A DISPUTATION ON WHAT KIND the serpent was that tempted the first human beings.1
DISPUTATIO, QUALIS FUERIT Serpens qui tentavit primos homines.



Quinque possunt de illo serpente cogitari: unde quinque de eo Doctorum opiniones natae sunt. Primo, cogitare possumus fuisse verum & naturalem serpentem, cui eo tempore naturale fuerit & loqui & intelligere. Deinde, cogitari potest fuisse quidem naturalem serpentem, facultatem tamen loquendi & intelligendi non fuisse ei naturaliter inditam, sed a Deo ad tentandum & probandum primum hominem ad tempus concessam. Postea, non fuisse verum serpentem, sed simulatum modo, id est, solam speciem & simulachrum serpentis, sub quo tamen latens daemon humanum finxit sermonem, struxit insidias, tentationem peregit. Ad haec, nec fuisse verum, nec simulatum serpentem, totamque narrationem Mosis esse metaphoricam: qua scilicet vocabulo serpentis significetur, & intelligi debeat diabolus, qui primos homines decepit. Postremo, cogitari potest & fuisse verum serpentem, & simul ei affuisse daemonem, qui per illum serpentem tanquam per idoneum malitiae suae organum, totum id transegerit, quod de serpente narrat Moses. Ex his quinque modis cogitandi de illo serpente, quinque, ut dixi, inter Patres & Theologos opiniones, & Mosaicae narrationis interpretationes proseminatae sunt.
Five things can be thought concerning that serpent: whence five opinions of the learned about it have arisen. First, we can think it was a true and natural serpent, to which at that time it was natural both to speak and to understand. Second, it can be thought that it was indeed a natural serpent, but that the faculty of speaking and understanding was not naturally implanted in it, but granted to it by God for a time, to tempt and test the first man. Third, that it was not a true serpent, but only a feigned one—that is, merely the appearance and likeness of a serpent, under which, however, a hidden demon framed human speech, contrived snares, and carried through the temptation. Fourth, that it was neither a true nor a feigned serpent, and that the whole narration of Moses is metaphorical: namely, that by the word 'serpent' is signified, and ought to be understood, the devil, who deceived the first human beings. Lastly, it can be thought that there was both a true serpent, and at the same time a demon present to it, who through that serpent, as through a fit instrument of his malice, carried out the whole of what Moses narrates about the serpent. From these five ways of thinking about that serpent, five opinions, as I said, and interpretations of the Mosaic narration, have been disseminated among the Fathers and Theologians.2



Prima sententia est Iosephi, qui primo libro Antiquitatum capite primo significare videtur (certe hoc sensisse eum, affirmate tradit Tostatus, quaest. 429. in caput Geneseos) serpentem illum fuisse verum & naturalem, cui tunc naturale fuerit intelligendi & loquendi facultate praeditum esse, & pedibus uti ad ingrediendum, ac veneno carere: eum vero invidia humanae felicitatis, ad fallendum hominem esse instigatum. Ponam hic verba Iosephi: Per id tempus, inquit, nullum erat inter animalia dissidium, & serpens familiariter cum Adamo & uxore eius degebat: invidebat tamen eis felicitatem venturam, si iussis Dei parere perseverarent: & ratus eos in calamitatem casuros, si mandata Dei neglexissent, malitiose persuasit mulieri ut de arbore scientiae gustaret. Et sub finem capitis sic ait: Quin & serpenti vocem ademit Deus, iratus ob malitiam qua erga Adamum est usus: venenumque linguae eius indidit: ad haec pedibus privatum trahi per terram ac serpere fecit. Haec Iosephus.
The first opinion is that of Josephus, who in the first book of the Antiquities, chapter one, seems to signify (and that he certainly held this, Tostatus affirmatively reports, question 429, on the chapter of Genesis) that that serpent was true and natural, to which it was then natural to be endowed with the faculty of understanding and speaking, and to use feet for walking, and to be without venom; but that, out of envy of human felicity, it was instigated to deceive man. I will set down here the words of Josephus: At that time, he says, there was no discord among the animals, and the serpent lived familiarly with Adam and his wife; yet it envied them the felicity to come, if they should persevere in obeying God's commands; and reckoning that they would fall into calamity if they neglected God's mandates, it maliciously persuaded the woman to taste of the tree of knowledge. And toward the end of the chapter he says thus: Moreover, God took away the serpent's voice, angry at the malice it had used toward Adam; and put venom into its tongue; and besides, deprived of feet, made it to be dragged along the ground and to creep. Thus Josephus.3



Simile quidpiam videtur Basilius dicere in homilia quae est de Paradiso scribens, omnia animalia fuisse ante peccatum Adami mansueta, & inter se concorditer viventia; quaeque audirent inter se, & loquerentur sensate, nec serpentem tunc abiectum in terram reptasse, sed sublimen erectumque pedibus suis incessisse.
Something similar Basil seems to say, in the homily which is on Paradise, writing that all the animals before Adam's sin were tame, and lived harmoniously among themselves; and that they heard one another, and spoke intelligibly; and that the serpent did not then creep, cast down upon the earth, but went on high and erect upon its feet.4



Plato in Politico ait, saeculo aureo, regnante Saturno, non homines modo cum hominibus, sed cum bestiis etiam sermocinari potuisse, & si quid ex illis vellent cognoscere, solitos interrogare, & vicissim ab ipsis responsum accipere; qua tamen illi sermonis communicatione, non, ut par erat, ad comparandam philosophiam & perfectam omnium rerum scientiam utebantur. Hanc Platonis sententiam Eusebius lib. 12. de Praeparatione Evangelica, cap. 9. ita commemorat: Prudentiorem omnibus bestiis terrae serpentem fuisse, & sermonem eius vicissim cum muliere habitum, Moses scribit: quam rem quemadmodum Plato narravit, non est alienum audire. Qui Saturni temporibus erant, inquit, tanta virtute pollebant, ut non cum hominibus solum, verum etiam cum bestiis oratione uti possent. Sed non ad philosophiam & inter se & cum bestiis hac virtute utebantur, diligenter scrutantes de singulorum natura ad accumulationem prudentiae, sed cibo & potui tanquam helluones continue inhaerentes, fabulas secum & cum bestiis tales conferebant, quales modo de ipsis narrantur. Sic Eusebius.
Plato in the Statesman says that in the golden age, when Saturn reigned, not only could men converse with men, but even with beasts; and that, if they wished to learn anything from them, they were accustomed to ask, and in turn to receive an answer from them; yet this sharing of speech they did not use, as would have been fitting, for acquiring philosophy and a perfect knowledge of all things. This opinion of Plato, Eusebius, in book 12 of the Preparation for the Gospel, chapter 9, recalls thus: Moses writes that the serpent was more prudent than all the beasts of the earth, and that it held converse in turn with the woman; and it is not amiss to hear how Plato narrated this thing. Those who lived in the times of Saturn, he says, were endowed with such great power that they could use speech not only with men, but even with beasts. But they did not use this power for philosophy, both among themselves and with the beasts, diligently inquiring about the nature of each toward the accumulation of prudence; but, clinging continually to food and drink like gluttons, they exchanged among themselves and with the beasts such tales as are now told about them. Thus Eusebius.5



Sed revertamur ad opinionem Iosephi, qua nihil profecto dici cogitarive potest incredibilius & absurdius. Facultas enim intelligendi, praesertim res universas atque immateriales, unius omnium animantium hominis propria est: quippe definitio eius est, Animal rationale. Facultas item loquendi & sermocinandi solius est hominis, ut tradit Aristoteles lib. 4. de Historia animalium, cap. 9. nam quaedam animalia quae ab homine condocefacta similes humanis voces fingunt, id nec faciunt naturaliter, nec cum intellectu eorum quae loquuntur.
But let us return to the opinion of Josephus, than which assuredly nothing more incredible and absurd can be said or thought. For the faculty of understanding, especially of things universal and immaterial, is proper to man alone of all living creatures: since his definition is, A rational animal. Likewise the faculty of speaking and conversing belongs to man alone, as Aristotle hands down in book 4 of the History of Animals, chapter 9; for certain animals which, trained by man, fashion sounds similar to human ones, do this neither naturally nor with understanding of what they speak.6



Dicere autem, serpentem & intellectu & sermone pedibusque, propter fallaciam quam Evae machinatus fuerat, a Deo fuisse mulctatum ac privatum, simile est fabulis & figmentis Poetarum. Si enim Deus propter peccatum, nec Angelis nec homini quicquam ademit, quod eis naturale esset; cur serpenti naturalem intelligendi, loquendi, & ingrediendi potestatem ademisset? Et vero, nec ista mutari possunt, nisi natura & essentia rei mutata. Quamvis porro serpens qui seduxit Evam, hisce rebus mulctatus esset, alii tamen eiusdem speciei serpentes, qui eius criminis participes non fuerant nec ab illo serpente progenerati, vim illam intelligendi & loquendi si naturalis fuisset conservassent, eandemque ad eorum prolem, & sic deinceps in totam speciem derivari necesse erat. Quid quod serpens ille tametsi pedibus & sermone privatus fuisset, attamen genuisset serpentes, tales nempe, qualis ipse prius fuerat se-
But to say that the serpent was punished and deprived by God of understanding, speech, and feet, on account of the deceit it had contrived against Eve, is like the fables and fictions of the Poets. For if God, on account of sin, took nothing away from either the Angels or man that was natural to them, why would he have taken from the serpent the natural power of understanding, speaking, and walking? And indeed, these things cannot be changed unless the nature and essence of the thing is changed. Moreover, although the serpent which seduced Eve had been punished with these losses, yet other serpents of the same species, which had not shared in its crime nor been begotten by that serpent, would—if that power of understanding and speaking had been natural—have retained it, and it would necessarily have been transmitted to their offspring, and so on to the whole species. What of this—that that serpent, even though deprived of feet and speech, would nonetheless have begotten serpents such as it itself had previously been ac-7



...cundum naturam? Non enim si quispiam inter homines sit caecus, aut mutus, aut pedibus mutilus, filiosque genuerit, necesse est eisdem rebus privatos eos generari. Certe Plinius, lib. 8. cap. 41. inter prodigia & portenta prodidit, eo anno quo Tarquinius Superbus regno pulsus est, latrasse serpentem: & Valerius Maximus lib. 1. inter portenta & miracula recenset, bestias nonnunquam humanas voces edidisse; quo licet intelligere, nulli animalium esse posse natu-
...cording to nature? For if anyone among men is blind, or mute, or maimed in his feet, and has begotten sons, it is not necessary that they be born deprived of the same things. Certainly Pliny, in book 8, chapter 41, reported among prodigies and portents that, in the year in which Tarquinius Superbus was driven from his kingdom, a serpent barked; and Valerius Maximus, in book 1, reckons among portents and miracles that beasts have sometimes uttered human voices; from which one may understand that to no animal can it be natu-8



...rale humano modo & more loqui, nedum intelligere.
...natural to speak in a human manner and fashion, much less to understand.9



Altera sententia est B. Ephraem Syri, aequalis Basilii ac familiaris, qui, ut refert Moses Barcepha in libro de Paradiso, cap. 27. existimavit, serpentem illum qui cum Eva colloquebatur fuisse corporatum verumque animal. Satanam enim a Deo petiisse, ut serpenti sermonis facultatem concederet ad tempus, ad tentandum Adamum, sicut opes Iob sibi quoque permitti postulavit, quo patientiae eius periculum faceret. Itaque serpenti illi corporeo ea ratione ut asinae Balaam sermonis usum esse datum, intelligere oportet. Nec vero locutionem solam, sed etiam intellectum illi serpenti esse indi-
The second opinion is that of Blessed Ephraem the Syrian, a contemporary and intimate of Basil, who, as Moses Bar Cepha relates in the book on Paradise, chapter 27, judged that the serpent which conversed with Eve was a bodily and true animal. For he held that Satan asked God to grant the serpent the faculty of speech for a time, to tempt Adam—just as he also demanded that Job's wealth be permitted to him, that he might make trial of his patience. And so we must understand that to that bodily serpent the use of speech was given in the same way as to Balaam's ass. And that not only speech, but also understanding, was im-10



...tum, affirmat Ephraem: siquidem Deus ipsum, ut intelligentem, est affatus his maledictis perstringens, Pulverem edes, & super ventrem tuum ambulabis. Verum haec sententia omni caret fide. Quid enim minus credibile est, quam serpentem loqui, cui nulla sunt instrumenta naturalia, idonea & necessaria ad formandas voces humanas? Frustra igitur ei daretur facultas loquendi, quae nullo modo in usum proferri & expediri posset. Nam sermonem humanum quem edidit asina Balaam, non ipsa formavit, sed Angelus in ore eius. Si quis dicat, Deum simul dedisse facultatem loquendi, & instrumenta naturalia ad eam facultatem explicandam idonea, dicam ego id fieri non potuisse, nisi mutaretur constitutio corporis, & figura serpentis, & conformatio totius oris: id quod si factum esset, proculdubio advertisset Eva, quae antea figuram serpentis bene perspectam & notam habebat.
...planted in that serpent, Ephraem affirms: since God addressed it as understanding, censuring it with these curses, You shall eat dust, and upon your belly you shall walk. But this opinion is wholly devoid of credibility. For what is less credible than that a serpent should speak, which has no natural instruments fit and necessary for forming human voices? In vain, then, would the faculty of speaking be given to it, which could in no way be brought into use and exercised. For the human speech which Balaam's ass uttered, the ass itself did not form, but the Angel in its mouth. If someone should say that God at once gave both the faculty of speaking and natural instruments fit for exercising that faculty, I would say that this could not be done unless the constitution of the body, and the figure of the serpent, and the conformation of the whole mouth were changed; and if that had been done, Eve would undoubtedly have noticed it, who beforehand had the figure of the serpent well examined and known.11



Deinde, nihil absurdius, quam putare serpenti facultatem intelligendi dari, & inesse potuisse: nimirum, non magis serpens potuit esse intelligens, quam esse homo: intellectus enim cum re ipsa non differat ab anima intelligente, ab ea minime separari potest. Et ut demus facultatem intelligendi rem esse diversam ab anima rationali, nihilominus tamen ab ea separari non potest. Est enim potentia vitalis, & intelligere est actio vitalis, quae nullo modo potest effici nisi ab eo qui vivit vita intellectiva, & cuius natura constituta est & determinata per gradum intellectivum. Tertia opinio est Cyrilli (quae praeter ceteras placuit Eugubino in sua Cosmopoeia) in lib. 3. adversus Iulianum Apostatam. Affirmat Cyrillus non fuisse serpentem illum verum & animatum, sed speciem duntaxat & simulachrum serpentis sub quo daemon allocutus est mulierem, & idcirco is quoque sub serpentis nomine Dei est maledictis percussus. Arbitratus est enim B. Cyrillus, & sic est, daemonem arbitratu suo, & serpentis & cuiusvis aliorum animalium speciem & simulachrum, quod verum animal metiatur, posse fingere, & per id, quodcumque velit aut loqui aut agere. Verum non assentior Cyrillo. Etenim si non fuisset ille verus serpens, daemon peracta tentatione speciem illam & imaginem serpentis deposuisset: quemadmodum Angeli ad obeundum aliquod inter homines ministerium human-
Next, nothing is more absurd than to think that the faculty of understanding could be given to, and reside in, a serpent: for a serpent could no more be understanding than be a man; for since the intellect does not in reality differ from the understanding soul, it can by no means be separated from it. And even granting that the faculty of understanding is a thing distinct from the rational soul, nevertheless it cannot be separated from it. For it is a vital power, and to understand is a vital action, which can in no way be effected except by one who lives an intellective life, and whose nature is constituted and determined through the intellective grade. The third opinion is that of Cyril (which, beyond the others, pleased Steuchus Eugubinus in his Cosmopoeia), in book 3 Against Julian the Apostate. Cyril affirms that that serpent was not a true and animate one, but only the appearance and likeness of a serpent, under which a demon addressed the woman; and therefore he too, under the name of the serpent, was struck by God's curses. For Blessed Cyril judged—and so it is—that a demon can, at his own discretion, fashion the appearance and likeness both of a serpent and of any other animals, such as one would take for a true animal, and through it either say or do whatever he wishes. But I do not assent to Cyril. For if that had not been a true serpent, the demon, the temptation accomplished, would have laid aside that appearance and image of the serpent: just as the Angels, to perform some ministry among men, [lay aside] the hu-12



...humana specie induti, confecto ministerio, protinus speciem humani corporis exuunt: at serpens ille transacta etiam tentatione, & patrato primorum hominum peccato, mansit in Paradiso. Nam cum Eva a Deo increpata quod edisset ex arbore vetita, respondisset, Serpens decepit me, conversus Dominus ad serpentem, dixit ei, Quia fecisti hoc maledictus eris, &c. eumque ingrediendi super pectus suum, & comedendi terram poena mulctavit: haec autem poena adumbrato tantum & simulato serpenti inepte infligeretur: nec Moses de non vero serpente, aut de solo simulachro serpentis dixisset, Serpens erat callidior cunctis animantibus terrae.
...having put on a human appearance, when the ministry is accomplished, at once lay aside the appearance of a human body; but that serpent, even after the temptation was carried through and the sin of the first human beings committed, remained in Paradise. For when Eve, rebuked by God for having eaten of the forbidden tree, had answered, 'The serpent deceived me,' the Lord, turning to the serpent, said to it, 'Because you have done this, you shall be cursed,' etc., and punished it with the penalty of going upon its breast and eating earth: but this penalty would have been ineptly inflicted on a merely shadowy and feigned serpent; nor would Moses, of a non-real serpent, or of the mere likeness of a serpent, have said, 'The serpent was more cunning than all the living creatures of the earth.'13



Quarta sententia est Caietani, qui in Commentariis in Genesim super his ipsis verbis quae nunc tractamus, censet vocabulo serpentis nec verum serpentem, nec eius simulachrum & spectrum intelligi debere, sed solum daemonem, qui quod callidissimus & insidiosissimus sit, & hominibus nocendi cupidissimus, metaphorice serpens in Scriptura crebro appellatur. Nec illam tentationem & sermonem daemonis cum Eva, externum & sensibilem fuisse putat, sed interno tantum suasu suggestuque peractum. Hanc autem opinionem, quod videret Caietanus esse novam & ab omnium Patrum & Theologorum sententia abhorrentem, multis rationibus fulcire ac stabilire conatus est.
The fourth opinion is that of Cajetan, who in his Commentaries on Genesis, upon these very words which we are now treating, judges that by the word 'serpent' neither a true serpent, nor its likeness and specter, ought to be understood, but only the demon, who—because he is most cunning and most insidious, and most desirous of harming men—is in Scripture frequently called metaphorically a serpent. Nor does he think that that temptation and conversation of the demon with Eve was external and sensible, but carried out only by internal persuasion and suggestion. And since Cajetan saw that this opinion was novel and abhorrent from the opinion of all the Fathers and Theologians, he tried to prop and stabilize it with many arguments.14



Primo, inquit, solenne est in Sacris litteris, vocabulis animalium uti ad significandas creaturas rationales & intelligentes. Hinc sunt illa: Ecce agnus Dei: Vicit leo de tribu Iuda: & in Apocalypsi diabolus & draco & serpens perpetua allegoria nominatur: sicut apud Iob, cap. 40. & 41. permulti & graves Auctores, Iudaeis licet reclamantibus, sub nomine & similitudine Behemoth & Leviathan insinuari diabolum putaverunt, cuius tamen proprium nomen ne semel quidem eo loci expressum est. Quocirca sicut eo loco non intelligitur diabolus sub corporea specie Leviathan & Behemoth, simili ratione neque hoc loco sub corporea specie serpentis intelligi debet. Postea, hic traditur serpentem calidiorem fuisse cunctis animantibus terrae: quod de vero serpente, si fides habeatur Philosophis qui naturas & proprietates animalium scrutati sunt, falsum esse constat. Quinimo propterea id Moses dixit, ut indicaret se non loqui de vero serpente, sed figurate ac metaphorice de diabolo mores & ingenium serpentis referente: serpendo videlicet per interiores hominis sensus, ut eum veneno suae persuasionis inficiat atque corrumpat. Deinde, ob eam causam serpenti locutionem, quam vero serpenti in confesso est non posse convenire, Moses attribuit, ut per eum sermonem ei serpenti tributum, intelligeret lector Mosen de intellectuali serpente loqui.
First, he says, it is customary in Sacred Letters to use the names of animals to signify rational and intelligent creatures. Hence are those phrases: 'Behold the Lamb of God'; 'The Lion of the tribe of Judah has conquered'; and in the Apocalypse the devil is named by a perpetual allegory 'dragon' and 'serpent'; just as in Job, chapters 40 and 41, very many and weighty Authors—though the Jews protest—have thought that under the name and likeness of Behemoth and Leviathan the devil is insinuated, whose proper name, however, is not even once expressed in that place. Wherefore, just as in that place the devil is not understood under the bodily appearance of Leviathan and Behemoth, by like reasoning neither in this place ought he to be understood under the bodily appearance of a serpent. Next, here the serpent is reported to have been more cunning than all the living creatures of the earth: which, of a true serpent, if faith be given to the Philosophers who have investigated the natures and properties of animals, is established to be false. Nay rather, Moses said it for this reason, to indicate that he was not speaking of a true serpent, but figuratively and metaphorically of the devil, reproducing the manners and disposition of a serpent: namely, by creeping through the inner senses of man, so as to infect and corrupt him with the venom of his persuasion. Then, for this reason Moses attributed speech to the serpent—which it is agreed cannot belong to a true serpent—so that, by the speech attributed to that serpent, the reader might understand that Moses was speaking of an intellectual serpent.15



Si quis autem huic rationi occurrens, dicat serpentem illum fuisse verum animal, opera tamen diaboli locutum esse, similiter ut asinam Balaam ministerio Angeli locutam esse in libro Numerorum, capite 22. est proditum: hoc refellens Caietanus, Magnam esse, ait, dissimilitudinem, nec idoneum esse exemplum. In libro namque Numerorum, ubi asinae illius locutio narratur, simul etiam causa efficiens illius locutionis exponitur, dicitur enim Dominum aperuisse os asinae, & sic...
But if someone, meeting this reasoning, should say that that serpent was a true animal, yet spoke by the work of the devil—just as Balaam's ass is reported, in the book of Numbers, chapter 22, to have spoken by the ministry of an Angel—Cajetan, refuting this, says that there is a great dissimilarity, and that it is not a fitting example. For in the book of Numbers, where the speech of that ass is narrated, the efficient cause of that speech is also at the same time set forth, for it is said that the Lord opened the mouth of the ass, and so...16



...& sic esse locutam: hoc autem loco Moses nullam locutionis serpentis causam reddit, sed praecise dicit serpentem locutum esse cum muliere, nullumque ad id concurrisse miraculum, aut diaboli ministerium indicat, non obscure significans loqui se de diabolo cuius arbitrio humanus sermo fingi potest sine miraculo. Ad haec, idem fit manifestum consideranti poenam quae a Deo inflicta serpenti est: ea namque in verum serpentem minime, in figuratum autem, id est, diabolum, maxime quadrat, neque enim super pectus ingredi, & pulverem comedere, serpentis poena fuit, cum id etiam ante tentationem hominis serpens naturaliter haberet: neque enim tunc serpentes in aliam naturam, proprietatem & mores quam prius haberent, esse conversos & mutatos existimare convenit.
...and so it [the ass] spoke; but in this place Moses gives no cause of the serpent's speech, but states precisely that the serpent spoke with the woman, and indicates that no miracle concurred to it, nor any ministry of a devil—signifying not obscurely that he is speaking of the devil, by whose will human speech can be feigned without a miracle. To this, the same becomes manifest to one who considers the penalty inflicted by God on the serpent: for it fits a true serpent not at all, but a figurative one—that is, the devil—most of all; for to go upon the breast and to eat dust was not a penalty for the serpent, since the serpent had this even before the temptation of man naturally; nor is it fitting to think that serpents were then converted and changed into another nature, property, and manners than they had before.17



Ad huius etiam sententiae confirmationem pertinet, quod nihil Moses scripserit de accessu serpentis ad mulierem, nihil de pavore atque horrore mulieris ad praesentiam serpentis: cum tamen Moses, ut scriptum est Exodi 4. serpentis praesentia territus aufugerit: tantum scribitur serpentem fuisse callidiorem ceteris animantibus, & allocutum esse mulierem, eamque sine ulla perturbatione familiariter respondisse serpenti. Et vero, satis domesticus & familiaris collocutor est diabolus, serpentinis suggestionibus & consiliis interiora nostra pulsans.
It also pertains to the confirmation of this opinion, that Moses wrote nothing of the serpent's approach to the woman, nothing of the woman's fear and horror at the serpent's presence—although Moses himself, as is written in Exodus 4, terrified by the presence of a serpent, fled away: it is only written that the serpent was more cunning than the other living creatures, and addressed the woman, and that she, without any disturbance, familiarly answered the serpent. And indeed, the devil is a sufficiently domestic and familiar interlocutor, beating upon our inner parts with serpentine suggestions and counsels.18



Nec officit huic interpretationi, ait Caietanus, quod serpens dicatur callidior bestiis terrae, cum sit etiam hominibus longe callidior, & astutior, neque cum bestiis terrae diabolus recte comparari posse videatur. Etenim diabolus propter suum peccatum deiectus est in ordinem bestiarum, ex ordine intelligentium creaturarum deturbatus: & idcirco serpentis vocabulo rite nominatur, & cum bestiis rite comparatur. Hoc enim interest inter creaturas rationales & irrationales, quod illa propter seipsas, hoc est, propter propriam felicitatem creata sunt: hae autem, cum verae felicitatis capaces non sint, in usum & utilitatem rationalium condita sunt. Quoniam igitur daemon a propria felicitatis consecutione deiectus est, simul etiam deturbatus est ex ordine rationalium, & redactus in ordinem irrationalium, ut sit nimirum non propter suam felicitatem, quippe quam recuperare nullo modo potest, sed propter electorum utilitatem atque gloriam.
Nor does it stand against this interpretation, says Cajetan, that the serpent is called more cunning than the beasts of the earth, since he is far more cunning and crafty than men too, and the devil does not seem able to be rightly compared with the beasts of the earth. For the devil, on account of his sin, was cast down into the order of beasts, deposed from the order of intelligent creatures: and therefore he is rightly named by the word 'serpent,' and rightly compared with the beasts. For this is the difference between rational and irrational creatures, that the former were created for their own sake—that is, for their own felicity; but the latter, since they are not capable of true felicity, were established for the use and benefit of the rational ones. Since, therefore, the demon was cast down from the attainment of his own felicity, he was at the same time deposed from the order of rational beings, and reduced to the order of irrational ones, so that he exists, namely, not for his own felicity—which he can by no means recover—but for the benefit and glory of the elect.19



Moses igitur secundum ordinem gratiae, & relative ad ea quae sunt coelestis patriae, loquendo de daemone, apte nominavit ipsum bestiam, prudentiam eius cum bestiarum prudentia comparavit. Sermo igitur inter serpentem & Evam habitus, non fuit vocalis, internae suggestionis, quo diabolus serpere venenosa cogitatione coepit: eodemque genere sermonis universus qui describitur dialogus, inter serpentem & mulierem actus est. Cuius generis sermones metaphorice sumpti, non sobrii modo sunt secundum Scripturam, sed etiam non parum utiles fidei Christianae professioni, praesertim autem apud Sapientes huius saeculi, qui intelligentes quae hic narrantur a Mose, non ut littera sonat, sed metaphorice accipienda esse, non ea credere horrent & quasi fabellas rident: sed ut mysteria venerantur, & facilius quae fidei nostrae sunt amplectuntur. Neque vero hinc datur ansa interpretandi cetera omnia metaphorice: quoniam alia non ita ut haec, habent ex ipso textu testimonia, ut me...
Moses, therefore, according to the order of grace, and relatively to the things of the heavenly homeland, in speaking of the demon, aptly named him a beast, and compared his prudence with the prudence of beasts. The speech, then, held between the serpent and Eve was not vocal, but of internal suggestion, by which the devil began to creep with venomous thought; and of the same kind of speech the whole dialogue which is described was conducted, between the serpent and the woman. Discourses of this kind, taken metaphorically, are not only sober according to Scripture, but also not a little useful to the profession of the Christian faith, especially among the Wise of this age, who—understanding that the things here narrated by Moses are to be taken not as the letter sounds, but metaphorically—do not shrink from believing them and laugh at them as little fables, but venerate them as mysteries, and more easily embrace the things that belong to our faith. Nor indeed is a handle hence given for interpreting all the rest metaphorically: since other things do not, like these, have testimonies from the text itself, that they...20



...should be understood metaphorically. Thus Cajetan, whose opinion we have recounted almost just as it was put forth and explained by him.21
...ut metaphorice intelligantur. Haec Caietanus, cuius opinionem ita propemodum, ut ab ipso prodita & explicata est, commemoravimus.



Verum opinio Caietani non ut falsa modo, sed ut erronea & temeraria ab omnibus qui sapiunt, & convenienter divinae Scripturae & Catholicae doctrinae sentiunt, repudiari & abiici debet, est enim contra doctrinam omnium Patrum & Theologorum, contra sensum populi Christiani & Ecclesiae: infixum enim est in animis mentibusque omnium Christianorum, idque publice docetur in Ecclesia Dei, Evam corporali & sensibili tentatione a diabolo per serpentem fuisse deceptam. Pervertit etiam Caietanus fidem historiae Mosaicae, totam eius narrationem faciens figuratam & metaphoricam: quam ob causam in sexta Synodo generali damnatus est Origenes.
But the opinion of Cajetan ought to be repudiated and rejected by all who are wise and who think in accordance with divine Scripture and Catholic doctrine, not only as false, but as erroneous and rash; for it is against the doctrine of all the Fathers and Theologians, against the sense of the Christian people and of the Church: for it is fixed in the souls and minds of all Christians, and is publicly taught in the Church of God, that Eve was deceived by the devil through a serpent, by a bodily and sensible temptation. Cajetan also perverts the trustworthiness of the Mosaic history, making its whole narration figurative and metaphorical: for which cause Origen was condemned in the Sixth General Synod.22



Nec ratio ulla satis idonea & probabilis afferri potest, si quae scribit Moses de serpente, ea non historice, sed figurate intelligenda sunt: cur non similiter quae supra de Paradiso, de arbore vitae, & de arbore scientiae boni & mali, de quatuor fluminibus, denique de formatione Adae ex pulvere terrae, & Evae ex costa Adami, interpretanda sunt? non enim magis illa quam haec, ut non historice sed metaphorice intelligantur, ex ipso textu Scripturae testimonium habent.
Nor can any sufficiently fit and probable reason be brought forward why, if the things Moses writes about the serpent are to be understood not historically but figuratively, the things above about Paradise, about the tree of life, and about the tree of the knowledge of good and evil, about the four rivers, and finally about the formation of Adam from the dust of the earth and of Eve from Adam's rib, should not similarly be interpreted [figuratively]; for the former have no more testimony from the text of Scripture itself than the latter that they should be understood not historically but metaphorically.23



Quid quod tentationem illam Evae fuisse interiorem & spiritualem, non autem exteriorem & corporalem, sed intrinsecus in phantasia & animo Evae factam, ut censet Caietanus, adversatur doctrinae Augustini & Gregorii, atque iis quae Theologi tradunt de statu innocentiae? nimirum, docent illi ante peccatum non potuisse hominem interius tentari a diabolo, sed tantum exterius. Etenim dupliciter tantum diabolus hominem interius tentare potest: vel per appetitum sensitivum, concitando passiones eius ad res illicitas: vel per phantasiam, fingendo in ea phantasmata quae hominem moveant ad malum. Neutrum autem in homine ante peccatum eius daemon facere potuit: videlicet, dum pars superior hominis subdita erat Deo, pariter quoque pars inferior subiecta erat rationi, nec a diabolo perverti & inordinate commoveri poterat: non igitur potuit in ea esse motus ullus inordinatus, vel in appetitu vel in phantasia mulieris, per quam ipsa tentaretur intrinsecus a diabolo, sed tota ea tentatio extrinsecus modo fieri potuit. Quemadmodum enim ante peccatum nihil detrimenti aut molestiae potuit daemon corpori hominis afferre: ita nec animum eius per interiores tentationes infe-
What of this—that to hold that that temptation of Eve was interior and spiritual, not exterior and corporeal, but made within, in Eve's phantasy and mind, as Cajetan judges, is opposed to the doctrine of Augustine and Gregory, and to the things which the Theologians hand down concerning the state of innocence? For they teach that before sin man could not be tempted inwardly by the devil, but only outwardly. For the devil can tempt man inwardly in only two ways: either through the sensitive appetite, by stirring up his passions toward unlawful things; or through the phantasy, by forming in it phantasms that move the man to evil. But neither of these could the demon do in man before his sin: namely, while the higher part of man was subject to God, the lower part too was equally subject to reason, and could not be perverted and disorderedly moved by the devil; therefore there could be in her no disordered motion, either in the appetite or in the phantasy of the woman, through which she might be tempted inwardly by the devil; but that whole temptation could come about only from without. For just as before sin the demon could bring no harm or trouble to the body of man, so neither could he in[fest]...24



...stare ac perturbare. Quinta & ultima sententia est, quam nos solam approbamus & amplectimur, fuisse in ea tentatione verum & naturalem serpentem, in quem tamen sese diabolus insinuavit, & per eum quasi per organum suum formavit humanas voces, & sermonem cum Eva miscens, callida & malitiosa tentatione eam decepit. Haec sententia est probata fere...
...fest and disturb [his soul through inner temptations]. The fifth and final opinion, which we alone approve and embrace, is that in that temptation there was a true and natural serpent, into which, however, the devil insinuated himself, and through it, as through his own instrument, he formed human voices, and, mingling speech with Eve, deceived her by a cunning and malicious temptation. This opinion has been approved by nearly...25



...fere Patribus, ut videre licet apud Basilium, Chrysostomum, & Theodoretum, Bedam, & Rupertum in suis vel Homiliis, vel Quaestionibus, vel Commentariis in Genesim; apud Damascenum item libro secundo, de Fide orthodoxa capite 10. & apud Magistrum sententiarum libro secundo, distinct. 21. & ibidem Scholasticos Theologos: quam sententiam plurimis & disertissimis verbis explicat tueturque Augustinus, tam in libris de Civitate Dei, quam de Genesi ad litteram. In libro enim 14. de Civitate Dei, capite undecimo, hoc modo scribit: Diabolus colubrum in Paradiso corporali, ubi cum duobus illis hominibus masculo & femina, animalia etiam terrestria cetera subdita & innoxia versabantur, animal scilicet lubricum, & tortuosis anfractibus mobile, & operi suo congruum, per quem loqueretur elegit: eoque per angelicam praesentiam, praestantioremque naturam spiritali nequitiae sibi subiecto, & tanquam instrumento abutens, fallaciam sermocinatus est feminae.
...nearly all the Fathers, as one may see in Basil, Chrysostom, and Theodoret, Bede, and Rupert, in their Homilies, or Questions, or Commentaries on Genesis; likewise in Damascene, in book two On the Orthodox Faith, chapter 10; and in the Master of the Sentences, book two, distinction 21, and there in the Scholastic Theologians; which opinion Augustine explains and defends in very many and most eloquent words, both in the books On the City of God and On Genesis according to the Letter. For in book 14 of the City of God, chapter eleven, he writes in this manner: The devil chose, to speak through it, a snake in the corporeal Paradise, where, with those two human beings, the male and the female, the other earthly animals also dwelt, subject and harmless—a slippery animal, namely, mobile in tortuous windings, and suited to his work: and abusing it, by his angelic presence and more excellent nature subjected to his spiritual wickedness, as an instrument, he spoke deceitfully to the woman.26



Et libro undecimo de Genesi ad litteram capite vigesimoseptimo: Diabolus, ait, in serpente locutus est, utens eo velut organo, movensque eius naturam eo modo quo modo vere ille movere & moveri illa potuit ad exprimendos verborum sonos & signa corporalia per quae mulier suadentis intelligeret voluntatem. Non itaque serpens verborum sonos intelligebat qui ex illo fiebant ad mulierem: neque conversa credenda est anima eius in naturam rationalem, quandoquidem nec ipsi homines, quorum rationalis natura est, cum daemon in eis loquitur, ea passione cui profliganda exorcista requiritur, sciunt quid loquatur. Nam quod vulgo putantur serpentes audire & intelligere verba incantantium, ut eis incantibus prosiliant plerumque de latebris, etiam illic diabolica vis operatur. Divino autem consilio fit, ut hoc magis habeat usus, serpentes moveri carminibus potius quam aliud ullum genus animantium. Etenim hoc non parva testificatio est, naturam humanam primitus serpentis seductam esse colloquio: Gaudent enim daemones hanc sibi potestatem dari, ut ad incantationes hominum serpentes moveant, ut quolibet modo fallant quos possunt. Hoc autem facere permittuntur ad primi facti memoriam commendandam, quod sit eis quaedam cum hoc genere animalium familiaritas. Hactenus fere sunt verba Augustini.
And in book eleven On Genesis according to the Letter, chapter twenty-seven: The devil, he says, spoke in the serpent, using it as an instrument, and moving its nature in the way in which he truly could move it and it could be moved, to express the sounds of words and bodily signs through which the woman might understand the will of the persuader. The serpent therefore did not understand the sounds of the words which were made through it to the woman; nor is its soul to be believed converted into a rational nature, since not even men themselves, whose nature is rational, when a demon speaks in them—in that affliction for whose driving-out an exorcist is required—know what he says. For as to the common belief that serpents hear and understand the words of charmers, so that at their incantations they often leap forth from their hiding-places, there too a diabolical power operates. And it comes about by divine counsel that custom has this rather—that serpents are moved by charms rather than any other kind of living creature. For this is no small testimony that human nature was first seduced by the conversation of a serpent: for the demons rejoice that this power is given to them, to move serpents at men's incantations, that they may by any means deceive whom they can. And they are permitted to do this to commend to memory the first deed, because there is for them a certain familiarity with this kind of animal. Thus far, nearly, are the words of Augustine.27



Sub specie autem serpentis, sicut primos homines decepit daemon, ita & Graecam & Romanam prudentiam ludificavit atque circumvenit. Plena est admirationis, vel horroris potius serpentis Aesculapii in urbem Romam triennali pestilentia liberandam, missa nobili Epidaurum Romanorum principum legatione, advectio, & in templo ei velut numini dicato collocatio. Legenda est historia huius rei apud Valerium Maximum, libro primo, capite octavo.
And under the appearance of a serpent, just as the demon deceived the first human beings, so too he mocked and circumvented Greek and Roman prudence. Full of wonder, or rather of horror, is the conveyance of the serpent of Aesculapius into the city of Rome—to be freed from a three-year pestilence, a noble embassy of the Roman leaders having been sent to Epidaurus—and its placing in a temple dedicated to it as to a deity. The history of this matter is to be read in Valerius Maximus, book one, chapter eight.28



Pherecides Syrus dixisse fertur daemones a Iove deturbatos e coelo, eorumque principem cognominatum esse Ophionaeum, id est, serpentinum. Mira sunt quae in extremo capite libri Danielis narrantur de dracone, quem ut Deum Chaldaei venerabantur. Suetonius in Tiberio scripsit, fuisse Tiberio serpentem in deliciis, quem ille condocefecerat de manu sua cibum petere. Etiam post adventum Christi fuisse qui serpentem, quasi auctorem scientiae boni & mali, divino cultu hono-
Pherecydes the Syrian is reported to have said that the demons were cast down from heaven by Jove, and that their prince was surnamed Ophioneus—that is, serpentine. Marvelous are the things narrated in the last chapter of the book of Daniel concerning the dragon, which the Chaldeans venerated as a god. Suetonius, in his Tiberius, wrote that Tiberius had a serpent among his delights, which he had trained to take food from his hand. There were also, even after the coming of Christ, those who hono[red] the serpent with divine worship, as the author of the knowledge of good and evil...29



...norarent, fuse tractat Epiphanius disputans adversus 37. haeresim. Caeterum duo illa quae in hac nostra sententia posuimus, & fuisse verum serpentem, & simul ei adfuisse daemonem, facile est cuivis minime contumaci probare ac persuadere. Nam & Moses eum appellat simpliciter serpente, & genus poenae qua eum mulctavit Deus, declarat fuisse verum serpentem: & ita sentiunt Patres, idque confirmatur iis ipsis argumentis quibus tertiam opinionem, quae Cyrilli est, refutavimus; denique sententia haec servat integram historiae fidem, & secundum eam omnia quae Moses de serpente narrat, licet commode de vero serpente interpretari.
...should honor [the serpent with divine worship], Epiphanius treats at length, disputing against the 37th heresy. But those two things which we have laid down in this our opinion—both that there was a true serpent, and that at the same time a demon was present to it—are easy to prove and persuade to anyone not at all obstinate. For both Moses calls it simply a 'serpent,' and the kind of penalty with which God punished it declares it to have been a true serpent; and so the Fathers think; and this is confirmed by those very arguments with which we refuted the third opinion, which is Cyril's; finally, this opinion preserves the trustworthiness of the history intact, and according to it all that Moses narrates about the serpent may be conveniently interpreted of a true serpent.30



Praeter serpentem autem fuisse ibi daemonem, manifeste ostendit & humanus sermo, & disputatio seu ratiocinatio serpentis cum Eva; quae duae res omnium animalium vim, naturam, & facultatem excedunt, nec effici possunt nisi a natura intelligente, quae quadruplex est: Homo, Deus, Angelus bonus, & Daemon. Tunc autem praeter Evam & Adamum nullus erat alius homo; & si fuisset, aspectabilis & cognitus Evae fuisset: Deus autem, aut bonus Angelus, eius tentationis auctor esse non potuit: fuit enim malitiose ad decipiendum hominem & a divinae legis obedientia retrahendum adhibita: relinquitur igitur eam fuisse a daemone concinnatam & confectam.
But that besides the serpent there was a demon there, both the human speech and the disputation or reasoning of the serpent with Eve clearly show; which two things exceed the power, nature, and faculty of all animals, and cannot be effected except by an intelligent nature, which is fourfold: Man, God, a good Angel, and a Demon. But at that time, besides Eve and Adam, there was no other man; and if there had been, he would have been visible and known to Eve. God, however, or a good Angel, could not have been the author of that temptation, for it was applied maliciously, to deceive man and to draw him back from obedience to the divine law: it remains, therefore, that it was contrived and accomplished by a demon.31



Atque hoc ipsum manifestis verbis confirmat divina Scriptura, quae libri Sapientiae capite secundo ait, Invidia diaboli mortem introiisse in orbem terrarum: & apud Ioannem capite octavo Dominus noster dixit, diabolum fuisse ab initio homicidam: quia nimirum per hanc tentationem decipiens hominem, occidit eum spiritualiter, & reum fecit etiam mortis corporalis: quam etiam ob causam in Apocalypsi diabolus appellatur serpens antiquus; & 2. ad Corinthios 11. Timeo, inquit Paulus, ne sicut serpens Evam seduxit astutia sua, &c. Liquet autem, non fuisse Evam a serpente animali, sed a diabolo per serpentem deceptam.
And divine Scripture confirms this very thing in manifest words: in the book of Wisdom, chapter two, it says that 'by the envy of the devil death entered into the world'; and in John, chapter eight, our Lord said that the devil was 'a murderer from the beginning'—because, namely, by this temptation, deceiving man, he killed him spiritually and made him guilty also of bodily death; for which cause also, in the Apocalypse, the devil is called 'the ancient serpent'; and in 2 Corinthians 11, 'I fear,' says Paul, 'lest, as the serpent seduced Eve by his cunning,' etc. It is clear, then, that Eve was deceived not by an animal serpent, but by the devil through a serpent.32



Posita igitur hac sententia, quam non modo ceteris probabiliorem, sed multo verissimam iudicamus, fuisse diabolum, qui per serpentem insidias Evae struxerit, fallaciam intenderit, peccatum persuaserit; deinceps nonnulla quae difficultatem habent, partim de illo serpente, partim de diabolo qui eo usus est velut organo, disputanda sunt. De serpente quatuor tractandae sunt quaestiones. Prima quaestio, quomodo intelligendum sit quod dixit Moses, serpentem fuisse callidiorem omnibus bestiis terrae, utrum de vero serpente, an de diabolo id sit intelligendum. Secunda quaestio, quomodo Eva non exhorruit aspectum & congressum serpentis. Tertia, quomodo non obstupuit serpentem humano sermone & intelligentia secum loqui. Quarta, quomodo maledictio illa qua punitus a Deo serpens est, Super pectus tuum gradieris, & terram comedes, &c. fuerit poena serpentis.
This opinion being laid down, therefore—which we judge not only more probable than the others, but by far the truest—namely that it was the devil who, through the serpent, contrived snares for Eve, aimed deceit, and persuaded sin: thereafter certain things that involve difficulty, partly about that serpent, partly about the devil who used it as an instrument, must be disputed. Concerning the serpent, four questions are to be treated. The first question: how is what Moses said—that the serpent was more cunning than all the beasts of the earth—to be understood, whether it is to be understood of a true serpent, or of the devil. The second question: how Eve did not shudder at the sight and meeting of the serpent. The third: how she was not astonished that the serpent spoke with her with human speech and intelligence. The fourth: how that curse by which the serpent was punished by God—'Upon your breast you shall go, and you shall eat earth,' etc.—was a penalty for the serpent.33
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QUESTION I. As to its being said that the serpent was more cunning than the beasts of the earth, whether this is to be understood of the serpent or of the devil

LatineEnglish


QUESTION I. As to its being said that the serpent was more cunning than the beasts of the earth, whether this is to be understood of the serpent or of the devil.1
QUAESTIO I. Quod dicitur serpentem fuisse callidiorem bestiis terrae, intelligendum ne sit de serpente, an de diabolo.



Primo igitur quaeritur, cum Moses dixit serpentem fuisse callidiorem omnibus bestiis terrae, intelligendum ne sit de vero serpente, an de diabolo. Et de neutro videtur vere intelligi posse: nam nec diabolus recte comparari potest cum bestiis terrae, nec verus serpens cunctis animalibus astutior est. Tres Doctorum sunt opiniones. Prima Caietani est, quam paulo supra commemoravi & refutavi, & illud Mosis dictum, & cetera quae de serpente narrantur, ad solum diabolum referentis. Verum inepta est comparatio diaboli cum bestiis terrae, cum ille natura sit incorporeus & immortalis, nec solum specie sed etiam genere differat ab animantibus; & id in quo aliqua comparantur inter se, unius esse debeat rationis: calliditas vero daemonis & bestiarum, quam diversae sint rationis, nemo non videt. Nam quod scribit Caietanus, diabolum fuisse propter peccatum ad ordinem bestiarum deiectum, & idcirco rite comparari posse cum bestiis, nullo modo videbitur doctis viris probabile: etenim daemon propter peccatum non perdidit dona sua naturalia: quantum igitur ad naturalem prudentiam & calliditatem, similiter se habet post peccatum ut antea se habebat.
First, then, it is asked: when Moses said that the serpent was more cunning than all the beasts of the earth, is this to be understood of a true serpent, or of the devil? And it seems that it can truly be understood of neither: for neither can the devil rightly be compared with the beasts of the earth, nor is a true serpent more crafty than all animals. There are three opinions of the learned. The first is Cajetan's, which I recalled and refuted a little above, who refers that saying of Moses, and the other things narrated about the serpent, to the devil alone. But the comparison of the devil with the beasts of the earth is inept, since he is by nature incorporeal and immortal, and differs from animals not only in species but even in genus; and that in which things are compared together ought to be of one kind: but how different in kind the cunning of a demon and of beasts is, everyone sees. For as to what Cajetan writes—that the devil was cast down on account of sin into the order of beasts, and can therefore rightly be compared with beasts—it will in no way seem probable to learned men: for the demon, on account of sin, did not lose his natural gifts; as far, therefore, as natural prudence and cunning are concerned, he is in the same condition after sin as he was before.2



Altera opinio est Augustini, lib. 11. de Genesi ad litteram, cap. 29. aientis, Scripturam loqui de calliditate veri serpentis, non tamen per se, sed ut fuit organum diaboli ad fallendum Evam. Verba Augustini sunt haec: Astutissimus omnium bestiarum dictus est serpens propter astutiam diaboli, qui in illo & de illo agebat dolum: quemadmodum dicitur prudens vel astuta lingua, qua prudens vel astutus monet ad aliquid prudenter astuteque suadendum. Eadem dici possunt de Stylo. Hoc ideo, inquit Augustinus, commendandum putavi, ne quisquam existimans animantia rationis expertia humanum habere intellectum, vel in animal rationale repente mutari, seducatur in illam opinionem ridiculam & noxiam revolutionis animarum, vel hominum in bestias, vel in homines bestiarum. Sic ergo locutus est serpens homini, sicut asina in qua sedebat Balaam locuta est homini: nisi quod illud fuit opus diabolicum, hoc angelicum. Habent enim quaedam boni & mali Angeli opera similia, sicut Moses & Magi Pharaonis. Verum in his etiam boni Angeli potentiores sunt, nec mali Angeli etiam talium operum quicquam possunt, nisi quod per bonos Angelos permiserit Deus. Hactenus Augustinus.
The second opinion is Augustine's, in book 11 On Genesis according to the Letter, chapter 29, who says that Scripture speaks of the cunning of a true serpent, yet not in itself, but inasmuch as it was the devil's instrument for deceiving Eve. The words of Augustine are these: The serpent was called 'most crafty of all the beasts' on account of the craft of the devil, who in it and through it was working guile: just as a tongue is called prudent or crafty, by which a prudent or crafty man advises something to be prudently and craftily urged. The same things can be said of a Pen. This, says Augustine, I thought ought to be pointed out, lest anyone, supposing that animals devoid of reason have human understanding, or are suddenly changed into a rational animal, be seduced into that ridiculous and noxious opinion of the transmigration of souls—either of men into beasts, or of beasts into men. So, then, the serpent spoke to the human being, just as the ass on which Balaam sat spoke to the human being: except that the former was a diabolical work, the latter an angelic one. For good and bad Angels have certain similar works, as did Moses and Pharaoh's Magicians. Yet in these too the good Angels are more powerful, nor can the bad Angels do anything even of such works, except what God permits through the good Angels. Thus far Augustine.3



Sed hanc sententiam refellit Tostatus qu. 438. super capite 13. Geneseos. Nam vel quod serpens fuerit organum diaboli, propterea ei fuit a diabolo impertita maior calliditas quam haberet na-
But Tostatus refutes this opinion, question 438 on the chapter of Genesis. For either, because the serpent was the devil's instrument, a greater cunning was for that reason imparted to it by the devil than it would have had na-4



...turaliter, vel nulla. Si nulla, ergo nulla ratio fuit cur propter diabolum diceretur callidior omnibus bestiis: sin aliqua, primum difficile est intelligere quemadmodum diabolus repente potuerit callidiorem facere serpentem: deinde daemon non posset impertiri calliditatem nisi intellectivam qualem ipse habet: cuius tamen capax natura serpentis non est, ea namque non nisi naturae rationali impertiri potest. Narratio etiam Scripturae, si quis eam bene perpendat, excludere videtur Augustini expositionem: significat enim, serpentem suapte natura fuisse callidiorem ceteris bestiis, etiam priusquam assumeretur a diabolo: quod indicat verbum illud Erat: Serpens, inquit, erat callidior cunctis animantibus.
...naturally, or none. If none, then there was no reason why, on account of the devil, it should be called more cunning than all the beasts; but if some, first it is difficult to understand how the devil could suddenly make the serpent more cunning; next, a demon could not impart cunning except an intellective one such as he himself has, of which, however, the nature of a serpent is not capable, for that can be imparted only to a rational nature. The narration of Scripture too, if one weighs it well, seems to exclude Augustine's exposition: for it signifies that the serpent was by its own nature more cunning than the other beasts, even before it was taken up by the devil—which that word 'was' indicates: 'The serpent,' it says, 'was more cunning than all the living creatures.'5



Immo vero propterea serpens potius quam aliud quodvis animal assumptus est a daemone, quod is maxime propter naturalem calliditatem congrueret & astutiae daemonis assumentis, & officio deceptionis occultae ad quod assumebatur, & fini propter quem assumebatur, nempe ut venenata diaboli persuasione corruptus homo, tanta illa qua potiebatur felicitate deturbaretur in maximam miseriam.
Nay rather, the serpent was for this reason taken up by the demon rather than any other animal, because it, on account of its natural cunning, fitted most of all both the craft of the demon taking it up, and the office of hidden deception for which it was taken up, and the end for which it was taken up—namely, that man, corrupted by the devil's venomous persuasion, might be cast down from that great felicity which he possessed into the utmost misery.6



Sententiam igitur Augustini, serpentem dictum esse callidiorem bestiis terrae, non ingenita sibi calliditate sed propter diaboli calliditatem, illa satis valide oppugnare ac demoliri videtur argumentatio: Si serpens dictus est callidior bestiis terrae propter calliditatem diaboli: aut igitur propter calliditatem quae erat in diabolo, aut propter calliditatem quam serpens accepit a diabolo: at nec serpens vere diceretur callidior omnibus bestiis propter calliditatem quae nulla ex parte in eo erat, sed erat tantum in diabolo. Nec potuit diabolus calliditatem impertiri serpenti: aut enim impertivisset calliditatem congruentem naturae serpentis, id est, sensitivam: verum haec nisi mutata natura specifica & gradu animae, & constitutione ac temperamento corporis, non potest in animalibus intrinsecus variari: aut tribuisset serpenti talem calliditatem qualem ipse habet, hoc est, intellectivam: sed huius serpens nullo modo capax esse potest. Hinc igitur concluditur, serpentem dictum non esse callidiorem bestiis terrae propter diaboli calliditatem, cuius ille fuit organum.
The opinion of Augustine, then—that the serpent was called more cunning than the beasts of the earth, not by a cunning innate to it but on account of the devil's cunning—that argumentation seems to attack and demolish strongly enough: If the serpent was called more cunning than the beasts of the earth on account of the devil's cunning, then it was either on account of the cunning that was in the devil, or on account of the cunning that the serpent received from the devil. But the serpent could not truly be called more cunning than all the beasts on account of a cunning which was in no part in it, but was only in the devil. Nor could the devil impart cunning to the serpent: for either he would have imparted a cunning suited to the serpent's nature—that is, a sensitive one; but this cannot be varied intrinsically in animals unless the specific nature and grade of the soul, and the constitution and temperament of the body, were changed; or he would have given the serpent such cunning as he himself has—that is, an intellective one; but of this a serpent can in no way be capable. Hence, therefore, it is concluded that the serpent was not called more cunning than the beasts of the earth on account of the devil's cunning, whose instrument it was.7



Tertia opinio est, quae nobis maxime placet, Mosen dixisse illud de vero serpente: eum vero appellasse astutiorem ceteris bestiis, non ut significaret per astutiam naturalem serpentis deceptam esse Evam: sed ut ostenderet non temere nec sine magna ratione divinae providentiae factum, ut diabolus ad decipiendum hominem, sese in serpentem potius quam in aliud quodvis animal insinuaret, videlicet ut intelligeretur, quam congruens astutiae daemonis ad fallendum hominem adhibitum fuerit instrumentum, & ut ex astutia serpentis & naturali inimicitia quae est inter eum & homines, coniiceretur multiplex diaboli adversus hominem astutia & odium implacabile.
The third opinion, which pleases us most, is that Moses said that of a true serpent; but that he called it more crafty than the other beasts, not to signify that Eve was deceived by the serpent's natural craft, but to show that it was not rashly nor without great reason of divine providence brought about that the devil, to deceive man, insinuated himself into a serpent rather than into any other animal—namely, that it might be understood how fitting an instrument was applied to the deceiving of man by the demon's craft, and that from the serpent's craft and the natural enmity which is between it and men, the manifold craft and implacable hatred of the devil against man might be inferred.8



Caeterum urgent nos Physiologi, opponentes nobis non pauca ex genere animalium, quae naturali solertia, prudentia, & astutia ser-
But the Natural Philosophers press us, objecting against us not a few from the kinds of animals which by natural skill, prudence, and craft far surpass the ser-9



...pentem longe superant: cuiusmodi sunt canes, lupi, & in primis vulpes. Verum nullo modo dubitandum est, serpentem esse astutiorem bestiis terrae: id enim tradit hoc loco Scriptura, & Dominus noster in Evangelio maximam discipulis suis prudentiam commendare volens, iussit eos prudentia similes esse serpentum: Estote, inquit, prudentes sicut serpentes. Sed distinguere oportet duplex genus prudentiae & calliditatis serpentum: unum est quo utuntur ad tuendam salutem vitamque, & quae sibi utilia commodaque sunt persequenda & asciscenda: alterum est quod adhibent ad insidiandum & nocendum homini.
...serpent by far: of which kind are dogs, wolves, and especially foxes. But it must by no means be doubted that the serpent is more crafty than the beasts of the earth: for Scripture hands this down in this place, and our Lord in the Gospel, wishing to commend the greatest prudence to his disciples, bade them be like serpents in prudence: 'Be,' he says, 'prudent as serpents.' But one must distinguish a twofold kind of prudence and cunning of serpents: one is that which they use for guarding their safety and life, and for pursuing and acquiring the things useful and advantageous to them; the other is that which they employ for lying in wait for and harming man.10



Prioris prudentiae & calliditatis, multa & insignia extant indicia atque argumenta. Primum argumentum calliditatis serpentis est quo utitur adversus incantatores, & pulchre describitur a Davide Psal. 57. illis verbis: Sicut aspidis surdae, & obturantis aures suas, quae non exaudiet vocem incantantium, & venefici incantantis sapienter. Nam, ut super illis verbis scribit Augustinus, sentiens carminibus incantatorum captum se iri, ne ea exaudiat serpens, alteram aurem terrae vel petrae admovet atque apprimit, alteram vero cauda obturat. Alterum argumentum vulgatum & compertum omnibus est, serpentem, cum saxo aut ferro ab homine petitur, quo tutius caput suum, unde sentit totius corporis salutem pendere, defendat atque custodiat, totum corpus in orbes circumvolvere, ut ipsum occultet & ab ictibus tueatur, reliquum corpus exponens periculo pro unius defensione capitis.
Of the former prudence and cunning, many and notable proofs and arguments exist. The first proof of the serpent's cunning is that which it uses against charmers, and it is beautifully described by David, Psalm 57, in these words: 'Like the deaf asp, and stopping up its ears, which will not hear the voice of the charmers, and of the sorcerer enchanting wisely.' For, as Augustine writes upon those words, the serpent, perceiving that it is about to be caught by the charmers' spells, lest it hear them, presses and applies one ear to the ground or a rock, and stops up the other with its tail. The second proof, common and known to all, is that the serpent, when it is attacked by a man with a stone or iron, in order more safely to defend and guard its head—on which it feels that the safety of the whole body depends—coils its whole body into rings, so as to hide the head and protect it from blows, exposing the rest of its body to danger for the defense of the one head.11



Tertium argumentum ab Epiphanio eo loco proditum, ubi adversus 37. haeresim disputat. Tradunt, inquit ille, de serpente naturalium rerum docti, eum cum siti fatigatus e latibulo procedit ad aquam ut bibat, non secum ferre venenum, sed ipsum quasi expuere ac deponere in latibulo, ne aquas veneno inficiat atque corrumpat. Quartum argumentum. Plinius libro octavo capite vigesimoseptimo, de naturali prudentia serpentis verba faciens, ita scribit: Anguis hiberno situ membrana corporis obducta, foeniculi succo impedimentum illud exuit, nitidusque vernat. Exuit autem a capite primum, nec celerius quam uno die ac nocte replicans, ut extra fiat membrana quod fuerat intus. Quintum argumentum. Quia solet serpenti visus hebescere, naturali prudentia sibi ipse comparat remedium ad clarificandam oculorum aciem. Succo enim marathri inungit oculos, ut claritatem visus recipiat, quod etiam a Plinio eodem illo loco traditum est: Serpens, ait, hiberna latebra visu obscurato marathro herba sese affricans, oculos inungit ac refovet: si vero squamae obtorpuere, spinis Iuniperi se scabit.
The third proof is brought forward by Epiphanius in that place where he disputes against the 37th heresy. Those learned in natural things relate, he says, concerning the serpent, that when, wearied by thirst, it comes forth from its lair to the water to drink, it does not carry its venom with it, but as it were spits it out and deposits it in its lair, lest it infect and corrupt the waters with the venom. The fourth proof. Pliny, in book eight, chapter twenty-seven, speaking of the natural prudence of the serpent, writes thus: The snake, its body overspread by a membrane through the winter's torpor, sheds that hindrance with the juice of fennel, and grows sleek as in spring. It sheds first from the head, rolling itself back no more quickly than in one day and night, so that what had been inside becomes outside. The fifth proof. Because the serpent's sight is wont to grow dim, by natural prudence it procures for itself a remedy for clearing the keenness of its eyes. For it anoints its eyes with the juice of fennel, that it may recover clearness of sight—which is also handed down by Pliny in that same place: The serpent, he says, in its winter lair, its sight dimmed, rubbing itself against the fennel plant, anoints and refreshes its eyes; but if its scales have grown numb, it scratches itself on the thorns of the juniper.12



Ex his apparet quanta sit naturalis prudentia & calliditas serpentis in iis rebus quae ad eius defensionem & conservationem conducunt. Quamobrem sapienter Dominus noster ad imitandam serpentis prudentiam, discipulos suos cohortatus est, & apud Hispanos vetus fertur vulgo proverbium: (Sabe mas que las culebras.) Posterioris autem astutiae serpentis qua utitur is ad insidiandum homini, multa etiam sunt indicia vulgo nota, & quotidianis experimentis comperta, atque Sacrarum litterarum testimoniis confir-
From these it appears how great is the natural prudence and cunning of the serpent in those things which conduce to its defense and conservation. Wherefore our Lord wisely exhorted his disciples to imitate the serpent's prudence; and among the Spaniards an old proverb is commonly current: 'He knows more than the snakes' (Sabe mas que las culebras). And of the latter craft of the serpent, which it uses for lying in wait for man, there are also many proofs commonly known, and ascertained by daily experiences, and confir[med] by the testimonies of the Sacred Letters...13



...confirmata. Etenim Deus maledicens serpenti dixit, Inimicitias ponam inter te & mulierem, & semen tuum, & semen illius: ipsa conteret caput tuum, & tu insidiaberis calcaneo eius. Sane hominem serpens occulte, callide, atque insidiose mordet, & morsu quidem lethali: idque facit non metu, non aliquo incommodo aut commodo suo ductus, sed naturali odio hominis, & propensissimae ad ei nocendum naturae instinctu. Quod significavit Scriptura, Genes. 49. Iacob enim patriarcha vaticinatus de tribu Dan dixit: Fiat Dan coluber in via, Cerastes in semita, mordens ungulas equi, ut cadat ascensor eius retro. Salomon quoque capite decimo, libri Ecclesiastae: Si mordeat, inquit, serpens in silentio: nihil eo minus habet qui occulte detrahit.
...confirmed. For God, cursing the serpent, said, 'I will put enmities between you and the woman, and your seed and her seed: she shall crush your head, and you shall lie in wait for her heel.' Indeed the serpent bites man secretly, craftily, and treacherously, and with a lethal bite; and it does this not from fear, nor led by any disadvantage or advantage of its own, but from a natural hatred of man, and by the instinct of a nature most prone to harming him. This Scripture signified, Genesis 49: for the patriarch Jacob, prophesying about the tribe of Dan, said: 'Let Dan be a snake in the way, a horned serpent in the path, biting the horse's heels, that its rider may fall backward.' Solomon also, in the tenth chapter of the book of Ecclesiastes: 'If a serpent bite in silence,' he says, 'he is no better who detracts secretly.'14



Denique multa in divinis litteris de serpentis astutia & insidiis ad nocendum homini callide structis, variis locis traduntur. Quamvis igitur de aliis animantibus quaedam fortasse non minus serpentibus astutae habeantur: ad occulte tamen laedendum hominem sine ullo commodo suo, non aliud serpente animal callidius & insidiosius invenietur. Legenda sunt quae scribit Bonaventura in 2. sent. distinct. 21. & Hugo S. Victoris lib. 3. de bestiarum proprietatibus, 53. capite.
Finally, many things are handed down in various places in the divine Letters about the serpent's craft and the snares craftily constructed for harming man. Although, therefore, certain of the other animals are perhaps held to be no less crafty than serpents, yet for secretly injuring man without any advantage of its own, no animal will be found more cunning and treacherous than the serpent. The things which Bonaventure writes in the 2nd book of the Sentences, distinction 21, and Hugh of St. Victor in book 3 On the Properties of Beasts, chapter 53, are worth reading.15



Translator’s notes
	First question of the disputation on the serpent. ↩
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	Marginal glosses: 'Secunda opinio Augustini' (The second opinion, of Augustine); 'Exodi 7. & sequentibus' (Exodus 7ff., Moses and Pharaoh's magicians). Opinion 2 (Augustine, De Genesi ad litteram XI.29): a real serpent's cunning, spoken as the devil's instrument (the 'prudent tongue'/'pen' analogy); his warning against metempsychosis; the Balaam's-ass and Moses-vs-magicians parallels. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Argumentatio Tostati adversus Augustinum' (Tostatus's argument against Augustine). Tostatus's dilemma against Augustine begins. Sentence continues on the next page (catchword 'na' = naturaliter). ↩
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	The serpent's natural cunning is why the devil chose it: fitting his craft, the work of hidden deception, and the malicious end. ↩
	Full statement of Tostatus's dilemma demolishing Augustine's reading: the cunning was either the devil's own (then the serpent isn't truly 'cunning') or imparted to the serpent (impossible—neither sensitive nor intellective cunning can be transferred). ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Tertia opinio Auctoris' (The third opinion, the Author's). Pererius's own view on Q.I: Moses speaks of a real serpent, and 'more cunning' signals the fittingness of the devil's choice of a serpent (its cunning and natural enmity toward man emblematizing the devil's craft and hatred). ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Verum serpens vere sit callidior cunctis animantibus' (Whether the serpent is truly more cunning than all living creatures). A sub-question opens: naturalists object that other animals are cleverer than serpents. Sentence continues on the next page (catchword 'ser' = serpentem). ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Matth. 10.' (Matthew 10:16, 'Be prudent as serpents'). Reply to the naturalists: Scripture and Christ affirm the serpent's cunning; it is twofold—self-preserving, and aggressive against man. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Quinque indicia & argumenta eximia calliditatis & prudentiae serpentum' (Five outstanding proofs and arguments of the cunning and prudence of serpents). First two proofs of the serpent's self-preserving cunning: (1) stopping its ears against charmers (Ps. 57[58]:5-6, with Augustine's explanation); (2) coiling to shield its head. ↩
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	Marginal gloss: 'Proverbium Hispanicum' (A Spanish proverb). The vernacular Spanish proverb is printed in italic: 'Sabe mas que las culebras' (modern orthography: 'Sabe más que las culebras')—not a Greek/Hebrew glyph, just Castilian. Transition to the serpent's aggressive cunning against man. Sentence continues on the next page (catchword 'confir' = confirmata). Running footer: 'Comm. in Gen. Tom. 1. HHH'. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Altera serpentis ad nocendum homini natura propensio' (The serpent's other natural propensity, for harming man). Continuation (catchword 'confir' = confirmata) of the serpent's aggressive cunning, confirmed by Gen. 3:15, Gen. 49:17 (Jacob on Dan), and Eccl. 10:11 (Solomon). ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'B. Bonaventura. Hugo S. Victoris.' For the serpent's secret malice toward man, no animal surpasses it; references to Bonaventure (Sent. II d.21) and Hugh of St. Victor (De bestiis et aliis rebus / De bestiarum proprietatibus III.53). ↩




QUESTION II. How Eve did not shudder at the serpent's approach

LatineEnglish


QUESTION II. How Eve did not shudder at the serpent's approach.1
QUAESTIO II. Quomodo Eva non exhorruit serpentis congressum.



Altera quaestio est, quomodo Eva serpentis aspectum & ad se accessum naturaliter horrificum homini, non exhorruerit. Magister Historiae scholasticae, in Historia libri Geneseos capite 21. Bonaventura in secundo distinct. 21. & Carthusianus hoc loco Bedam nominant a quo sit proditum, elegisse diabolum ad tentandum Evam genus quoddam serpentis virgineum vultum referens: ut, quia naturale est sui similibus gaudere, illius serpentis congressu non modo non perterreretur, sed etiam oblectaretur Eva. Pictores sane hanc opinionem secuti, historiam huius rei in pictura repraesentantes, muliebri vultu serpentem depingunt. Sed audi verba Magistri Historiae scholasticae. Tunc serpens, inquit, erectus est ut homo, quia postea per maledictionem Dei prostratus est, & adhuc Pharias, ut tradunt, erectus incedit. Elegit etiam quoddam genus serpentis, ut ait Beda, virgineum habens vultum, quia similia similibus applaudunt: & movit ad loquendum linguam eius, nescientis tamen: sicut per phanaticos & energumenos loquitur diabolus, nescientes quid ipsi dicant. Sic ille. Verum hanc sententiam merito deridet Lyranus: reperiri enim tale genus serpentis, adhuc inauditum, & a nullo philosophorum, aut cui fides haberi possit, traditum est: quocirca ut plane fabulosum & commentitium explodi debet.
The second question is: how did Eve not shudder at the sight and the approach to her of the serpent, naturally frightful to man? The Master of the Scholastic History, in the History on the book of Genesis, chapter 21, Bonaventure in the second book, distinction 21, and the Carthusian in this place, name Bede as the one from whom it was reported, that the devil, to tempt Eve, chose a certain kind of serpent having a maiden's countenance: so that, since it is natural to take delight in things like oneself, Eve would not only not be terrified by the meeting of that serpent, but would even be delighted. Painters indeed, following this opinion and representing the history of this matter in painting, depict the serpent with a woman's face. But hear the words of the Master of the Scholastic History. At that time, he says, the serpent was upright like a man, because afterward, by God's curse, it was laid prostrate—and the Pharian serpents, as they relate, still go about upright. He also chose, as Bede says, a certain kind of serpent having a maidenly face, because like things applaud like; and he moved its tongue to speak, though it did not know it—just as the devil speaks through fanatics and the possessed, who do not know what they themselves say. So he. But Lyra rightly derides this opinion: for that such a kind of serpent is found is hitherto unheard of, and handed down by none of the philosophers, or of any to whom credence can be given; wherefore it ought to be hissed off as plainly fabulous and made-up.2



Basilius in homilia de Paradiso (similia autem Basilio in primo libro Antiquitatum, capite primo, scribit Iosephus) Serpens, inquit, tunc non erat horrendus homini, sed mitis ac mansuetus: nec terribiliter in telluris superficie veluti natans reptabat, sed sublimis & rectus, pedibusque insistens ingrediebatur. Sic Basilius. Verum hanc sententiam supra refutavimus. Damascenus libro secundo, de Fide orthodoxa capite decimo, Serpens, ait, plus ceteris animalibus familiaris erat homini, ipsum frequenter accedens, eique placidis motibus corporis blandiens: unde per ipsum princeps mali diabolus primis nostris parentibus impietatis suae venenum instillavit.
Basil, in the homily on Paradise (and Josephus, in the first book of the Antiquities, chapter one, writes things similar to Basil): The serpent, he says, was not then frightful to man, but mild and tame; nor did it creep terribly along the surface of the earth as if swimming, but went about lofty and erect, standing upon its feet. So Basil. But we have refuted this opinion above. Damascene, in book two On the Orthodox Faith, chapter ten: The serpent, he says, was more familiar to man than the other animals, frequently approaching him and fawning on him with the placid motions of its body: whence, through it, the prince of evil, the devil, instilled the venom of his impiety into our first parents.3



Sunt qui putent aspectum serpentis non nisi post peccatum primi hominis & maledictionem ipsius serpentis, coepisse homini esse horrificum ac terrificum: post illa, scilicet, Dei verba, Inimicitias ponam inter te & mulierem, & semen tuum & semen illius, &c.
There are those who think that the sight of the serpent began to be frightful and terrifying to man only after the sin of the first man and the curse of the serpent itself—after those words, namely, of God: 'I will put enmities between you and the woman, and your seed and her seed,' etc.4



Mihi quidem certe, ut valde consentaneum rationi, probatur maxime quod sentit & tradit Chrysostomus, homilia 16. in Genesim, propterea serpentis aspectum & congressum non horruisse Evam, quod ante peccatum & in illo statu innocentiae omnia animalia placide atque obedienter essent homini subiecta, & sicut nihil ipsa mali poterant inferre homini, ita nec timorem aut horrorem ullum, neque enim id sine aliqua molestia homini accidisset: divino autem consilio & ratione constitutum fuerat, ut nulla poena contingeret homini ante eius culpam.
To me certainly, as very consonant with reason, what Chrysostom holds and hands down, in the 16th homily on Genesis, is most of all approved: that Eve did not shudder at the sight and meeting of the serpent because, before sin and in that state of innocence, all animals were peacefully and obediently subject to man, and just as they could inflict no evil on man, so neither any fear or horror—for that could not have happened to man without some trouble; and it had been ordained by divine counsel and reason that no penalty should befall man before his fault.5



Sed vide quo procedat curiosa & audax hominis inquisitio. Investigarunt nonnulli, &, quasi compertum & exploratum habuissent, scripto etiam prodiderunt, cuius generis & speciei fuerit serpens ille qui Evam decepit. Eugubinus in sua Cosmopoeia putat fuisse Basiliscum, ut sicut diabolus qui tentavit Evam princeps fuisse creditur daemonum, ita usus sit ut organo eo serpente qui omnium serpentum tanquam rex habetur: hunc vero esse Basiliscum, & nomen ipsum indicat, & quae de incredibili eius ad nocendum vi ac potentia Plinius libro octavo, capite vigesimoprimo, & Solinus capite trigesimo, scriptum reliquerunt. Et Plinii quidem haec sunt verba: Basiliscum Cyrenaica generat provincia, duodecim non amplius digitorum magnitudine, candida in capite macula ut quodam diademate insignem. Sibilo omnes fugat serpentes: nec flexu multiplici, ut reliqua, corpus impellit, sed celsus & erectus a medio incedens. Necat frutices non contactos modo, verum & afflatos, exurit herbas, rumpit saxa. Talis vis malo est. Creditum quondam, ex equo occiso hasta, & per eam subeunte vi, non equitem modo sed equum quoque absumptum. Atque huic tali monstro (saepe enim enectum concupivere reges videre) mustellarum virus exitio est: adeo natura nihil placuit esse sine pari. Iniciunt eas cavernis facile cognitis sola tabe: necant illa simul odore, morianturque, & natura pugnam conficiunt. Sic Plinius. Adiiciam quoque Solini verba praedictis simillima, ut animadvertat lector pleraque Solinum ex Plinio descripsisse: non res modo, sed etiam sententias ac paene verba mutuatum. Basiliscus, inquit Solinus, malum-
But see how far man's curious and bold inquiry proceeds. Some have investigated, and, as if they had it ascertained and explored, have even reported in writing of what genus and species was that serpent which deceived Eve. Eugubinus, in his Cosmopoeia, thinks it was a Basilisk: that, just as the devil who tempted Eve is believed to have been the prince of demons, so he used as his instrument that serpent which is held to be, as it were, the king of all serpents; and that this was the Basilisk, both the name itself indicates and what Pliny, in book eight, chapter twenty-one, and Solinus, in chapter thirty, left written about its incredible power and force for harming. And these indeed are Pliny's words: The province of Cyrenaica produces the Basilisk, of no more than twelve fingers' length, marked with a white spot on the head like a kind of diadem. By its hiss it puts all serpents to flight; nor does it drive its body forward with manifold winding like the rest, but goes lofty and erect, advancing on its middle. It kills shrubs not only by touch but even by its breath, scorches grasses, and bursts rocks. Such is the force of the creature. It was once believed that, a horseman having killed it with a spear, the force coming up through the spear destroyed not only the rider but also the horse. And to this monster (for kings have often desired to see one slain) the venom of weasels is destruction: so true is it that Nature was pleased that nothing be without its match. They cast the weasels into its dens, easily recognized, by their mere decay; the weasels kill it at the same time by their odor, and themselves die, and Nature finishes the fight. So Pliny. I will add also the words of Solinus, very like the foregoing, so that the reader may observe that Solinus copied most things from Pliny, borrowing not only the matter but even the opinions and almost the words. The Basilisk, says Solinus, an evil...6



...malum in terris singulare, serpens est paene ad semipedem longitudinis, alba quasi mitrula lineatus caput. Nec hominis tantum, vel aliorum animantium exitio datus, sed terrae quoque ipsius, quam polluit & exurit ubicumque ferale sortitur receptaculum. Denique extinguit herbas, necat arbores, ipsas etiam corrumpit auras, ita ut in aera nulla alitum impune transvolet infectum spiritu pestilenti. Cum movetur, media corporis parte serpit, media arduus est & excelsus. Sibilum eius etiam serpentes alii perhorrescunt, & cum acceperint, fugam quoquo possunt properant, quicquid morsu eius occiditur, non depascitur fera, non attrectat ales. Mustellis tamen vincitur, quas illinc homines inferunt cavernis in quibus delitescit. Vis tamen ne defuncto quidem deest. Denique Basilisci reliquias amplo sestertio Pergameni comparaverunt, & ut Aedem Apollinis manu insignem nec aranea intexerent nec alites involarent, cadaver eius reticulo aureo suspensum, ibidem locarunt. Haec Solinus.
...a singular evil on the earth, the serpent is of nearly half a foot in length, its head marked as if with a white little mitre. And it is given for the destruction not only of man, or of other living creatures, but of the very earth, which it pollutes and burns up wherever it obtains its baleful lodging. Finally it extinguishes grasses, kills trees, and corrupts even the very air, so that no bird of those flying may pass through the air unharmed, it being infected with a pestilent breath. When it moves, with the middle part of its body it creeps, and with the middle it is lofty and high. Other serpents too dread its hiss, and when they have caught it, they hasten to flee wherever they can; whatever is killed by its bite, no beast feeds upon, no bird touches. Yet it is overcome by weasels, which men introduce there into the caves where it lurks. Yet its force is not lacking even when it is dead. Finally, the people of Pergamum bought the remains of a basilisk for a large sum, and, so that neither spider should weave nor birds fly into the temple of Apollo, notable for its workmanship, they placed its carcass there, hung in a golden net. Thus Solinus.7



Verum non est credibile, serpentem qui Evam adortus est fuisse Basiliscum, propter corporis eius parvitatem ac deformitatem, & pestilentem non morsus tantum, sed etiam afflatus & aspectus vim ac potentiam. Quod igitur illud serpentis genus fuit? si dicam me scire, plane mentiar. Verum si conceditur in rebus tam incertis, & ab humana coniectura remotis aliquid suspicari, dicam equidem, divinando magis quam certi quicquam statuendo, fortasse illam serpentem fuisse eum, quem Philosophi ac rerum naturalium curiosi scriptores appellarunt Scytalen, quod est animal formosum & pulchrum, tanta praefulgens tergi varietate, ut squamarum nitore ac venustate detineat aspicientes: & quia reptando pigrior est, miraculo sui corporis ac pulchritudinis capiat stupentes.
But it is not credible that the serpent which assailed Eve was a Basilisk, on account of the smallness and deformity of its body, and the pestilent power and force not only of its bite but also of its breath and sight. What, then, was that kind of serpent? If I should say that I know, I plainly lie. But if it is allowed, in matters so uncertain and remote from human conjecture, to suspect something, I for my part will say—divining rather than determining anything for certain—that perhaps that serpent was the one which the Philosophers and the curious writers of natural things called the Scytale, which is a shapely and beautiful animal, glittering with such variegation of its back that it detains onlookers by the sheen and charm of its scales; and because it is rather slow in creeping, it captures by the marvel of itself those who gaze in astonishment.8



Audi Solinum capite 30. Scytale, inquit, tanta praefulget tergi varietate, ut notarum gratia videntes retardet: & quoniam reptando pigrior est, quos assequi nequit, miraculo sui capiat stupentes. Haec Solinus.
Hear Solinus, chapter 30. The Scytale, he says, glitters with such variegation of its back that it slows down those who see it by the charm of its markings; and since it is rather slow in creeping, those whom it cannot overtake it captures, astonished, by the marvel of itself. Thus Solinus.9
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	Marginal glosses: 'Serpens ille qui decepit Evam, ex quo genere serpentum fuerit'; 'Opinio Eugubini, fuisse Basiliscum, qui tentavit Evam'; 'Mira descriptio Basilisci ex Plinio & Solino'; 'Solinus pleraque sumpsit ex Plinio.' The 'basilisk' theory of Steuchus Eugubinus (Cosmopoeia), with Pliny's famous description (Naturalis Historia VIII.21) of the basilisk and the weasel. Solinus's parallel quote begins (catchword 'malum'). ↩
	Solinus's basilisk description (Collectanea, c.30), parallel to Pliny's. Concludes 'Haec Solinus.' ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Auctoris coniectura' (The Author's conjecture). Pererius rejects the basilisk (too small, deformed, and lethal by breath/sight) and conjectures the tempting serpent may have been the 'Scytale,' a beautiful serpent that transfixes onlookers by its dazzling skin. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Pulchritudo serpentis, qui appellatur scytale, auctore Solino' (The beauty of the serpent called the scytale, on Solinus's authority). Solinus's description of the Scytale supporting Pererius's conjecture. ↩




QUESTION III. Why Eve was not astonished on hearing the serpent speaking and disputing with her

LatineEnglish


QUESTION III. Why Eve was not astonished on hearing the serpent speaking and disputing with her.1
QUAESTIO III. Cur Eva non obstupuerit audiens secum loquentem & disputantem serpentem.



Tertia quaestio est, quomodo Eva non obstupuerit audiens serpentem humano more secum sermocinantem. Tres sunt opiniones. Rupertus libro 3. de Trinitate & operibus eius, capite 3. hanc ipsam quaestionem ponens, ad eam ita respondet: Vel, inquit, mulier nescivit serpentem aeque ut ceteras animantes ratione & sermone carere, at videtur absurdum, quod nunc in statu miseriae qualibet mulier non ignorat, primam illam mulierem in Paradiso atque in statu innocentiae nescivisse, vel si scivit, quomodo non obstupuit,
The third question is: how did Eve not become astonished on hearing the serpent conversing with her in human fashion? There are three opinions. Rupert, in book 3 On the Trinity and its Works, chapter 3, setting forth this very question, answers it thus: Either, he says, the woman did not know that the serpent, like the other living creatures, lacks reason and speech—but it seems absurd that the first woman, in Paradise and in the state of innocence, was ignorant of what now, in the state of misery, any woman whatever is not ignorant of; or, if she knew it, how was she not astonished,2



...obstupuit, & dolum atque insidias subesse suspicata est? Verum scivit ea serpentem non nisi alieno spiritu potuisse loqui. Sed in eo fuit seductionis immensitas, quod quasi omnipotentiam eius spiritus mirata est mulier, qui per irrationale animal humana formare verba potuisset. Quod si ita est, immo quia ita est, non iam dubium remanet qua ex radice, tam vaste amara idololatriae arbor pullulans expanderit se in omnes gentes, vel unde miseris hominibus innatum fuerit, ut tam dementi & stulta reverentia voces articulatas astutia daemonum formatas, per innumera quaererent simulacra, pro Deo diabolum, pro veritate colerent mendacium. Hoc, inquam, dubium iam non remanet, unde tanti erroris vitium tam tenaciter hominibus inhaeserit: quia videlicet mater nostra, mater cunctorum viventium Eva prima, felle huius nequitiae intrinsecus amaricata est, quando in illa facundiam male diserti serpentis, quasi divinam diabolici spiritus sapientiam mirata, & stulte venerata est. Sic Rupertus.
...astonished, and suspect that guile and snares lay beneath? But she knew that the serpent could not speak except by another's spirit. Yet in this lay the immensity of the seduction, that the woman marveled, as it were, at the omnipotence of that spirit, which could form human words through an irrational animal. And if this is so—nay, because it is so—it no longer remains in doubt from what root the so vastly bitter tree of idolatry, sprouting up, spread itself into all nations, or whence it became inborn in wretched men to seek out, with such mad and foolish reverence, through innumerable images, articulate voices formed by the craft of demons, and to worship the devil for God, a lie for truth. This, I say, no longer remains in doubt—whence the fault of so great an error has clung so tenaciously to men: because, namely, our mother, the mother of all the living, Eve the first, was inwardly embittered by the gall of this wickedness, when she marveled at the eloquence of the ill-speaking serpent as if it were the divine wisdom of a diabolical spirit, and foolishly venerated it. So Rupert.3



Veruntamen secundum hanc Ruperti sententiam efficeretur, primum hominis peccatum fuisse idololatriam: quod est contra omnes Patres & Theologos, affirmantes fuisse peccatum inobedientiae vel superbiae. Deinde, cum peccatum idololatriae sit omnium gravissimum, maximeque abominatum & exosum Deo, ut ex multis divinae Scripturae locis perspicere licet, cum Deus increpavit Evam, non tam profecto eam increpasset de esu pomi vetiti, quam de impietate idololatriae: de qua tamen nullum verbum fecit, nec de ea quicquam Scriptura vel expresse, vel subobscure, vel directe, vel oblique, aut loquitur unquam, aut etiam innuit: ut satis appareat proprium istud esse Ruperti commentum.
Nevertheless, according to this opinion of Rupert, it would follow that the first sin of man was idolatry: which is against all the Fathers and Theologians, who affirm that it was a sin of disobedience or pride. Next, since the sin of idolatry is the gravest of all, and most abominated and hateful to God, as may be perceived from many places of divine Scripture, when God rebuked Eve, he would assuredly not so much have rebuked her for eating the forbidden apple as for the impiety of idolatry: of which, however, he made no word, nor does Scripture either ever speak or even hint anything of it, whether expressly, or somewhat obscurely, or directly, or obliquely—so that it sufficiently appears that this is Rupert's own invention.4



Quaerit praeterea idem Rupertus, capite secundo eiusdem libri, quomodo serpens accesserit ad Evam, utrum intra Paradisum, an extra fuerit. Respondet ipse, serpentem extra Paradisum fuisse: erat enim Paradisus propria hominis habitatio ei pro magna gratia Creatoris data, boni operis & diligentissimae custodiae conditione interposita. Nam si serpentibus communis erat Paradisus, sequitur ut & lupis atque leonibus, ceterisque bestiis non caruerit ille deliciarum locus: & ideo non tanta beatitudinis existimandus fuerit, ut merito Paradisus voluptatis appellaretur, & ab ipso Deo plantatus fuisse diceretur. Non igitur serpens, praesertim a diabolo corporaliter invadente possessus, in Paradiso fuit: sed mulier corpore & oculis vaga, dum incontinenter deambulat, forte prospectans qualis extra Paradisum mundus esset, & dum serpens utpote astutus, dulcedini terrae illius propius & ambitiosius inhiat, locus diabolo datus est & occasio breviter porrecta unde tentaret Evam. Haec Rupertus.
The same Rupert asks, besides, in the second chapter of the same book, how the serpent approached Eve—whether it was within Paradise or outside. He himself answers that the serpent was outside Paradise: for Paradise was man's proper dwelling, given to him as a great grace of the Creator, with the condition of good work and most diligent keeping attached. For if Paradise was common to serpents, it follows that that place of delights would not have lacked wolves and lions and the other beasts; and therefore it would not be reckoned of such beatitude that it should rightly be called the Paradise of pleasure, and be said to have been planted by God himself. Therefore the serpent—especially as possessed by the devil bodily invading it—was not in Paradise; but the woman, wandering in body and eyes, while she walks about incontinently, perhaps looking out at what the world outside Paradise was like, and while the serpent, being cunning, gapes more closely and more ambitiously after the sweetness of that land, a place was given to the devil and an occasion briefly held out whence he might tempt Eve. Thus Rupert.5



Sed profecto serpentem illum fuisse intra locum Paradisi, fere Patrum ac Theologorum sententia est, idque satis aperte indicat narratio Mosis, si quis ad eam animum diligenter advertat. Altera sententia est Bonaventurae & S. Thomae in secundo senten. distinct. 21. qui aiunt, Evam non putasse solum esse serpentem qui loqueretur secum, sed existimasse per serpentem aliquem spiritum ange-
But surely that that serpent was within the place of Paradise is nearly the opinion of the Fathers and Theologians, and the narration of Moses indicates this clearly enough, if one diligently turns his mind to it. The second opinion is that of Bonaventure and St. Thomas, in the second book of the Sentences, distinction 21, who say that Eve did not think that it was a serpent alone that was speaking with her, but reckoned that through the serpent some angel[ic] spirit...6



...angelicum loqui: ideo autem non obstupuisse, quia sciebat id facere posse spiritus angelicos. Et Bonaventura quidem scribit, Evam credidisse spiritum illum esse bonum, certe sibi esse benevolum, suaeque utilitati bene consulentem, vel, ut inquit S. Thomas, Eva non diiudicavit utrum bonus esset spiritus an malus, toto animo & aviditate tam magnificis eius promissis intenta. Et hoc significavit etiam S. Thomas in prima part. quaest. 94 art. ultimo. Nam cum secundo loco hanc ex verbis Augustini posuisset obiectionem, propterea Evam, auctore Magistro sententiarum, non horruisse serpentem secum loquentem, quia officium loquendi accepisse eum a Deo putasset: solvens ipse postea eam obiectionem sic ait: Ad secundum dicendum est, quod mulier putavit serpentem accepisse loquendi officium, non per naturam, sed aliqua supernaturali operatione, quamvis non sit necessarium, auctoritatem Magistri sententiarum sequi in hac parte.
...that some angelic spirit was speaking; and that therefore she was not astonished, because she knew that angelic spirits could do this. And Bonaventure indeed writes that Eve believed that spirit to be good, certainly well-disposed to her, and consulting well for her advantage; or, as St. Thomas says, Eve did not judge whether the spirit was good or evil, being with her whole mind and eagerness intent upon its so magnificent promises. And St. Thomas indicated this too in the First Part, question 94, article last. For when, in the second place, he had set forth this objection from the words of Augustine—that Eve, on the authority of the Master of the Sentences, did not shudder at the serpent speaking with her, because she had thought it had received the office of speaking from God—he himself, afterward resolving that objection, says thus: To the second it must be said that the woman thought the serpent had received the office of speaking, not by nature, but by some supernatural operation; although it is not necessary to follow the authority of the Master of the Sentences in this part.7



Verum tria officere videntur huic sententiae. Primum, vel eo ipso debuisset mulier serpentis locutionem perhorrescere: secum enim reputasset cur spiritus ille angelicus voluisset per serpentem loqui, ac non potius per seipsum sub specie & figura hominis, qua scilicet specie Deus & Angeli, sibi & marito suo non semel apparuissent: itaque commota fuisset ac perturbata, & aliquem dolum atque fallaciam subesse suspicata esset. Deinde, si mulier putasset fuisse spiritum angelicum qui secum locutus esset, & a quo fuisset ipsa decepta: cum postea est a Deo reprehensa, non in serpentem sed in illum spiritum culpam coniecisset: respondit enim Deo, Serpens decepit me, & comedi, at dixisset potius, spiritus ille malus decepit me. Denique, cum Deus vellet punire eum a quo Eva fuerat decepta, non utique serpentem, sed illum spiritum impostorem ac deceptorem Evae punivisset.
But three things seem to stand against this opinion. First, by that very fact the woman ought to have shuddered at the serpent's speech: for she would have reflected with herself why that angelic spirit had wished to speak through a serpent, and not rather through itself under the appearance and figure of a man—in which appearance, namely, God and the Angels had more than once appeared to her and to her husband; and so she would have been moved and disturbed, and would have suspected that some guile and deceit lay beneath. Next, if the woman had thought that it was an angelic spirit that had spoken with her, and by which she had been deceived, when she was afterward reproved by God, she would have cast the blame not on the serpent but on that spirit: for she answered God, 'The serpent deceived me, and I ate,' whereas she would rather have said, 'That evil spirit deceived me.' Finally, when God wished to punish the one by whom Eve had been deceived, he would assuredly have punished not the serpent, but that impostor and deceiver spirit of Eve.8



Tertia sententia est Cyrilli, Magistri sententiarum & Tostati, quae nobis ad veritatem propensior videtur, propterea non obstupuisse Evam, quia nesciebat facultatem loquendi nulli animali naturaliter esse datam: nam & novitas rerum, & inexperientia ipsius, & quod perfectio conditionis muliebris perfectam omnium rerum naturalium scientiam minime deposceret, eius ignorationis Evae causa fuit.
The third opinion is that of Cyril, the Master of the Sentences, and Tostatus, which seems to us more inclined toward the truth: that Eve was not astonished because she did not know that the faculty of speaking is naturally given to no animal; for both the novelty of things, and her own inexperience, and the fact that the perfection of the womanly condition by no means required a perfect knowledge of all natural things, were the cause of that ignorance of Eve.9



Verum sententiam Auctorum quos nominavi, enucleatius hoc loco declarare oportet. Iulianus Apostata Christianae disciplinae, ut Cyrillus refert tertio libro eorum decem quos adversus eum scripsit, irridebat hanc historiam Mosis de collocutione serpentis cum Eva. Quonam, aiebat ille, idiomate serpentem cum Eva usum dicemus? nunquid humano? & quid differunt hae fabulae ab iis quas poetae Graeci finxerunt? Ad hoc respondet Cyrillus: cum tunc non esset aliud rationale animal, Evam quae admodum simplex erat, existimasse forsitan aliis quoque animalibus potestatem humana voce loquendi esse datam. Revera tamen, inquit, sermonem illum inter Evam & serpentem, daemonis operatione serpente velamentum malignitatis illius obumbrante, esse factum.
But the opinion of the Authors whom I have named must be more thoroughly explained in this place. Julian the Apostate from Christian teaching, as Cyril relates in the third of those ten books which he wrote against him, mocked this history of Moses about the conversation of the serpent with Eve. 'In what language,' he used to say, 'shall we say the serpent conversed with Eve? Surely not the human one? And how do these fables differ from those which the Greek poets invented?' To this Cyril answers: since there was then no other rational animal, Eve, who was very simple, perhaps supposed that the power of speaking with a human voice had been given to other animals as well. Yet in truth, he says, that conversation between Eve and the serpent came about by the operation of the demon, the serpent veiling the malignity of that one.10



Hoc quod diximus, efficere ac praestare daemonibus esse facillimum, confirmat ipse clarissimorum apud ipsos Gentiles tum Poetarum tum Philosophorum testimoniis. Etenim Homerus prodidit Achillis equum indita sibi a Iunone loquendi facultate, praedixisse Achilli mortem. Porphyrius item vitam describens Pythagorae, narrat, cum Pythagoras multis comitatus flumen Causum transiret, audientibus cunctis, flumen ei locutum esse, & salutantium more dixisse: Salve Pythagora. Philostratus qui Apollonii nomen, diserte scripta eius vita & factis, nobilitare & illustrare voluit, in lib. 6. ca. 5. narrat, cum Apollonius venisset ad Gymnosophistas, principis eorum Thespesionis iussu, arborem ulmum, propter quam consederant, humana voce salutasse Apollonium: & vocem quidem fuisse articulatam & distinctam, tenuem tamen & exilem ac muliebri similem. Traditum praeterea est, Dodonaeam quercum, per quam olim reddebantur oracula, humanas voces edere solitam. Quin etiam Isigonus Cithiensis in Rhodo insula dicit, Iovis taurum humani sermonis expertem non fuisse. Si daemon igitur per equum, taurum, flumen, & arbores, humanas voces fingere potuit: cur incredibile Iuliano visum est, potuisse eum per serpentem cum Eva loqui? Hactenus ex Cyrillo.
This which we have said—that it is most easy for demons to effect and perform—Cyril himself confirms by the testimonies of the most celebrated, among the Gentiles themselves, both Poets and Philosophers. For Homer reported that the horse of Achilles, the faculty of speaking having been imparted to it by Juno, foretold death to Achilles. Porphyry likewise, describing the life of Pythagoras, narrates that, when Pythagoras, accompanied by many, was crossing the river Causus, in the hearing of all the river spoke to him, and in the manner of those who greet said: 'Hail, Pythagoras.' Philostratus, who wished to ennoble and illustrate the name of Apollonius by eloquently writing of his life and deeds, in book 6, chapter 5, narrates that, when Apollonius had come to the Gymnosophists, by order of their chief Thespesion, the elm tree near which they had sat down greeted Apollonius with a human voice; and that the voice was indeed articulate and distinct, yet thin and slight, and like a woman's. It is moreover handed down that the Dodonaean oak, through which oracles were once given, was wont to utter human voices. Nay, Isigonus of Cithium says that on the island of Rhodes the bull of Jove was not without human speech. If, therefore, a demon could form human voices through a horse, a bull, a river, and trees, why did it seem incredible to Julian that he could speak through a serpent with Eve? Thus far from Cyril.11



Magister sententiarum in secundo distin. 21. ita scribit: Hic quaeri solet quare mulier non horruit serpentem, & respondet ipse, quia cum Eva novisset serpentem a Deo creatum esse, ipsum quoque officium loquendi a Deo accepisse putavit. Tostatus super 13. caput Geneseos, quaest. 457. existimat Evam credidisse, facultate loquendi praeditum naturaliter fuisse serpentem: hoc autem accidisse ei propter rerum novitatem recens creatarum, & inexperientiam eius.
The Master of the Sentences, in the second book, distinction 21, writes thus: Here it is usually asked why the woman did not shudder at the serpent, and he himself answers, because, since Eve had known that the serpent was created by God, she thought that it had also received the office of speaking from God. Tostatus, on the 13th chapter of Genesis, question 457, judges that Eve believed the serpent was naturally endowed with the faculty of speaking; and that this happened to her because of the novelty of recently created things, and her inexperience.12



Nam licet creata sit a Deo tantam iudicii rectitudinem tantamque rerum cognitionem habens, quantam haberet nunc quaecumque femina iam aetate matura dummodo non sit circa aliquod doctrinae genus ab alio erudita, non tamen a Deo accepit Eva perfectam sapientiam. Si enim eam habuisset, non potuisset decipi: deceptam tamen se esse, ipsamet confessa est: non igitur habuit certam cognitionem eorum quorum nullam tenebat experientiam: qua cum circa animalia careret, poterat de illis quicquid occurrebat credere. Vel igitur mulier antea non noverat animalia, siquidem Eva creata est postquam animalia ducta sunt ad Adamum: & idcirco nesciebat, utrum loqui naturale esset serpenti necne: vel si antea viderat, quamvis non audivisset serpentem loqui, tamen quia parvo illo tempore non poterat omnes cunctorum animalium proprietates & facultates exploratas & perceptas habere, nesciebat utrum facultas loquendi naturalis esset serpenti, licet parvo illo tempore serpentem ea facultate usum non vidisset.
For although she was created by God having such rectitude of judgment and such knowledge of things as any woman now of mature age would have—provided she is not instructed by another in some branch of learning—yet Eve did not receive from God a perfect wisdom. For if she had had it, she could not have been deceived; yet she herself confessed that she had been deceived: she did not, therefore, have a certain knowledge of those things of which she held no experience; and since she lacked it concerning the animals, she could believe about them whatever occurred to her. Either, then, the woman had not previously known the animals—since Eve was created after the animals had been led to Adam—and therefore did not know whether speaking was natural to a serpent or not; or, if she had previously seen them, although she had not heard the serpent speak, yet because in that short time she could not have explored and grasped all the properties and faculties of all the animals, she did not know whether the faculty of speaking was natural to the serpent, even though in that short time she had not seen the serpent use that faculty.13



Ad id autem quod Rupertus opponit huic sententiae, absurdum videri Evam in Paradiso & in perfecto illo statu innocentiae ignorasse, utrum serpens ille loqui posset, quod in statu naturae corruptae cuilibet mulierculae notum sit, respondet Tostatus, dissimilem esse rationem Evae ac mulierum quae nunc sunt. Etenim nunc innumerabilibus experimentis & exemplis compertum & comprobatum est, & apud omnes pervulgatum, naturali facultate loquendi serpentes carere, ut mirum non sit etiam mulierculis id esse notum: tunc autem nulla eius rei praecesserant expe-
But to that which Rupert objects against this opinion—that it seems absurd that Eve, in Paradise and in that perfect state of innocence, was ignorant whether that serpent could speak, which in the state of corrupt nature is known to any little woman—Tostatus answers that the case of Eve and of the women who now exist is dissimilar. For now it has been ascertained and proved by innumerable experiences and examples, and is commonly known among all, that serpents lack the natural faculty of speaking, so that it is no wonder that even little women know it; but at that time no expe[riences] of that matter had preceded...14



...experimenta, nulla vigebat fama. Perfectio autem illius status innocentiae, arguit Evam creatam esse perfectam: non quidem absolute & simpliciter, sed prout conditio muliebris poscebat: nemo enim negaverit, minorem multo fuisse in Eva quam in Adamo perfectionem. Ad perfectionem igitur conditionis muliebris non pertinebat, habere certissimam & perfectissimam omnium animalium, omniumque proprietatum, virtutum, & facultatum eorum scientiam, sed habere cognitionem rerum agendarum, & eorum quae spectant ad rei familiaris administrationem, & ad officia omnia quae erga maritum & liberos tractanda & perficienda erant. Sic Tostatus.
...experiences, no report was current. But the perfection of that state of innocence argues that Eve was created perfect—not indeed absolutely and simply, but as the womanly condition demanded; for no one would deny that the perfection in Eve was much less than in Adam. To the perfection of the womanly condition, therefore, it did not pertain to have a most certain and most perfect knowledge of all animals, and of all their properties, virtues, and faculties, but to have knowledge of the things to be done, and of those which pertain to the administration of the household and to all the offices which were to be handled and accomplished toward husband and children. Thus Tostatus.15



Ad hanc equidem sententiam Cyrilli, Magistri, & Tostati, quam ad ceteras, proniori feror assensu. Nam praeter illorum Doctorum auctoritatem, ducor ea ratione, quod per hanc interpretationem tota Mosis narratio secundum expositionem & intellectum historicum belle constat: ceterae ante interpretationes, nec satis apte cum Mosis narratione congruunt, & magnis urgentur ac praemuntur incommodis. Verum adversus hanc sententiam illa videtur esse validissima obiectio, quam ponit S. Thomas, in 1. parte quaest. 94. art. ult. Status enim innocentiae vacabat omni malo tam animi quam corporis: sed error & deceptio mentis non est minus vitium & malum, quam sit foeditas corporis, aut dolor, aut morbus: putare autem serpentem loqui posse, insignis est mentis error & deceptio, non igitur in tanto errore fuisse Evam ante peccatum, existimare convenit.
To this opinion of Cyril, the Master, and Tostatus I for my part am carried with a readier assent than to the others. For besides the authority of those learned men, I am led by this reason, that by this interpretation the whole narration of Moses holds together well according to the historical exposition and sense; whereas the other interpretations neither agree aptly enough with the narration of Moses, and are pressed and constrained by great difficulties. But against this opinion there seems to be that most forcible objection which St. Thomas sets, in the First Part, question 94, article last. For the state of innocence was free from all evil, both of soul and of body; but error and deception of mind is no less a fault and evil than is foulness of body, or pain, or disease; and to think that a serpent could speak is a notable error and deception of mind; therefore it is not fitting to suppose that Eve was in so great an error before sin.16



Sed hanc obiectionem licet ita repellere. Duplicem faciunt Theologi ignorantiam, unam purae negationis, alteram pravae dispositionis. Et haec quidem repugnabat statui innocentiae, illa vero minime: pueri namque in eo statu diu fuissent multarum rerum ignorantes, quas scilicet processu temporis didicissent. Firmo autem assensu falsa pro veris, aut vera pro falsis approbare, magnum fuisset vitium, magnumque malum, perfectionique eius status omnino contrarium. Eva igitur habuit ignorantiam purae negationis, nesciens utrum serpens loqui posset, nec ne: quam ignorantiam brevi abiecisset interrogato viro suo, & ab eo docta. Nec ipsa credidit firmo assensu serpentem posse naturaliter loqui, sed dubio tantum & quasi suspenso. Mota est autem ad eum audiendum, eiusque verbis credendum, illecta promissis eius, quae visa ei sunt amplissima, Pulcherrima, maximeque optanda.
But this objection may be repelled thus. The Theologians make a twofold ignorance, one of pure negation, the other of an evil disposition. And this latter was indeed repugnant to the state of innocence, but the former not at all: for children in that state would have been for a long time ignorant of many things, which, namely, they would have learned in the course of time. But to approve, with firm assent, falsehoods for truths, or truths for falsehoods, would have been a great fault and a great evil, and altogether contrary to the perfection of that state. Eve, therefore, had an ignorance of pure negation, not knowing whether the serpent could speak or not—which ignorance she would soon have shed by asking her husband and being taught by him. Nor did she believe with firm assent that the serpent could naturally speak, but only with a doubtful and, as it were, suspended assent. But she was moved to listen to it, and to believe its words, enticed by its promises, which seemed to her most ample, most beautiful, and most to be desired.17
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	Marginal gloss: 'Tertia sententia Cyrilli, Magistri senten. & Tostati, quae placet Auctori' (The third opinion, of Cyril, the Master of the Sentences, and Tostatus, which pleases the Author). Opinion 3 (Pererius's preference): Eve's non-astonishment came from ignorance (novelty, inexperience) that speech is natural to no animal. ↩
	Cyril of Alexandria, Contra Julianum, book 3: Julian the Apostate's mockery of the talking serpent (likening it to Greek poetic fables), and Cyril's reply—the simple Eve may have supposed animals could speak, but in fact it was the demon's work, masked by the serpent. Sentence continues (catchword 'Hoc'). ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Daemones olim solitos per animalia, & res inanimas humano modo loqui, multis exemplis declarat Cyrillus' (Cyril shows by many examples that demons were formerly wont to speak in human fashion through animals and inanimate things). Cyril's pagan parallels (Homer's horse of Achilles; Pythagoras and the river; Philostratus's elm greeting Apollonius; the Dodonaean oak; the bull of Jove on Rhodes) that demon-induced animal/inanimate speech was widely reported. ↩
	Peter Lombard (Sent. II d.21): Eve thought the serpent received speech from God. Tostatus (on Gen., q.457): she believed it naturally had speech, owing to the novelty of newly-created things and her inexperience. ↩
	Tostatus's reasoning continued: Eve had sound judgment but not perfect wisdom (else she could not have been deceived); created after the animals were named to Adam, she could not yet know whether speech was natural to a serpent. ↩
	Tostatus answers Rupert's objection: Eve's case differs from women now, who know from countless examples that serpents cannot speak; at that time no such experience yet existed. Sentence continues on the next page (catchword 'expe' = experimenta). ↩
	Conclusion of the Tostatus quotation: Eve's created perfection was proportioned to her womanly condition (knowledge for household and family duties), not encyclopedic knowledge of all animals. ↩
	Marginal glosses: 'Auctoris opinio' (The Author's opinion); 'Obiectio Sancti Thomae adversus opinionem Auctoris' (St. Thomas's objection against the Author's opinion). Pererius adopts the Cyril/Lombard/Tostatus view (best fits the historical sense), then raises Aquinas's objection (ST I q.94 a.ult.): mental error is an evil incompatible with the sinless state. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Solutio obiectionis' (Solution of the objection). The reply to Aquinas: ignorance is twofold (pure negation vs. evil disposition); only the latter is incompatible with innocence. Eve had only ignorance of pure negation, with doubtful, not firm, assent—and was drawn in by the serpent's enticing promises. ↩




QUESTION IV. Whether the curse of the serpent is to be referred to the real serpent or to the devil

LatineEnglish


QUESTION IV. Whether the curse of the serpent is to be referred to the real serpent or to the devil.1
QUAESTIO IIII. Utrum maledictio serpentis, ad verum serpentem an ad diabolum referenda sit.



Restat quarta de serpente tractanda quaestio, utrum maledictio & poena, qua Deus serpentem punivit dicens: Super pectus tuum gradieris, & terram comedes: Inimicitias ponam inter
There remains the fourth question to be treated concerning the serpent: whether the curse and penalty by which God punished the serpent, saying, 'Upon your breast you shall go, and you shall eat earth: I will put enmities between'2



...inter te & mulierem: semen tuum, & semen illius: ipsa conteret caput tuum, & tu insidiaberis calcaneo eius: utrum, inquam, haec maledictio, qua Deus perstrinxit serpentem, pertineat ad verum serpentem, ut ipsa verba prae se ferunt, an ut figurate dicta accipienda sit, & sub nomine ac similitudine serpentis, ad diabolum qui per serpentem scelus illud molitus est referenda.
...between you and the woman: your seed, and her seed: she shall crush your head, and you shall lie in wait for her heel': whether, I say, this curse, by which God censured the serpent, pertains to the real serpent, as the words themselves bear on their face, or whether it is to be taken as said figuratively, and, under the name and likeness of the serpent, to be referred to the devil, who through the serpent contrived that crime.3



Tres invenio Auctorum sententias. Moses enim Barcepha lib. de Paradiso, cap. 27. secutus Ephraem & complures alios Auctores arbitratur, maledictionem illam & poenam vere pertinuisse ad ipsum serpentem, licet ipse nullum patrasset scelus, sed eius flagitii auctor fuisset diabolus, nec serpens libero esset arbitrio, quasi in potestate eius fuisset vel dare se, vel non dare diabolo ad scelus illud exequendum. Probatur haec sententia eo maxime argumento, quod narratio Mosis historica sit: quemadmodum verba eius secundum propriam significationem, & ut ipsa per se sonant, intelligenda atque interpretanda sunt. Moses autem in tota hac narratione solius meminit serpentis, nullum de diabolo verbum faciens. Si obiicias istis, serpentem fuisse animal rationis expers, & idcirco nec potuisse peccare, nec puniri debuisse, aut certe magis diabolum qui princeps eius peccati auctor fuerat: Iosephus fortasse responderet, serpentem illum nec loquendi nec intelligendi facultate caruisse: ob idque tam peccati quam supplicii capacem esse potuisse. Verum, hoc ut maxime absurdum, supra explosum est.
I find three opinions of the Authors. For Moses Bar Cepha, in the book On Paradise, chapter 27, following Ephraem and very many other Authors, judges that that curse and penalty truly pertained to the serpent itself, although it itself had committed no crime, but the devil had been the author of its outrage, and the serpent was not of free will, as if it had been in its power either to give or not to give itself to the devil for executing that crime. This opinion is proved chiefly by this argument, that the narration of Moses is historical; accordingly, his words are to be understood and interpreted according to their proper signification and as they sound of themselves. And Moses in this whole narration mentions only the serpent, making no word of the devil. If you object to these men that the serpent was an animal devoid of reason, and therefore could not have sinned, nor ought to have been punished—or rather the devil, who had been the chief author of its sin—Josephus would perhaps answer that that serpent lacked neither the faculty of speaking nor of understanding, and that on that account it could have been capable both of sin and of punishment. But this, as most absurd, has been hissed off above.4



Barcepha vero cum Auctoribus ab ipso citatis respondet, licet non peccaverit serpens, eum tamen iuste quatuor de causis fuisse punitum. Primo, Deus serpentem detestatus est, ut hoc ipsum Satanae molestum accideret, qui eo usus fuerat tanquam instrumento: velut si quis musicum instrumentum confringat, quo afficiat dolore eum qui illo ad canendum utebatur: aut equum abscissis pedibus prosternat, ut sessori noceat, vel navem subvertat, ut qui ea vehitur naufragio pereat: ita Deus maledictis feriit serpentem, quo diabolum qui per eum locutus fuerat, dolore angeret: quemadmodum etiam legionem daemonum afflixit, porcos perdendo. Etenim simul atque Satanas conspexit anguem pedibus amissis humi volutari, acerbo dolore excruciatus est. Praeterea, ideo quoque maledixit serpenti, quod is homini peccandi causa vel occasio extitisset: sicut lege divina (ut est in Levitico cap. 20.) sancitum fuerat, ut iumentum cum quo quispiam coiisset, lapidibus obrueretur atque interficeretur.
But Bar Cepha, with the Authors cited by him, answers that, although the serpent did not sin, it was nonetheless justly punished for four causes. First, God detested the serpent, so that this very thing might fall out grievous to Satan, who had used it as an instrument: just as if someone should break a musical instrument, to afflict with grief the one who used it for singing; or lay low a horse with its feet cut off, to harm its rider; or sink a ship, so that he who is carried in it perishes by shipwreck: so God struck the serpent with curses, that he might torment with grief the devil who had spoken through it—just as he also afflicted the legion of demons by destroying the swine. For as soon as Satan saw the snake rolling on the ground with its feet lost, he was tortured with bitter grief. Besides, he cursed the serpent for this reason too, because it had been the cause or occasion of man's sinning: just as by the divine law (as it is in Leviticus, chapter 20) it had been sanctioned that a beast with which someone had lain be overwhelmed with stones and killed.5



Deinde, ita Deus maledixit serpenti propter Satanam, ut maledixit terrae propter Adamum, & ad eundem modum iumenta volucresque propter hominum peccata diluvio periere, quae non deliquerant tamen: quin etiam animantes quotidie, licet insontes, pro delictis hominum mactabantur in sacrificiis. David quoque 2. Reg. cap. 1. maledixit montibus Gelboe, propterea quod in illis ceciderant Saul
Next, God cursed the serpent on account of Satan in the same way as he cursed the earth on account of Adam; and in the same manner the beasts of burden and the birds perished in the flood on account of men's sins, though they had not transgressed; nay, living creatures were daily, though innocent, slaughtered in sacrifices for the offenses of men. David too, in 2 Kings (2 Samuel), chapter 1, cursed the mountains of Gilboa, because on them had fallen Saul6



Saul & Ionathas a Philistaeis interfecti. Quid quod hac etiam de causa serpenti maledicere voluit Deus, quo Adam & Eva videntes quantam sustineret ex divina maledictione serpens ille mulctam, pedibus orbus, ac super ventrem proreptans, animadverterent atque intelligerent in quam gravem ipsi cecidissent errorem, quantumque flagitium admisissent serpenti obtemperantes, ac proinde magno in posterum continerentur metu. Si quis obiiceret istis, serpentem illum naturaliter ambulasse supra pectus suum, non igitur fuisse id velut admissi sceleris poenam, responderent ipsi serpentem illum antea non super pectus suum, sed pedibus esse ingressum, quibus postea propter illud scelus sit mulctatus.
Saul and Jonathan slain by the Philistines. What of this—that God wished to curse the serpent for this cause too, that Adam and Eve, seeing how great a penalty that serpent bore from the divine curse—deprived of feet, and creeping forward upon its belly—might observe and understand into how grave an error they had fallen, and how great an outrage they had committed by obeying the serpent, and so be held in great fear thereafter. If someone should object to these men that the serpent naturally walked upon its breast, and that therefore this was not, as it were, a penalty for a committed crime, they would answer that that serpent had formerly gone not upon its breast, but with feet, of which it was afterward deprived on account of that crime.7



Ephraem igitur, & item Barcepha, aliique censuerunt, anguem illum fuisse antea de genere bestiarum quadrupedum, sed quia fuit Satanae organum, & idcirco inhaesit ipsi divina execratio, ex bestia pedibus ingrediente, factum est reptile animal prono ventre prorepens: sicut etiam Satan quia praevaricatus fuerat, ex Angelo evasit daemonium, & uxor Loth retro contra Dei praeceptum respectans, ex muliere transmutata est in statuam salis. Nec incredibile videri debet serpentem illum aliquando praeditum fuisse pedibus, cum Plinius lib. 11. cap. 46. tradit visas serpentes anserinis pedibus, nec id portenti loco memorat.
Ephraem, then, and likewise Bar Cepha and others, judged that that snake was formerly of the genus of four-footed beasts, but that, because it was Satan's instrument, and therefore the divine execration clung to it, from a beast walking on feet it became a reptile creeping forward on its prone belly: just as Satan too, because he had transgressed, turned from an Angel into a demon, and Lot's wife, looking back against God's command, was transmuted from a woman into a statue of salt. Nor ought it to seem incredible that that serpent was once endowed with feet, since Pliny, in book 11, chapter 46, reports that serpents have been seen with goose-feet, and does not mention it in the place of a portent.8



Verum enim vero dicet aliquis, cur saltem non simul cum serpente etiam ipsum Satanam execratus est Deus? Respondent illi, ideo Deum non maledixisse Satanae, ne Adamus & Eva animadverterent spiritum aliquem incorporeum fuisse intra serpentem, eoque in graviores multo raperentur errores: neque enim adhuc sciebant aliquid esse praeter Deum, quod oculis cerni non posset. Ad haec, propter Hebraeorum quoque imbecillitatem, noluit Moses spiritum qui intra serpentem latuerat prodere: ne scilicet illi adversariam Deo potestatem esse ullam opinarentur, quae maioribus freta viribus posset aliquid invito agere Deo, vel certe eius consiliis obsistere, & quae designaverat ipsi, ne ad exitum finemque perducerentur, impedire. Haec isti. Quam etiam opinionem secutus est Tostatus super cap. 13. libri Gen. 688. quaest.
But, in very truth, someone will say: why did not God execrate Satan himself together with the serpent, at least? They answer that God did not curse Satan, lest Adam and Eve should perceive that some incorporeal spirit was within the serpent, and thereby be carried into far graver errors; for they did not yet know that there was anything besides God that could not be discerned by the eyes. To this, on account of the weakness of the Hebrews too, Moses did not wish to disclose the spirit that had lurked within the serpent: lest, namely, they should suppose there was some power adverse to God, which, relying on greater strength, could do something against God's will, or at least resist his counsels, and hinder the things he had appointed from being carried through to their issue and end. Thus these men. And Tostatus, on the 13th chapter of the book of Genesis, question 688, followed this opinion too.9



Verum haec sententia fortissimo refellitur argumento. Nam ut demus illum serpentem, quia organum is fuerat Satanae ad scelus illud patrandum, ita fuisse a Deo mulctatum, nulla tamen ratio erat, ut omne genus serpentum qui & tunc erant, & deinceps omni tempore procreandi erant, eadem poena plecterentur, cum nec eius sceleris fuissent participes, nec ex eo qui sceleris perficiendi organum fuerat, progenerati essent. Adiice, quod Deus propter peccatum, quae naturalia sunt, nec daemoni nec homini ademit, nedum serpenti. Quod si serpens ille suapte natura carebat pedibus, quomodo consentaneum est fuisse id in poenam ei inflictum, quod antea in eo erat secundum naturam? Tostatus respondet licet ea naturaliter conven-
But this opinion is refuted by a most forcible argument. For though we grant that that serpent, because it had been Satan's instrument for committing that crime, was thus punished by God, yet there was no reason why the whole genus of serpents—both those that then existed and those that were thereafter to be procreated in every age—should be smitten with the same penalty, since they had neither been partakers of that crime nor been begotten from the one which had been the instrument of accomplishing the crime. Add that God, on account of sin, took away what is natural neither from the demon nor from man, much less from the serpent. And if that serpent by its own nature lacked feet, how is it consonant that this was inflicted on it as a penalty, which was previously in it according to nature? Tostatus answers that, although these things naturally bel[onged]...10



...venirent serpenti, attamen eo dicta fuisse illi, ut Deus quodammodo satisfaceret mulieri pro damno quod a serpente ipsa acceperat: putabat enim mulier illa Dei maledicta non esse naturalia serpenti, sed irrogata ei esse tanquam sceleris poenas & supplicia. Sed hoc valde frivolum ac futile responsum est, tantoque Tostati ingenio minime dignum. Ecquis enim inducat in animum credere, Deum voluisse satisfactionem dare mulieri, quae tam stulte, superbe, & iniuriose in ipsum peccaverat? Et qualis obsecro istiusmodi fuisset satisfactio, inanis nempe fucata & ficta, quaeque non veritate, sed falsa mulieris opinione niteretur. Quod si serpens cum accessit ad mulierem non habebat pedes, iam igitur antea mulier viderat naturale serpenti esse pedibus carere: nec profecto ea simulatio Adamum naturae animalium scientissimum latere potuisset. Quamobrem ridiculum ei videri potuisset, id pro supplicio imponi serpenti, quod ei natura tribuisset.
...belonged to the serpent naturally, yet they were said to it for this reason, that God might in some manner make satisfaction to the woman for the harm she herself had received from the serpent; for that woman thought that God's curses were not natural to the serpent, but were imposed on it as penalties and punishments of its crime. But this is a very frivolous and futile answer, and by no means worthy of so great a genius as Tostatus's. For who could bring himself to believe that God wished to make satisfaction to the woman, who had sinned against him so foolishly, proudly, and injuriously? And of what sort, I pray, would such a satisfaction have been—empty, indeed, painted, and feigned, and which would rest not on truth, but on the false opinion of the woman? And if the serpent, when it approached the woman, did not have feet, then the woman had already before seen that it was natural to a serpent to lack feet; nor indeed could that pretense have escaped Adam, most knowing of the nature of animals. Wherefore it could have seemed ridiculous to her, that that be imposed on the serpent as a punishment which nature had given to it.11



Secunda opinio fuit Didymi, qui magister fuit B. Hieronymi, qui ut in Catena Lippomani citatur, haec prodidit: Quidam ex eo quod serpens maledictus est, arbitrati sunt, sublimen ore & erectum corpore aliquando fuisse serpentem: non animadvertentes quod non illum solum ex genere serpentum Deus rectum & pedibus ingredientem fecisset. Verum quoniam eum diabolus allocuturus mulierem erexit, ideo iussus est ut in pectus & in ventrem caderet. Putavit igitur Didymus serpentem illum revera caruisse pedibus, fuisse tamen ad tempus quo deciperetur homo opera daemonis erectum, & arduus & sublimis ingrederetur: ideoque dixisse illi Deum, super pectus tuum gradieris: quasi diceret, licet diabolus te erexerit & celso corpore ingredi fecerit, redibis tamen ad tuam pristinam naturam.
The second opinion was that of Didymus, who was the teacher of Blessed Jerome, who, as he is cited in Lippomani's Catena, reported this: Some, from the fact that the serpent was cursed, have judged that the serpent was once lofty of face and erect of body—not noticing that God had not made that one alone, of the genus of serpents, upright and going on feet. But because the devil, about to address the woman, reared it up, therefore it was commanded that it should fall onto its breast and belly. Didymus, therefore, thought that that serpent really lacked feet, but was for the time in which man was to be deceived, by the demon's work, reared up, and went lofty and high; and that therefore God said to it, 'Upon your breast you shall go': as if he said, although the devil has reared you up and made you go with lofty body, yet you shall return to your former nature.12



Non assentior Didymo, quod enim dicit, nullius probatae auctoritatis aut verisimilis coniecturae fundamento fulcitur. Nec sane fuisset poena serpenti redire ad naturalem sui corporis habitum & motum. Quid quod si daemon serpentem erexisset, exacta tentatione ad naturalem statum suum rediisset serpens, & ita comparuisset coram Deo? quocirca illa Dei maledictio minime conveniens ei fuisset. Denique non potuisset id fugere Adamum: siquidem is noverat naturas & proprietates animalium, & cum ad illum deducta sunt animalia, serpentem humi reptantem viderat.
I do not assent to Didymus, for what he says is propped on the foundation of no approved authority or probable conjecture. Nor indeed would it have been a penalty for the serpent to return to the natural condition and motion of its body. What of this—that, if the demon had reared up the serpent, the temptation accomplished, the serpent would have returned to its natural state, and so have appeared before God? Wherefore that curse of God would have been by no means fitting to it. Finally, this could not have escaped Adam, since he knew the natures and properties of the animals, and when the animals were led to him, he had seen the serpent creeping on the ground.13



Tertia sententia primae opinioni plane contraria, plurimorum est Doctorum. Augustini lib. 2. de Genesi contra Manichaeos, cap. 17. & 18. & lib. 11. de Genesi ad litteram, cap. 36. Bedae item, Ruperti, Hugonis de S. Victore, Caietani, aliorumque complurium super hoc loco Geneseos, qui ea maledicta quae Deus in serpentem dixit, non ad verum serpentem, sed sub illius vocabulo & figura ad solum diabolum pertinere arbitrantur. Etenim diabolus, serpens dicitur propter causas a nobis supra expositas. Dicitur maledictus inter bestias terrae, quia damnatus est aeternis poenis, & quicquid in
The third opinion, plainly contrary to the first, is that of very many of the learned. It is that of Augustine (book 2 On Genesis against the Manichees, chapters 17 and 18, and book 11 On Genesis according to the Letter, chapter 36), likewise of Bede, Rupert, Hugh of St. Victor, Cajetan, and very many others on this place of Genesis, who judge that those curses which God spoke against the serpent pertain not to the real serpent, but, under its name and figure, to the devil alone. For the devil is called a 'serpent' for the causes set forth by us above. He is called 'cursed among the beasts of the earth,' because he is condemned to eternal punishments; and whatever in14



...bestiis corporaliter cernitur obscoenum, fraudulentum, aut truculentum, id multo magis in daemone spiritualiter reperitur. Super pectus & ventrem graditur daemon, quia duabus viis adoritur seducere homines, per superbiam scilicet quae figuratur pectore, & libidinem quae adumbratur ventre. Vel quia in pectore est irascibilis, in ventre concupiscibilis: quos appetitus commovet & incendit daemon, ut hominem ad gravissima flagitia rapiat. Vel secundum Gregorium, lib. 21. Moralium, cap. 2. per ventrem significatur executio operis luxuriae; per pectus autem, eius cogitatio & desiderium: daemon enim quos non potest ad luxuriae effectum perducere, interna nititur cogitatione polluere.
...beasts is discerned bodily as obscene, fraudulent, or savage, that is found much more in the demon spiritually. The demon goes upon its breast and belly, because it sets about to seduce men by two ways—namely by pride, which is figured by the breast, and by lust, which is shadowed forth by the belly. Or because in the breast is the irascible, in the belly the concupiscible appetite: which appetites the demon stirs up and inflames, to snatch man away to the gravest outrages. Or, according to Gregory, in book 21 of the Morals, chapter 2, by the belly is signified the execution of the work of lust; but by the breast, its thought and desire: for the demon strives to pollute by inner thought those whom it cannot lead to the effect of lust.15



Idem Gregorius in tertia parte curae pastoralis, Admonitione 20. praedicta verba sic explanat: Unde & hosti callido, qui primi hominis sensum in concupiscentiam pomi aperuit, & in peccati laqueo strinxit, divina voce dicitur: Pectore ac ventre repes: ac si ei aperte diceretur, Cogitatione & ingluvie super humana corda dominaberis. Quia gulae deditos luxuria sequitur, Propheta testatur, qui dum aperta narrat, occulta denunciat, dicens, Princeps coquorum destruxit muros Hierusalem. Princeps namque coquorum venter est, cui magna cura obsequium a coquis impenditur, ut ipse delectabiliter cibis impleatur. Muri autem Hierusalem, virtutes sunt animae ad desiderium supernae pacis elevatae. Coquorum igitur princeps muros Hierusalem deiicit, quia dum venter ingluvie extenditur, virtutes animae per luxuriam destruuntur. Haec Gregorius.
The same Gregory, in the third part of the Pastoral Care, Admonition 20, explains the aforesaid words thus: Whence also to the crafty enemy, who opened the first man's sense to the desire of the apple, and bound it in the snare of sin, it is said by the divine voice: 'You shall creep upon your breast and belly': as if it were said to him openly, 'By thought and gluttony you shall have dominion over human hearts.' That lust follows those given to gluttony, the Prophet testifies, who, while he narrates open things, announces hidden ones, saying, 'The prince of cooks destroyed the walls of Jerusalem.' For the prince of cooks is the belly, to which great care of service is paid by the cooks, that it may be delightfully filled with food. But the walls of Jerusalem are the virtues of the soul raised to the desire of supernal peace. The prince of cooks, therefore, casts down the walls of Jerusalem, because, while the belly is distended by gluttony, the virtues of the soul are destroyed through lust. Thus Gregory.16



Illud, Terram comedes cunctis diebus vitae tuae, significat homines terrenis cupiditatibus affixos, qui sunt velut esca diaboli quam ille avidissime captat, simulque indicat quantopere diabolus hominum perniciem esuriat, ut recte S. Petrus illud in eum dixerit, Tanquam leo rugiens circuit, quaerens quem devoret. Audi quid in eandem sententiam scribat sanctus Gregorius explanans illum versiculum psalmi centesimi primi, qui numeratur quartus inter psalmos de poenitentia, Et terrae eius miserebuntur. Per terram, inquit Gregorius, peccatores accipimus: unde serpenti a Domino dictum est, Terram comedes omnibus diebus vitae tuae. Antiquus enim hostis terram comedit, quia peccatores quoque in ventrem suae malitiae abscondit: iisque hominum perditionem desiderans, quodammodo reficitur, dum pravis eorum operationibus delectatur. Illud autem, Cunctis diebus vitae tuae, designat omne tempus huius vitae usque ad consummationem saeculi, quo tempore permissum est daemoni homines tentare, decipere, ac perdere: quod ille pro vita & magna voluptate habet. Quamobrem daemones rogabant Christum ne mitteret eos in abyssum, & alii dicebant ei:
That phrase, 'You shall eat earth all the days of your life,' signifies men fixed on earthly desires, who are, as it were, the food of the devil, which he most greedily snatches at; and at the same time it indicates how greatly the devil hungers for the ruin of men, so that St. Peter rightly said that of him: 'Like a roaring lion he goes about, seeking whom he may devour.' Hear what, to the same purport, holy Gregory writes, explaining that little verse of the hundred-and-first Psalm, which is numbered the fourth among the penitential psalms, 'And they shall have pity on its earth.' By 'earth,' says Gregory, we understand sinners: whence it was said to the serpent by the Lord, 'You shall eat earth all the days of your life.' For the ancient enemy eats earth, because he hides sinners too in the belly of his malice; and, desiring the perdition of men through them, he is in a manner refreshed, while he is delighted by their depraved deeds. But that phrase, 'All the days of your life,' designates the whole time of this life until the consummation of the age, in which time it is permitted to the demon to tempt, deceive, and ruin men—which he holds for his life and great pleasure. Wherefore the demons begged Christ not to send them into the abyss, and others said to him:17



Venisti huc ante tempus torquere nos. Non omittam, ut quemadmodum supradicta verba Rupertus libro 3. de Trinitate & operibus eius, cap. 18. interpretetur, hic silentio praeteream. Quid sibi vult, inquit Rupertus, quod dictum est serpenti, Super pectus tuum gradieris? num, priusquam daemon per eum locutus esset, pedibus ambulabat pectore a terra sublato: postea vero, ademptis pedibus, super pectus gradi coepit, squamis suis & costis pro pedibus & cruribus utens, & presso
'You have come here before the time to torment us.' I will not omit—that is, I will not here pass over in silence—how Rupert interprets the aforesaid words, in book 3 On the Trinity and its Works, chapter 18. What does it mean, says Rupert, that it was said to the serpent, 'Upon your breast you shall go'? Surely, before the demon had spoken through it, it walked on feet, with its breast raised from the ground; but afterward, its feet being taken away, it began to go upon its breast, using its scales and ribs for feet and legs, and with pressed18



...& presso repens incessu? Nonne antequam Deus hominem fecisset, produxerat iumenta terrae & bestias, omniaque reptilia, in quibus proculdubio erant serpentes? Quomodo igitur pro poena infertur illi, quod fuerat illi prius a natura tributum? Igitur sub nomine serpentis quem invasit diabolus, ipse illis maledictis percutitur: Et qui superbia similis Altissimo fieri concupivit, propter malitiam suam, infima creatura quam ipse vitiavit, iudicatur fieri poenaliter similis. Ergo illius maledictionis hic est intellectus: Sicut hoc reptile cuius calliditate abusus es, super pectus suum graditur, & se ipsum in terram premit: sic tu cum sis rationalis spiritus, rationem tuam semper gravi fatuitate onerabis, & quocumque te verteris, semper intentionem tuam deorsum conferes & factis premes contrariis. Invidendo enim evacuasti meritum hominis: sed hoc facto gratiae Dei locum aperuisti, cui amplius invidebis, dum homo seipso tanto fit altior, quanto gratia Dei cuiusque creaturae meritis est maior. Dum Deo volens adversaris, Deo nolens cooperaris: & miro modo cum mala intendis, bona facis: & dum, quasi malleolus, aurum Dei nequiter affligis, affligendo magis etiam extendis ad gloriam. Terram comedes & non coelum, hoc est, non quorum conversatio in coelis est, sed qui terrena sapiunt, illi cibus tuus erunt. Malus operarius & nequam servus, Deo tamen utilis, fatigationem iracundiae tuae talium devoratione consolaberis. Sic Rupertus.
...with pressed [belly], creeping in its going? Had not God, before he made man, brought forth the beasts of burden of the earth and the wild beasts, and all the reptiles—among which without doubt were serpents? How, then, is that inflicted on it as a penalty which had previously been bestowed on it by nature? Therefore, under the name of the serpent which the devil invaded, the devil himself is struck by those curses: and he who in pride desired to become like the Most High is, on account of his malice, judged to be made penally like to the lowest creature which he himself corrupted. Therefore this is the sense of that curse: Just as this reptile, whose cunning you have abused, goes upon its breast and presses itself into the earth, so you, though you are a rational spirit, will always burden your reason with grievous folly, and wherever you turn yourself, you will always bend your intention downward and press it down with contrary deeds. For by envying you emptied out the merit of man; but by this deed you opened a place for the grace of God, which you will envy the more, since man becomes higher above himself by as much as the grace of God is greater than the merits of any creature. While you willingly oppose God, you unwillingly cooperate with God; and in a wondrous manner, when you intend evils, you do goods; and while, like a little hammer, you wickedly beat the gold of God, by beating you extend it the more to glory. 'You shall eat earth and not heaven'—that is, not those whose conversation is in the heavens, but those who are wise in earthly things shall be your food. A bad workman and a worthless servant, yet useful to God, you will console the weariness of your wrath by the devouring of such men. Thus Rupert.19



Ex eo autem quod sequitur Inimicitias ponam inter te & mulierem, argumentatur Hugo, Evam egisse poenitentiam de suo peccato & fuisse salvam. Nam si deinceps Eva fuit inimica diabolo, ergo fuit grata & amica Deo. At enim, parum est firma haec argumentatio: hic enim per mulierem non sola intelligitur Eva, sed omne genus mulierum deinceps omnibus saeculis futurum: sicut per serpentem non ille unus duntaxat, sed universum genus serpentum intelligi debet.
But from what follows—'I will put enmities between you and the woman'—Hugh argues that Eve did penance for her sin and was saved. For if Eve was thereafter an enemy to the devil, then she was pleasing and a friend to God. But this argumentation is not very firm: for here by 'the woman' is understood not Eve alone, but the whole race of women that was thereafter to be in all ages; just as by 'the serpent' not that one alone, but the entire race of serpents, ought to be understood.20



Per semen autem serpentis, quidam interpretantur minores diabolos qui Luciferum in peccando secuti sunt, alii, homines malos intelligunt diaboli discipulos, alumnos, & administros. Quapropter de Iudaeis dixit Dominus, Vos ex patre diabolo estis, & desideria patris vestri vultis facere. Semen autem mulieris, significat eius progeniem tam masculinam quam femininam: futuri enim erant inter viros & feminas permulti, qui cum diabolo fortiter dimicando eum debellaturi erant, & gloriosissima de eo parta victoria triumphaturi.
By the 'seed of the serpent,' some interpret the lesser devils who followed Lucifer in sinning; others understand evil men, the devil's disciples, foster-children, and ministers. Wherefore the Lord said of the Jews, 'You are of your father the devil, and the desires of your father you wish to do.' But the 'seed of the woman' signifies her offspring, both male and female: for there were to be among men and women very many who, by bravely fighting with the devil, were to vanquish him, and to triumph with a most glorious victory won over him.21



Illud Tu insidiaberis calcaneo eius, significat diabolum propterea dici calcaneo hominis, quae est ultima pars corporis, insidiari, quia in primis cupit vitiare intentionem hominis, & bonum actionum finem, eoque spectat omnis eius tentatio & oppugnatio, ut hominem retrahat ab ultimi finis adeptione. Et quamvis per totam vitam insidietur homini, id tamen in extremo vitae potissimum facit: quo quidem tempore & callidius insidiatur, & instantius premit ac vexat, & potentius infestat hominem. Ponam hic quae in eandem sententiam, hunc ipsum Geneseos locum tractans, scribit S. Gregorius in 1. caput Iob, super illis verbis, Ne forte peccaverint filii mei, & benedixerint Deum in cordibus suis: Cum antiquus hostis, inquit, neque in exordio inten-
That phrase, 'You shall lie in wait for his heel,' signifies that the devil is said to lie in wait for the heel of man—which is the last part of the body—because he chiefly desires to corrupt man's intention and the good end of his actions; and to this all his temptation and assault are directed, that he may draw man back from the attainment of his ultimate end. And although he lies in wait for man throughout his whole life, he does this most of all at the end of life; at which time, indeed, he lies in wait more craftily, and presses and harasses more insistently, and assails man more powerfully. I will set down here what, to the same purport, treating this very place of Genesis, St. Gregory writes on the first chapter of Job, upon those words, 'Lest perhaps my sons have sinned, and have blessed God in their hearts': When the ancient enemy, he says, neither at the outset of [our] inten[tion]...22



...tionis ferit, neque in itinere actionis intercipit, duriores in fine laqueos tendit, quem tanto nequius obsidet, quanto solum sibi remansisse ad decipiendum videt. Hos namque fini suo laqueos oppositos Propheta conspexerat, cum dicebat, Ipsi calcaneum meum observabunt. Quia enim in calcaneo finis est corporis, quid per hunc nisi terminus signatur actionis? sive ergo maligni spiritus, sive pravi quique homines illorum superbiae sequaces, calcaneum observant, cum actionis bonae finem vitiare desiderant. Unde & eidem serpenti dicitur, Ipsa tuum observabit caput, & tu calcaneum eius. Caput namque serpentis observare est initio suggestionis eius aspicere, & manu solicita considerationis a cordis aditu funditus exstirpare. Qui tamen cum ab initio deprehenditur, percutere calcaneum molitur: quia & si suggestione primam intentionem non percutit, decipere in fine tendit. Si autem semel cor in intentione corrumpitur, sequentis actionis medietas & terminus ab hoste callido secure possidetur, quoniam totam sibi arborem fructus ferre conspicit, quam veneni dente in radice vitiavit. Haec Gregorius.
...of our intention, nor intercepts on the way of action, he stretches harder snares at the end, which he besieges the more wickedly the more he sees that this alone has remained to him for deceiving. For the Prophet had beheld these snares set against his own end, when he said, 'They will watch my heel.' For since in the heel is the end of the body, what is signified by it but the term of action? Whether, then, malign spirits, or any depraved men, the followers of their pride, watch the heel, when they desire to corrupt the end of a good action. Whence it is also said to that serpent, 'She will watch your head, and you her heel.' For to watch the head of the serpent is to look upon his suggestion at its beginning, and with the careful hand of consideration to root it utterly out from the entrance of the heart. Yet he, when he is caught at the beginning, sets about to strike the heel: because, even if by suggestion he does not strike the first intention, he aims to deceive at the end. But if once the heart is corrupted in its intention, the middle and the term of the following action are securely possessed by the crafty enemy, since he sees the whole tree bearing fruit for himself, which he has corrupted at the root with the tooth of his venom. Thus Gregory.23



Sequitur Et ipsa conteret caput tuum. Hoc multi referunt ad beatam Virginem, quae ut nullus fuit hominum (uno excepto Domino nostro) gratior & amicior Deo, ita nullus fuit inimicior & invisior diabolo. Ipsa proculdubio, ut verbis utar Bernardi quae sunt in Homilia eius secunda, super Missus est, caput contrivit venenatum, quae omnimodam maligni serpentis suggestionem tam de carnis illecebra, quam de mentis superbia deduxit ad nihilum. Cuius mulieris semen Christus fuit. Et recte: solus namque hominum ex femina tantum sine virili commixtione generatus est. Et hic contrivit caput serpentis (nam Hebraice illud pronomen Ipse, non ad mulierem sed ad semen refertur); caput autem diaboli, fuit peccati & mortis potestas, quam ille in omnes habebat: & hanc Christus contrivit atque destruxit.
There follows, 'And she shall crush your head.' This many refer to the Blessed Virgin, who, as no one of human beings (with our Lord alone excepted) was more pleasing and dear to God, so no one was more hostile and more hateful to the devil. She without doubt—to use the words of Bernard which are in his second Homily on 'Missus est'—crushed the venomous head, who brought to nothing every kind of the malign serpent's suggestion, both of the flesh's enticement and of the mind's pride. The seed of this woman was Christ. And rightly: for he alone of human beings was generated from a woman only, without male intercourse. And he it was who crushed the head of the serpent (for in Hebrew that pronoun 'he' refers not to the woman but to the seed); and the head of the devil was the power of sin and death which he had over all: and this Christ crushed and destroyed.24



Proditum est a multis, iam hoc loco & in ipso mundi exordio coeptum esse praedicari Evangelium de Messia venturo mundi Salvatore, & diabolici imperii eversore, atque ob eam causam in Apocalypsi appellari agnum occisum ab origine mundi, quia scilicet pretiosissima eius mors iam inde a mundi origine significari, & vim suam exerere, ac salutarem effectum habere coepit. Addunt praeterea Doctores, hoc mysterium cognovisse Adamum, & in Christum venturum qui peccati sui expiator, & totius humani generis redemptor futurus erat, credidisse, seque eius gratia & futurae passionis eius efficacia a peccato suo liberatum iri speravit.
It has been reported by many that already in this place, and in the very beginning of the world, the Gospel began to be preached concerning the Messiah to come, the Savior of the world and the overthrower of the diabolical empire; and that for that cause he is called in the Apocalypse 'the Lamb slain from the foundation of the world,' because, namely, his most precious death began to be signified from the very origin of the world, and to exert its power, and to have its salutary effect. The Doctors add, moreover, that Adam knew this mystery, and believed in Christ to come, who was to be the expiator of his sin and the redeemer of the whole human race, and hoped that he himself would be freed from his sin by his grace and the efficacy of his future passion.25



Atque haec est multorum sententia, & divinae maledictionis serpentis interpretatio. Quam nos, ut allegoricam & mysticam, maxime, ut historicam vero, non omnino probamus: & ut ex parte libenter amplectimur, sic usquequaque non sequimur. Etenim Deus maledixit serpenti qui cernebatur ab Eva & Adamo, & maledixit ei comparando eum cum bestiis terrae: Maledictus, inquit, es inter omnia animantia & bestias terrae: diabolus autem nec visus est primis homini-
And this is the opinion of many, and their interpretation of the divine curse of the serpent. Which we, as allegorical and mystical, most of all approve; but as historical, not altogether: and as we gladly embrace it in part, so we do not follow it in every respect. For God cursed the serpent which was seen by Eve and Adam, and cursed it by comparing it with the beasts of the earth: 'Cursed,' he says, 'are you among all living things and the beasts of the earth'; but the devil was neither seen by the first human be[ings]...26



...hominibus, nec in eum illi sed in serpentem erroris sui culpam reiecerunt. Et nimis durum ac violentum est, diabolum cum bestiis terrae comparari: nec sane Deus maledicens diabolo, praecise ac simpliciter appellasset serpentem. Quanquam Hugo Sancti Victoris propterea dicit Deum maledicentem diabolo, vocabulo serpentis perpetuo eum appellasse, quia is figuram & speciem serpentis induerat. Ut si quis, inquit, quo posset aliquid ex monasterio furari, monachalem habitum indueret, qui cum illo habitu deprehensus a iudice damnaretur, & diceret iudex ministris, suspendite istum monachum, propter habitum scilicet monachalem quem sibi ille circumdederat, & cum quo deprehensus & ad iudicem adductus fuerat. Sed ridiculum est exemplum. Et vero, secundum Hugonem Deus haec per irrisionem dixisset diabolo appellans eum serpentem, nec id mysterium Adamus aut certe Eva intellexissent.
...beings, nor did they cast the blame of their error upon him, but upon the serpent. And it is too harsh and violent for the devil to be compared with the beasts of the earth; nor indeed would God, in cursing the devil, have called him precisely and simply a 'serpent.' Although Hugh of St. Victor says that God, in cursing the devil, called him perpetually by the word 'serpent' for this reason, because he had put on the figure and appearance of a serpent. As if someone, he says, in order to steal something from a monastery, should put on a monk's habit, and, caught in that habit, should be condemned by a judge, and the judge should say to his ministers, 'Hang that monk'—on account of the monk's habit, namely, which that man had wrapped around himself, and with which he had been caught and brought to the judge. But the example is ridiculous. And indeed, according to Hugh, God would have said these things to the devil by way of mockery, calling him a serpent—and neither Adam nor certainly Eve would have understood that mystery.27



Restat quarta sententia, quae nobis similior vero, id est, narrationi Mosis aptior atque congruentior videtur. Arbitramur illam serpentis maledictionem secundum historicum sensum ad verum serpentem pertinuisse, secundum autem sensum mysticum, a Deo tamen principaliter intentum (& cum ea maledicta in serpentem pronunciavit, & cum ea scriptis a Mose prodita immortali posteritatis memoriae commendari voluit), ad diabolum esse referendam. Etenim ad scelus illud perficiendum, & diabolus princeps eius sceleris auctor, & serpens tanquam diaboli organum convenerunt.
There remains the fourth opinion, which seems to us more like the truth—that is, more fitting and congruent with the narration of Moses. We judge that that curse of the serpent, according to the historical sense, pertained to the real serpent; but according to the mystical sense—principally intended by God, however (both when he pronounced that curse against the serpent, and when he willed it, set down in writing by Moses, to be commended to the immortal memory of posterity)—is to be referred to the devil. For to accomplish that crime there came together both the devil, the chief author of the crime, and the serpent, as the devil's instrument.28



Sed quia solus serpens cernebatur & audiebatur, daemon autem qui intra serpentem latens maleficium illud operatus est sensum omnem fugiebat, idcirco maledicta illa historico modo de serpente pronunciata sunt, & de eo intelligi debent, de diabolo autem figurate & μυσικῶς. Exempli causa, ut rem hanc alia re simili confirmemus, scriptum est in libro Numerorum capitulo vigesimoprimo, ad sanandos lethales morsus serpentium a quibus percussi fuerant Hebraei, Mosen Dei iussu serpentem aeneum in sublime elatum Hebraeis cernendum proposuisse: cuius illi aspectu, tanto illo malo liberabantur. Illa igitur narratio, secundum historicum & litteralem sensum ad serpentem aeneum pertinet, secundum sensum allegoricum & mysticum, principaliter ad Christum Dominum referenda est, sicut ipse Dominus apud Ioannem capite tertio indicavit, factum illud ad sese, ut illustrem suae passionis & mortis imaginem, applicans.
But because the serpent alone was seen and heard, while the demon, lurking within the serpent, who wrought that evil deed, escaped all the senses, therefore those curses were pronounced in the historical mode concerning the serpent, and ought to be understood of it; but of the devil figuratively and μυσικῶς (mystically). For example, that we may confirm this matter by another like it: it is written in the book of Numbers, chapter twenty-one, that, to heal the lethal bites of the serpents by which the Hebrews had been struck, Moses, by God's command, set up a bronze serpent, raised on high, for the Hebrews to look upon; by the sight of which they were freed from so great an evil. That narration, therefore, according to the historical and literal sense pertains to the bronze serpent; according to the allegorical and mystical sense, it is to be referred principally to Christ the Lord, as the Lord himself indicated in John, chapter three, applying that deed to himself as a distinguished image of his passion and death.29



Quod autem illa maledictio serpentis de vero serpente intelligi debeat, ex his manifestum fit quae supra disputavimus, cum tertiam opinionem confutaremus. Cum enim haec narratio Mosis, non minus quam superiores omnes historica sit, eam secundum propriam verborum quibus describitur significationem intelligere & interpretari necesse est. Nec sane hoc Lectori erit difficile creditu. Illud tamen videbitur arduum ad explicandum, & ad persuadendum diffi-
But that that curse of the serpent ought to be understood of the real serpent becomes manifest from those things which we disputed above, when we were confuting the third opinion. For since this narration of Moses is no less historical than all the preceding ones, it is necessary to understand and interpret it according to the proper signification of the words by which it is described. Nor indeed will this be difficult for the Reader to believe. Yet that will seem hard to explain, and dif[ficult] to persuade...30



...difficile: cum enim, quae Deus dixit serpenti ei maledicens, fuissent in eo ante illam tentationem, quin etiam sint ei naturalia, quomodo supplicii & poenarum loco ei potuerunt aut debuerunt infligi? nulla enim propter illam maledictionem nova vel serpenti, vel diabolo accessit poena. De serpente quidem iam diximus: idemque in diabolo manifestum est: quippe ab initio diabolus propter peccatum suum aeternis damnatus est inferni suppliciis, ex eoque tempore nullam amplius meretur novam poenam, sicut nec Beati novam gloriam essentialem mereri possunt. Utrique enim iam sunt in termino, ad quem pervenerunt, nec bene nec male merendi potentes sunt.
...difficult: for since the things which God said to the serpent in cursing it had been in it before that temptation—nay, are even natural to it—how could or ought they to have been inflicted on it in the place of punishment and penalties? For on account of that curse no new penalty accrued either to the serpent or to the devil. Concerning the serpent we have already spoken; and the same is manifest in the devil: for from the beginning the devil, on account of his sin, was condemned to the eternal punishments of hell, and from that time he merits no new penalty any more, just as neither can the Blessed merit new essential glory. For both are already at the term to which they have arrived, and are capable of meriting neither well nor ill.31



Quod si daemon propter illam tentationem Evae novam meruisset poenam, simili profecto ratione propter innumerabiles tentationes quibus quotidie homines decipit ac perdit, novis quotidie poenis innumerabilibus mulctaretur. Declarare igitur quemadmodum ea quae serpenti dicta sunt, & fuerint ei naturalia, & nihilominus tamen ut poenas sceleris ac supplicium eidem sint illata, hoc opus, hic labor est. Verum & hoc expedire, quantum nempe rei obscuritas, & nostrae fert facultatis tenuitas, enitemur.
But if the demon had merited a new penalty on account of that temptation of Eve, then assuredly, by a like reasoning, on account of the innumerable temptations by which he daily deceives and ruins men, he would be smitten daily with new and innumerable penalties. To declare, therefore, how the things that were said to the serpent both were natural to it, and nevertheless were inflicted on it as penalties and punishment of the crime—'this is the task, this the labor.' But we will strive to accomplish this too, as far, namely, as the obscurity of the matter and the slenderness of our faculty allows.32



Sciendum igitur est, maledicta illa serpentis, simpliciter & absolute loquendo, fuisse naturalia serpenti, ut saepe dictum est: quodammodo tamen post illam tentationem & peccatum primorum hominum fuisse ei tanquam poenas & supplicium: non quidem habito ad serpentem respectu, qui nullam ex illis poenam sensit, sed habito respectu ad hominem. Nam quae antea fuerant serpenti naturalia, post peccatum, eidem fuere apud homines ad magnum dedecus, opprobrium, odium, & execrationem: qui enim antea non fuisset homini propter ista invisus & execrabilis, post peccatum infamis, exosus, & abominabilis extitit.
It must be known, therefore, that those curses of the serpent, simply and absolutely speaking, were natural to the serpent, as has often been said; yet in a certain manner, after that temptation and the sin of the first human beings, they were to it as penalties and punishment—not, indeed, with respect had to the serpent, which felt none of those as a penalty, but with respect had to man. For the things which had previously been natural to the serpent, after sin became to it, among men, a matter of great disgrace, reproach, hatred, and execration: for the serpent which previously would not have been hateful and execrable to man on account of those things, after sin came to be infamous, odious, and abominable.33



Est quidem, ut inter alia animalia, sic inter hominem & serpentem naturalis & vehemens quaedam antipathia, uterque enim alterum naturaliter odit & aversatur, sed ea singulari providentia & potentia Dei cohibebatur ante peccatum, cohibenda pariter omni tempore quo status ille felicissimus innocentiae permansisset: cohibebatur, ne erumperet in actum secundum, id est, in mutuum odium, & nocendi studium atque conatum: quo fiebat, ut id temporis nec homo serpentem exhorresceret, nec serpens insidiis hominem appeteret. At post peccatum amissa originali iustitia, sublataque singulari providentia & protectione Dei, naturalis illa serpentis & hominis antipathia relicta est libera, ut in actum prodiret: ex quo factum est, ut postea naturaliter homo serpentem horreat, non secus quam ovis lupum, pullus miluum, & mus felem: & ipse serpens naturali quodam instinctu hominem odio & insidiis persequatur. Haec igitur quae naturalia quidem per se sunt, sed ante peccatum tamen singulari munere Dei repressa tenebantur, post peccatum soluta & naturae suae permissa sunt. Est autem quaedam velut poena & supplicium serpentis, ut ex illo tempore eum homo super-
There is indeed, as between other animals, so between man and the serpent, a certain natural and vehement antipathy, for each naturally hates and shuns the other; but this was restrained, before sin, by the singular providence and power of God, and was to be restrained equally for all the time in which that most happy state of innocence should have endured: it was restrained, lest it break out into a second act—that is, into mutual hatred and the zeal and endeavor of harming; whereby it came about that at that time neither did man shudder at the serpent, nor did the serpent assail man with snares. But after sin, original justice being lost, and that singular providence and protection of God being taken away, that natural antipathy of the serpent and of man was left free to come forth into act: from which it came about that afterward man naturally shudders at the serpent, just as the sheep at the wolf, the chick at the kite, and the mouse at the cat; and the serpent itself, by a certain natural instinct, pursues man with hatred and snares. These things, then, which are indeed natural in themselves, but before sin were held repressed by the singular gift of God, after sin were loosed and left to their own nature. And it is a sort of penalty and punishment of the serpent, that from that time man, over...34



...per alia animalia oderit, aversetur, abominetur, & quoquo modo laedere ac perimere conetur. Potest hoc, exemplo mortis quae propter peccatum homini accidit, declarari & confirmari. Mors enim naturalis est homini, & quidem naturalis erat etiam ante peccatum; homo enim naturaliter mortalis est: verum eximio & admirabili beneficio Deus in statu innocentiae mortem ab homine propulsabat & arcebat, ita ut, si nunquam homo peccasset, nunquam mortuus fuisset. Propter peccatum autem spoliatus homo iustitia originali, & illa singulari protectione Dei destitutus, suaeque permissus naturae, in mortem incurrit. Itaque factum est, ut licet mors naturalis sit homini propter peccatum, tamen, ut eius poenam & supplicium, homini eam contigisse, in sacris litteris proditum & testatum reperiamus.
...above the other animals, hates it, shuns it, abominates it, and in every way strives to injure and destroy it. This can be declared and confirmed by the example of death, which befell man on account of sin. For death is natural to man, and was indeed natural even before sin; for man is naturally mortal: but by an excellent and admirable benefit God, in the state of innocence, drove off and warded death away from man, so that, if man had never sinned, he would never have died. But on account of sin, man, despoiled of original justice and deprived of that singular protection of God, and left to his own nature, ran into death. And so it came about that, although death is natural to man, yet—on account of sin—we find it reported and attested in the sacred Letters that it befell man as his penalty and punishment.35



Voluit igitur Deus supplicium esse serpenti, quod prius erat natura: quemadmodum arcus coelestis fuerat ante diluvium, & fit naturaliter, Deus tamen eum, nunquam in posterum futuri diluvii, signum esse voluit. Eadem quoque fuit natura serpenti post peccatum quae antea fuerat: sed cuius forma sumpta est & accommodata ad maleficium, damnata est ad supplicium, pronunciatio ad dedecus & opprobrium, eo quod naturale prius erat, nec, si peccatum non fuisset, infame & execrabile visum esset. Atque haec fuit damnatio, ut cuius natura est ad fraudem adhibita, confirmata esset ad dedecus, ut esset ei turpe talem esse, cui talem esse prius naturale ac decorum fuerat: Deo volente, ut quod ipse antea serpentis naturam fecerat, deinceps instituto suo, cuius consilio omnis obsequitur natura, idem probro & supplicio esset.
God willed, therefore, that that should be a punishment to the serpent which previously was nature: just as the heavenly bow had existed before the flood, and comes about naturally, yet God willed it to be a sign that there would never be a flood in time to come. The same too was the serpent's nature after sin as had been before; but whose form was taken and accommodated to the evil deed, it was condemned to punishment, and the pronouncement was to disgrace and reproach—because it was previously natural, and, if sin had not occurred, would not have seemed infamous and execrable. And this was the condemnation: that that whose nature had been employed for fraud should be confirmed unto disgrace, so that it should be shameful for it to be such, to which to be such had previously been natural and seemly: God willing that what he himself had previously made the serpent's nature should thereafter, by his own decree—to whose counsel all nature submits—be the same thing for reproach and punishment.36



Nihil igitur damni serpenti accidit: tantum infame iussum est esse, quod si non esset iussum, fuisset naturale. Nam ut venerabilis & amabilis est crux Domini, in qua genus humanum est redemptum: sic maledictus & abominabilis est serpens, per quem fraus & perditio humani generis perpetrata est. Nec sane opus erat serpenti novo supplicio, satis enim ei superque malorum est: vivit humi reptando per terram, & cum labore, corpus trahendo movetur: in locis desertis & obscuris & abominatis habitat, & pessimis hominibus ad maleficia inservit: tantum erant haec demonstranda, divinoque decreto ad ipsius dedecus & execrationem referenda. Quemadmodum igitur, quod maledictione serpentis continetur, licet ei naturale sit, nihilominus tamen ad eius poenam & supplicium quodammodo pertineat, ex his quae brevissime docuimus, facile, ut opinor, lector intelliget.
No harm, therefore, befell the serpent: only it was commanded to be infamous, which, if it had not been commanded, would have been natural. For as the cross of the Lord is venerable and lovable, on which the human race was redeemed, so the serpent, through which the fraud and ruin of the human race was perpetrated, is cursed and abominable. Nor indeed was there need of a new punishment for the serpent, for it has enough and more than enough of evils: it lives creeping on the ground over the earth, and with labor is moved by dragging its body; it dwells in deserted and dark and abominable places, and serves the worst of men for their evil deeds: only these things were to be demonstrated, and by the divine decree referred to its disgrace and execration. How, therefore, that which is contained in the serpent's curse, although it be natural to it, nonetheless in some way pertains to its penalty and punishment, the reader will easily understand, as I think, from the things we have very briefly taught.37



Translator’s notes
	Fourth (and final) question of the disputation on the serpent. The roman numeral is printed 'IIII.' ↩
	Opening of QUAESTIO IIII, citing the curse of Gen. 3:14-15. Sentence continues on the next page (catchword 'inter'). ↩
	Completion of the statement of QUAESTIO IIII (catchword 'inter'): does the curse (Gen. 3:14-15) literally concern the serpent, or figuratively the devil? ↩
	Marginal glosses: 'Prima opinio Barcephae, Ephraem & aliorum, pertinere ad solum serpentem'; 'Ioseph. lib. 1. Antiquit. cap. 1.' First opinion (Moses Bar Cepha, De Paradiso c.27, following Ephraem): the curse literally fell on the serpent, though innocent (the devil being author); proven by the historical character of Moses' narrative. Josephus's rationale (the serpent had speech/understanding) is recalled and dismissed as already refuted. ↩
	Marginal glosses: 'Quatuor causae cur Deus secundum Barcepham, maledixerit serpenti, licet is nihil peccasset' (Four causes why, according to Bar Cepha, God cursed the serpent though it had not sinned); 'Matth. 8.' Bar Cepha's first two causes: (1) to grieve Satan who used it as an instrument (broken-instrument / lamed-horse / sunk-ship analogies; cf. the swine of Matt. 8); (2) as cause/occasion of man's sin (cf. Lev. 20:15-16, the beast stoned). ↩
	Bar Cepha's third and fourth causes: (3) the curse on the serpent parallels the curse on the earth for Adam, the animals perishing in the Flood, and the (innocent) sacrificial victims; (4) David's curse on Mt. Gilboa (2 Sam. 1:21). Sentence continues on the next page (catchword 'Saul'). Running footer: 'Comm. in Gen. Tom. 1. III'. ↩
	Continuation (catchword 'Saul' from the previous page) of Bar Cepha's four causes: (3) David's curse on Gilboa where Saul and Jonathan fell (2 Sam. 1:21); (4) the curse instructs Adam and Eve (the serpent was once footed and lost its feet for the crime, so it is a real penalty). ↩
	Marginal glosses: 'Genes. 19.' (Lot's wife, Gen. 19:26); 'Serpentes auctore Plinio aliquando visas anserinis pedibus' (Serpents, on Pliny's authority, sometimes seen with goose-feet). Ephraem/Bar Cepha: the serpent was a footed quadruped that became a belly-creeper (parallels: Satan from Angel to demon, Lot's wife to salt); Pliny (NH XI.46) on goose-footed serpents as no prodigy. ↩
	Why God did not openly curse Satan: lest Adam and Eve grasp an incorporeal spirit and fall into worse errors, and (for the Hebrews' weakness) lest they imagine a power rivaling God. Tostatus (on Gen., q.688) follows this. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Confutatio primae opinionis' (Confutation of the first opinion). Pererius's refutation: the whole innocent serpent-species should not share the penalty; God does not strip the natural for sin; and crawling, if natural, cannot be a penalty. Sentence continues on the next page (catchword 'conven' = convenirent). ↩
	Pererius's refutation continued (catchword 'conven' = convenirent): Tostatus's notion of God 'making satisfaction' to the sinful Eve is frivolous and feigned; and Eve and Adam would have known the serpent naturally lacked feet, making the supposed 'penalty' absurd. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Secunda opinio fuit Didymi' (The second opinion was Didymus's). Opinion 2 (Didymus the Blind, teacher of Jerome, via Lippomani's Catena): the serpent really lacked feet, but the devil reared it up to deceive Eve; the curse means it returns to its former lowly nature. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Refellitur Didymus' (Didymus is refuted). Pererius's refutation: returning to its natural state is no penalty; the serpent would have reverted after the temptation anyway; and Adam already knew the serpent crawls. ↩
	Marginal glosses: 'Tertia opinio Augustini & aliorum, maledictionem serpentis ad solum diabolum pertinere'; 'Augustin.'; 'Beda in Hexameron.'; 'Rupertus lib. 3. de operibus Trinit. c. 18.'; 'Hugo de S. Victore.' Opinion 3 (Augustine, De Genesi contra Manichaeos II.17-18 and De Genesi ad litteram XI.36; Bede, Rupert, Hugh of St. Victor, Cajetan): the curse refers to the devil alone. Sentence continues on the next page (catchword 'bestiis'). ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Quid significet super pectus, & super ventrem gradi' (What 'to go upon the breast and upon the belly' signifies). Spiritual reading of the curse: breast = pride / the irascible appetite / lustful thought; belly = lust / the concupiscible appetite / the execution of lust (Gregory, Moralia XXI.2). ↩
	Marginal gloss: '4. Reg. 25.' (2 Kings 25:8-10, Nebuzaradan, 'prince of cooks,' destroying Jerusalem's walls). Gregory the Great, Regula Pastoralis III, Admonition 20, allegorizing the curse: breast/belly = thought/gluttony; gluttony (the 'prince of cooks') destroys the soul's virtues (the 'walls of Jerusalem'). ↩
	Marginal glosses: 'Quid sit, Terram comedes cunctis diebus vitae tuae'; '1. Petri 5.' (1 Pet. 5:8, the roaring lion); 'Matthaei 8.' 'You shall eat earth' = earthly-minded sinners as the devil's food; 'all the days of your life' = until the end of the age (Gregory on Ps. 101[102]; the demons of Matt. 8). Sentence continues on the next page (the Gerasene demons' words). ↩
	The Gerasene demons' cry (Matt. 8:29, 'before the time'). Then Rupert (De sancta Trinitate III.18) begins his literal reading: the serpent once walked upright but, its feet removed, crept on scales and ribs. Sentence continues on the next page (catchword '& presso' = & presso ventre). ↩
	Conclusion of Rupert's quotation (catchword '& presso'): the curse, literally fitting no real serpent (which always crawled), refers to the devil—made penally like the lowest creature, and even his malice turned by God to good (the 'little hammer' beating God's gold to glory). ↩
	Hugh of St. Victor's inference from Gen. 3:15 (that Eve repented and was saved); Pererius judges it weak, since 'the woman' = all womankind and 'the serpent' = all serpents (the demons/their followers). ↩
	Marginal glosses: 'Quid sit semen mulieris, & semen serpentis' (What the seed of the woman and the seed of the serpent are); 'Ioan. 8.' (John 8:44). 'Seed of the serpent' = lesser demons or evil men (the devil's followers); 'seed of the woman' = her offspring (male and female) who will conquer the devil. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Quid sit serpentem insidiari calcaneo hominis' (What it is for the serpent to lie in wait for man's heel). 'You shall lie in wait for his heel' = the devil attacks man's end (the final intention and end of life), especially at death. Gregory the Great, Moralia in Iob (on Job 1:5), is quoted; sentence continues on the next page (catchword 'tionis' = intentionis). Running footer: 'Comm. in Gen. Tom. 1. KKK'. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Psal. 55.' (Ps. 55[56]:7, 'they will watch my heel'). Conclusion of Gregory the Great's exposition (Moralia in Iob, on Job 1:5) of the heel/head imagery of Gen. 3:15: the devil attacks the end of a good action; one must crush his 'head' (the first suggestion) at the outset. (Catchword 'tionis' = intentionis from the previous page.) ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Quid sit conterere caput serpentis' (What it is to crush the serpent's head). On Gen. 3:15b: the Marian reading (Bernard, Homilia II super Missus est) and the Christological one—the woman's 'seed' is Christ. Pererius notes that the Hebrew pronoun (ipse/hu') refers to the seed (Christ), not the woman; the serpent's 'head' = the power of sin and death. ↩
	Marginal glosses: 'Evangelium Christi ab exordio mundi manifestari coepit. Apoc. 13.' (The Gospel of Christ began to be manifested from the world's beginning; Apoc. 13:8, the Lamb slain from the foundation of the world); 'Adam credidit in Christum ut mundi Redemptorem' (Adam believed in Christ as the world's Redeemer). The protoevangelium as the first preaching of the Gospel; Adam's faith in the coming Redeemer. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Refellitur tertia opinio' (The third opinion is refuted). Pererius approves the allegorical reading but denies it as the literal/historical sense: God cursed the visible serpent, comparing it to beasts—but the devil was unseen. Sentence continues on the next page (catchword 'homini'). ↩
	Continuation (catchword 'homini') of the refutation of the third (purely figurative) opinion: it is too harsh to compare the devil with beasts; Hugh of St. Victor's 'monk's habit' analogy (the devil called 'serpent' because clothed in serpent-form) is dismissed as ridiculous, since then God would be merely mocking, unintelligibly to Adam and Eve. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Quarta sententia, quae prae ceteris placet Auctori' (The fourth opinion, which pleases the Author above the others). Pererius's adopted view: the curse pertains literally to the real serpent, but mystically (and as principally intended by God) to the devil—both having concurred in the crime (the devil as author, the serpent as instrument). ↩
	GLYPH verified by magnification: Greek μυσικῶς (= μυστικῶς, mystikōs, 'mystically')—paired with Latin 'figurate' ('figuratively') and echoing 'sensum mysticum' on this same page; the τ of μυστικῶς is dropped/ligatured in the print. The bronze-serpent typology (Num. 21:8-9) as a parallel: literally the bronze serpent, mystically Christ (John 3:14). ↩
	The curse must be understood of the real serpent, since Moses' narrative is historical throughout. A difficulty is raised (how the curse, natural to the serpent, can be a penalty), continued on the next page (catchword 'diffi' = difficile). Running footer: 'KKK 2'. ↩
	The difficulty stated (catchword 'diffi'): since the curse-conditions were natural to the serpent (and the devil already eternally damned), no new penalty was added—just as the Blessed merit no new essential glory, both being at their final term. ↩
	The difficulty sharpened (else the devil would earn new penalties daily for each temptation). 'Hoc opus, hic labor est' echoes Virgil, Aeneid VI.129. Pererius undertakes the explanation. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Quemadmodum maledictio illa serpentis fuerit ei in poenam & supplicium' (How that curse of the serpent was a penalty and punishment to it). The resolution: the curse-conditions, natural in themselves, became a 'penalty' only relative to man—the serpent becoming hateful and abominable to him after the Fall. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Naturalis antipathia inter hominem, & serpentem' (The natural antipathy between man and the serpent). The natural man-serpent antipathy (like sheep/wolf, chick/kite, mouse/cat), restrained by God's providence in innocence, was let loose after the Fall. Sentence continues on the next page (catchword 'per'). ↩
	Continuation (catchword 'per'). The parallel of death: natural to man, yet—after the loss of original justice—it befell him as a penalty, exactly as the serpent's natural conditions became its 'penalty.' ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Genesis 9.' (the rainbow as a sign, Gen. 9:13). The rainbow analogy: a natural thing made a divine sign; so the serpent's natural form, used for fraud, was by God's decree turned to its disgrace and 'punishment.' ↩
	The serpent suffered no real harm—only its natural form was decreed 'infamous,' as the Cross (the instrument of redemption) is venerable while the serpent (the instrument of ruin) is abominable. It needed no new penalty, already creeping in desert places and serving wicked men. This concludes QUAESTIO IIII. ↩




QUESTION V. Why the devil assumed the form of a serpent rather than any other

LatineEnglish


QUESTION V. Why the devil assumed the form of a serpent rather than any other.1
QUAESTIO V. Cur diabolus serpentis formam potius quam aliam quampiam assumpserit.



Supersunt duae quaestiones, priusquam ad explanationem Mosaicae historiae transeamus, hoc loco enodandae. Altera est, cur daemon sub specie & forma serpentis, potius quam vel hominis vel alius cuiuspiam animalium, Evam adoriri, & scelus illud perficere voluerit. Altera quaestio est, cur Moses de serpente tantum locutus sit, nullum de diabolo qui per serpentem locutus & maleficium illud operatus est, verbum faciens.
There remain two questions to be untangled in this place, before we pass to the explanation of the Mosaic history. One is, why the demon wished to attack Eve and accomplish that crime under the appearance and form of a serpent, rather than of a man or of any other animal. The other question is, why Moses spoke only of the serpent, making no word of the devil, who spoke through the serpent and wrought that evil deed.2



Primo igitur quaeritur, Cur daemon speciem serpentis assumpserit potius quam vel hominis vel maiorum bestiarum, cuiusmodi sunt cameli, elephantes: aut cur non ipse oculis Evae inaspectabilis, per voces tamen humanas ab ipso formatas in aere, quae scilicet ab Eva possent exaudiri & intelligi, eam non tentaverit? Respondet Augustinus ad hanc quaestionem dupliciter. Nam in libro 11. super Genesim ad litteram, capite 3. ad hunc modum scribit: Non est putandum quod diabolus serpentem per quem tentaret elegerit: sed cum decipere cuperet, non potuit nisi per quod animal posset, a Deo permissus est. Nocendi enim cupiditas inest cuique a se, sed potestas a solo Deo est. Significat igitur Augustinus, propterea daemonem non esse usum alio animali quam serpente, quia solius serpentis ad illam tentationem exequendam usus a Deo ipsi permissus est.
First, then, it is asked: Why did the demon assume the appearance of a serpent rather than of a man or of the greater beasts—such as camels and elephants? Or why did he not, himself invisible to Eve's eyes, yet through human voices formed by him in the air which could be heard and understood by Eve, tempt her? Augustine answers this question in two ways. For in book 11 On Genesis according to the Letter, chapter 3, he writes in this manner: It must not be thought that the devil chose the serpent through which to tempt; but, since he desired to deceive, he could not do so except through that animal through which he was permitted by God. For the desire of harming is in each one from himself, but the power is from God alone. Augustine signifies, therefore, that the demon used no other animal than the serpent, because the use of the serpent alone, for carrying out that temptation, was permitted to him by God.3



At idem libro 14. de Civitate Dei, cap. 11. aliam quidem probabiliorem affert causam: Diabolus, inquit, male suada versutia in hominis sensum serpere affectans, cui utique stanti (quoniam ipse ceciderat) invidebat, colubrum in Paradiso corporali, ubi cum duobus illis hominibus cetera etiam terrestria animalia subdita & innoxia versabantur, animal scilicet lubricum & tortuosis anfractibus mobile, operi suo congruum, per quem loqueretur elegit: eoque per angelicam praesentiam praestantioremque naturam spiritali nequitiae sibi subiecto, & tanquam instrumento utens, fallaciam sermocinatus est feminae. Sic Augustinus.
But the same, in book 14 of the City of God, chapter 11, brings forward another and indeed more probable cause: The devil, he says, with ill-persuading craft striving to creep into man's sense—whom, since he himself had fallen, he envied for standing—chose, to speak through it, a snake in the corporeal Paradise, where, with those two human beings, the other earthly animals also dwelt, subject and harmless—a slippery animal, namely, mobile in tortuous windings, suited to his work; and using it, made subject to his spiritual wickedness by his angelic presence and more excellent nature, and as an instrument, he spoke deceitfully to the woman. Thus Augustine.4



Addit praeterea Magister sententiarum libro 2. distin. 21. Ne fraus daemonis, ait, nimis esset manifesta, in sua specie ille non venit, ne aperte cognitus, statim repelleretur. Ne nimis occulta eius fraus non facile caveri posset, non in alia forma venire permissus est quam serpentis, qua nimirum eius detegendae malitiae admodum congruebat, ut per illud quod foris erat, astutiam tentantis facile posset femina animadvertere. Voluisset quidem daemon in specie columbae venire: haec nempe, ut animal innoxium & simplex, ad mulierem decipiendam congruentissimum diabolo fuisset instrumentum: sed non erat consentaneum & conveniens, ut per immundum & malignum spiritum redderetur homini columba invisa & exosa, in cuius postea specie Spiritus sanctus hominibus erat appariturus. Hactenus ex Magistro.
The Master of the Sentences adds besides, in book 2, distinction 21: Lest the demon's fraud should be too manifest, he did not come in his own appearance, lest, being openly recognized, he should at once be repelled. Lest, his fraud being too hidden, it could not easily be guarded against, he was not permitted to come in any other form than the serpent's—which, indeed, was quite suited to the detecting of his malice, so that through that which was outward the woman could easily perceive the craft of the tempter. The demon would indeed have wished to come in the appearance of a dove: for this, as a harmless and simple animal, would have been a most fitting instrument for the devil to deceive the woman; but it was not consonant and fitting that, through an unclean and malign spirit, the dove should be made hateful and odious to man—in whose appearance the Holy Spirit was afterward to appear to men. Thus far from the Master.5



At vero Moses Barcepha in libro de Paradiso capite 27. enucleatius hanc quaestionem tractans, daemonem tradit non apparuisse humana specie, quod sciret Evam non ignorare, alium praeter se suumque maritum hominem esse nullum: nec Deum permisisse ut daemon hominem simularet, ne iustam aut certe probabilem haberet Eva sui erroris excusationem, quod ab homi-
But Moses Bar Cepha, in the book On Paradise, chapter 27, treating this question more thoroughly, reports that the demon did not appear in human form, because he knew that Eve was not ignorant that there was no man besides herself and her husband; nor did God permit the demon to feign a man, lest Eve should have a just, or at least probable, excuse for her error—namely, that by a hu[man being]...6



...ab homine sibi simili fuisset circumventa. In figura vero maiorum bestiarum non apparuit, quod hae species vastorum animalium nimio metu concussissent & perturbassent mulierem. Quod si eius audisset verba mulier, cuius speciem aut figuram vidisset nullam, nonne eo magis fuisset consternata, nec eius dictis auditum aut assensum accommodasset? Prae ceteris autem animalibus diabolus serpentem sibi in organum delegit, vel potius solum omnino animalium a Deo permissum induit. Primo, ut eo facilius malitia eius deprehendi posset. Tum quia serpens omnium animalium est tortuosissimus, & ad nocendum homini callidissimus atque insidiosissimus, nocendique cupidissimus: videlicet lin-
...she had been circumvented by a man like herself. But he did not appear in the figure of the greater beasts, because these appearances of vast animals would have struck and disturbed the woman with too much fear. And if the woman had heard the words of one whose appearance or figure she saw none, would she not have been the more dismayed, and not have lent ear or assent to its words? Above the other animals, the devil chose the serpent for his instrument—or rather put on the one animal altogether permitted by God. First, so that his malice could the more easily be detected. Then, because the serpent is the most tortuous of all animals, and the most cunning and treacherous for harming man, and the most desirous of harming: namely with its ton[gue]...7



...gua, morsuque venenato exitialis homini. Deinde, ut intelligeretur ad quantam vilitatem & miseriam propter peccatum daemon esset abiectus, ex similitudine serpentis, qui non sublimis & rectus ingreditur, sed humi prostratus humiliter serpit. Postremo, ut quemadmodum inter hominem & serpentem naturalis est inimicitia & odium, sic existimemus inter daemonem & hominem perpetuum esse dissidium spiritale. Haec fere Barcepha.
...tongue, and deadly to man by its venomous bite. Next, so that it might be understood to how great vileness and misery the demon was cast down on account of sin, from the likeness of the serpent, which goes not lofty and erect, but creeps humbly, prostrate on the ground. Lastly, so that, just as between man and the serpent there is a natural enmity and hatred, so we should reckon that there is between the demon and man a perpetual spiritual discord. Thus, in the main, Bar Cepha.8



Translator’s notes
	Fifth question of the disputation on the serpent. Sentence/exposition continues on the next page (catchword 'SUPER'). Running footer: 'KKK 3'. ↩
	Statement of the two remaining questions of the serpent-disputation (QUAESTIO V and VI): why serpent-form, and why Moses names only the serpent. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Duplex responsio Augustini ad quaestionem propositam' (Augustine's twofold answer to the proposed question). First answer (Augustine, De Genesi ad litteram XI.3): the demon used the serpent because only the serpent's use was permitted him by God (the will to harm is the demon's own, the power is from God). ↩
	Augustine's second, 'more probable' answer (De Civitate Dei XIV.11): the slippery, winding serpent was the fittest instrument for the devil's creeping craft. ↩
	Peter Lombard (Sent. II d.21): the serpent-form was a mean between too-manifest and too-hidden fraud; the demon would have preferred the (harmless, simple) dove, but that form was reserved for the Holy Spirit. ↩
	Moses Bar Cepha (De Paradiso c.27): the demon did not take human form (Eve knew there was no man but Adam), and God forbade it lest Eve have an excuse. Sentence continues on the next page (catchword 'ab homi' = ab homine). ↩
	Bar Cepha continued: not human form (Eve would suspect a fellow man), not great beasts (too frightening), not invisible (she would be more alarmed); the serpent was chosen as tortuous, cunning, and venomous. Sentence continues (catchword 'lin' = lingua). ↩
	Bar Cepha's remaining reasons: the serpent figures the demon's vile abjection (creeping on the ground) and the perpetual man-demon enmity. ↩




QUESTION VI. Why Moses made no mention of the devil in this history
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QUESTION VI. Why Moses made no mention of the devil in this history.1
QUAESTIO VI. Cur Moses in hac historia nullam diaboli mentionem fecerit.



Sed cur Moses in hac historia perpetuo serpentis, nusquam autem diaboli qui eius tamen facinoris architectus fuit & effector, mentionem facit? Respondemus, Mosen rei gestae scriptorem non interpretem egisse: & idcirco qualis res visa est, talem ab ipso esse descriptam: non item explicatum quemadmodum se re vera haberet. Eva autem serpentem videbat, serpentem secum loquentem audiebat: diabolus tametsi latebat intra serpentem, Evae tamen clam erat, oculorum & aurium eius sensum fugiens. Hoc igitur Moses scripto suo prodidit: sicut etiam in hoc ipso libro Geneseos infra, cap. 18. tres viros quos vidit Abraham & hospitio accepit, viros nominavit, cum viri non essent sed Angeli; & cap. 32. Angelum qui cum Iacob luctatus est, virum item appellavit.
But why does Moses, in this history, perpetually make mention of the serpent, but nowhere of the devil, who was nevertheless the architect and effecter of that crime? We answer that Moses acted as a writer of the deed done, not as an interpreter; and therefore, of what sort the thing appeared, of that sort it was described by him—not, however, explained how it really was. Now Eve saw the serpent, and heard the serpent speaking with her; the devil, although he lurked within the serpent, was yet hidden from Eve, escaping the sense of her eyes and ears. This, then, Moses set down in his writing: just as also, in this very book of Genesis below, chapter 18, he named as 'men' the three men whom Abraham saw and received in hospitality, although they were not men but Angels; and in chapter 32, he likewise called 'a man' the Angel who wrestled with Jacob.2



Quod si Paulus, qui tanto temporis intervallo Mosen secutus est, cum res iam tum explicatae essent, serpenti non Satanae imposturam attribuit, in cap. 11. posterioris Epistolae ad Corinthios ita scribens: Timeo ne sicut serpens Evam seduxit astutia sua, ita corrumpantur sensus vestri & excidant a simplicitate quae est in Christo: cur non merito Moses, qui tam multis aetatibus Paulum antecessit, fraudem serpenti ascripsisse videatur? scriptoris enim est res gestas narrare: at interpretis munus est a scriptore prodita explanare. Quare Moses qui scriptor non interpres esse voluit, recte narravit serpentem cum Eva collocutum esse: non autem dixit Satanam intra serpentem fuisse occultatum. Caeterum absoluta earum quaestionum & difficultatum explicatione, quas de serpente & diabolo tractare institueramus super illis verbis Mosis, Serpens
But if Paul, who followed Moses at so great an interval of time, when the matters had by then been explained, attributed the imposture to the serpent and not to Satan—writing thus in chapter 11 of the latter Epistle to the Corinthians: 'I fear lest, as the serpent seduced Eve by his craft, so your senses be corrupted and fall away from the simplicity that is in Christ'—why should not Moses, who preceded Paul by so many ages, with reason seem to have ascribed the fraud to the serpent? For it belongs to a writer to narrate the deeds done; but the task of an interpreter is to explain the things set forth by the writer. Wherefore Moses, who wished to be a writer, not an interpreter, rightly narrated that the serpent conversed with Eve; but did not say that Satan was hidden within the serpent. But, the explanation of those questions and difficulties being now completed, which we had undertaken to treat concerning the serpent and the devil upon those words of Moses, 'The serpent...'3



...Serpens erat callidior cunctis animantibus terrae, rursus ad interpretationem historiae & verborum Mosis redeundum est.
...'The serpent was more cunning than all the living creatures of the earth,' we must now return again to the interpretation of the history and words of Moses.4



Translator’s notes
	Sixth question of the serpent-disputation. ↩
	Answer to Q.VI: Moses wrote as a narrator (not interpreter), describing what appeared—Eve saw/heard the serpent, the devil being hidden. Parallels: the three 'men' of Gen. 18 (angels) and the 'man' wrestling Jacob in Gen. 32 (an angel). ↩
	Even Paul (2 Cor. 11:3) ascribed the deceit to the serpent; so Moses, as narrator, rightly does too. The transition closing the serpent-disputation begins (catchword 'Serpens'). Running footer (implied) for this gathering 'LLL'. ↩
	Conclusion of the transitional sentence (catchword 'Serpens' from the previous page): with the serpent-disputation finished, Pererius returns to the running exposition of Genesis 3. ↩




Genesis chapter 3, verse 1. Why has God commanded you that you should not eat of every tree of Paradise?
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Genesis chapter 3, verse 1. Why has God commanded you that you should not eat of every tree of Paradise?1
Gen. cap. 3. vers. 1. Cur praecepit vobis Deus ut non comederetis ex omni ligno Paradisi?



Verisimile est, plura verba quam quae hic narrantur, inter Evam & serpentem ultro citroque esse habita; sed Mosi brevitatis studioso visum est satis, eius sermonis principes sententias, quae videlicet faciebant ad declarandum qua ratione primi illi homines transgressi essent mandatum Dei, in sua historia commemorare. His autem verbis ostendit daemon se bene velle illis hominibus, & de eorum utilitate ac bono curam agere. Interrogatione vero adortus est mulierem, ut eam ad sibi respondendum provocaret. Finis vero eius interrogationis fuit, efficere ut praeceptum illud Evae videretur grave, durum, & iniquum, ob idque vehementer ei displiceret. Cur, inquit, praecepit vobis Deus, &c. quasi diceret, Non satis erat dedisse vobis legem naturalem, superque addidisse supernaturalem fidei, spei, & charitatis, nisi etiam solis omnium animantium vobis iugum legis positivae imponeret? Duo sunt rerum genera in quibus daemon hominem tentat: alterum ad fidem, alterum ad mores & praecepta agendi vel non agendi pertinet. In hoc tentat dicendo, cur? quorsum? in illo, quomodo fieri potest?
It is likely that more words than those which are here narrated were exchanged back and forth between Eve and the serpent; but to Moses, studious of brevity, it seemed enough to record in his history the chief statements of that conversation, which, namely, served to declare in what manner those first human beings transgressed the command of God. By these words the demon shows that he wishes those human beings well, and takes care for their advantage and good. But he attacked the woman by a question, to provoke her to answer him. The end of his questioning was to bring it about that that precept should seem to Eve grave, harsh, and unjust, and on that account vehemently displease her. 'Why,' he says, 'has God commanded you,' etc.—as if he said, 'Was it not enough to have given you the natural law, and over and above to have added the supernatural law of faith, hope, and charity, unless he should also impose on you—alone of all living creatures—the yoke of a positive law?' There are two kinds of things in which the demon tempts man: the one pertains to faith, the other to morals and the precepts of doing or not doing. In the latter he tempts by saying, 'Why? To what end?'; in the former, 'How can it come about?'2



Illud, Ut non comederetis ex omni ligno, duplicem sensum potest reddere: Vel ut idem significet, quod Ex nullo ligno, & sic fere exponitur: consulto enim daemon falso memoravit praeceptum Dei, ut mulierem ad sibi respondendum adduceret: Vel, ut idem significet quod, Ex non omni, & ita Tostatus, multique alii accipiunt. Rupertus expendens hanc serpentis interrogationem: Quia, inquit, diabolus caupo nequissimus est, suam interrogationem mendacio polluit, dicendo, Cur praecepit vobis Deus ne comederetis de omni ligno Paradisi? Quamvis enim, quod sub interrogatione profertur, nec verum nec falsum sit, mendacium tamen hic serpens manifeste sibilavit, rem sicut erat se nescire simulans, ut paulatim felle suo miseram audientis venenaret animam. Non dixit, Cur praecepit vobis Deus, ne de illo uno ligno comederetis: Sed de omni ligno Paradisi. Cur ergo sic locutus est, nisi ut paulatim serpendo venenum odii quo ardebat ipse contra Creatorem, magis ac magis iniiceret homini, & cum aggeratione quasi indigni praecepti constaret indignationem, excitaretque audaciam rebellandi?
That phrase, 'That you should not eat of every tree,' can yield a twofold sense: either so that it means the same as 'From no tree,' and so it is generally expounded (for the demon designedly misreported God's precept, to draw the woman to answer him); or so that it means the same as 'Not from every tree,' and thus Tostatus and very many others take it. Rupert, weighing this question of the serpent: Because, he says, the devil is a most worthless tavern-keeper, he polluted his question with a lie, saying, 'Why has God commanded you that you should not eat of every tree of Paradise?' For although what is put forward under a question is neither true nor false, yet here the serpent manifestly hissed a lie, feigning not to know the matter as it was, that little by little he might poison the wretched listener's soul with his gall. He did not say, 'Why has God commanded you not to eat of that one tree,' but 'of every tree of Paradise.' Why, then, did he speak thus, except that, creeping little by little, he might more and more inject into man the venom of the hatred with which he himself burned against the Creator, and, by exaggerating as if the precept were unworthy, establish indignation, and stir up the boldness of rebelling?3



Et vide quanta fuerit fallacia deceptoris subtilitas. Tria nempe dixerat Deus, Ex omni ligno Paradisi comede, hoc unum est: Alterum vero, De ligno scientiae boni & mali ne comedas: Tertium denique, In quocumque die comederis ex eo, morte morieris. Hoc ultimum quasi nesciat diabolus, dicit, Cur praecepit vobis Deus? Superiora duo confundit ac permiscet, & de duobus veris unum falsum complet dicendo, Ne comederetis de omni ligno Paradisi? Verum profecto dixit Veritas, Quia ille homicida fuit ab initio, & in veritate non-
And see how great was the subtlety of the deceiver's fraud. For God had said three things: 'Eat of every tree of Paradise'—this is one; the second, 'Of the tree of the knowledge of good and evil do not eat'; the third, finally, 'On whatever day you eat of it, you shall die the death.' This last the devil, as if he did not know it, says, 'Why has God commanded you?' The two former he confounds and mixes together, and out of two true things he completes one false, saying, 'That you should not eat of every tree of Paradise?' Truly indeed did the Truth say, 'Because he was a murderer from the beginning, and in the truth he did not...'4



...non stetit. Cum loquitur mendacium, ex propriis loquitur: quia mendax est & pater eius, scilicet mendacii quod loquitur. In quo dicto proculdubio Dominus praesens hoc caput attendebat, quasi diceret: Ab initio suae confabulationis cum homine, diabolus homicida & mendax est: quia videlicet in exordio suae locutionis invenitur mendax, & homicidium intentat. O igitur antiquum peccatorem, o vetustum homicidam, & primum mendacii patrem, vere serpentem versipellem & nequam. Sic Rupertus.
...stand. When he speaks a lie, he speaks of his own: because he is a liar, and the father of it—namely, of the lie which he speaks. In which saying the Lord, present, undoubtedly had regard to this chapter, as if he said: From the beginning of his conversation with man, the devil is a murderer and a liar: because, namely, at the outset of his speech he is found a liar, and threatens murder. O, then, ancient sinner, O aged murderer, and first father of the lie, truly a wily and worthless serpent. Thus Rupert.5



Circa illam dictionem Cur, paulum variat Hebraica scriptura, quae habet, אפכי Aphchi, quod variis modis exponitur. Quidam, Ita omnino? alii, Vere ne? nonnulli, Etiamne? quod videtur consentire cum translatione Chaldaica, quae ad verbum reddit hanc sententiam: In veritate dixit vobis Deus? Latinus interpres secutus est Septuaginta, qui ad verbum habent Quid, vel, Cur dixit vobis Deus. Oleaster dicit illud Aph, interdum significare iram, eamque significationem putat maxime huic loco congruere, ut sit haec lectio: Ira, quoniam dixit Deus, Non comedetis de omni ligno horti: quasi apertius diceret, Ira est Deo adversum vos, aut, Iratus vobis Deus est: cuius irae indicium est, quod vetuit vos ex omni ligno Paradisi comedere.
Concerning that word 'Why,' the Hebrew scripture varies a little, which has אפכי (Aphchi), which is expounded in various ways. Some render it, 'So, entirely?'; others, 'Truly?'; some, 'Even so?'—which seems to agree with the Chaldean translation, which renders this sentence word for word: 'In truth, has God said to you?' The Latin interpreter followed the Septuagint, who have word for word, 'What,' or, 'Why has God said to you.' Oleaster says that that 'Aph' sometimes signifies wrath, and thinks that this signification suits this place most of all, so that the reading is: 'Wrath, because God has said, You shall not eat of every tree of the garden': as if he said more openly, 'There is wrath in God against you,' or, 'God is angry with you'; of which wrath this is the sign, that he has forbidden you to eat of every tree of Paradise.6



Rabbi David pro illo Cur, interpretatur, Quanto magis? dicitque serpentem ante haec verba dixisse alia mulieri, haec nempe, vel alia similia: Deus odio habet vos, quamvis cunctis animalibus nobilitate praecellatis: non enim dedit vobis pulchritudinem pavonum, fortitudinem leonum, velocitatem cervorum: quanto magis, cum dixerit vobis ne comederetis ex omni ligno Paradisi? ex quo agnoscere potestis odio vos esse Deo. Neque additio haec, inquit Rabbi David, dura videri debet: tum quia dictio כ Chi, semper addit aliquid supra id quod dicitur: tum quia mos est divinae Scripturae, ex fine verborum facere principia eorum intelligere, ut de exploratoribus patet in libro Numerorum qui dixerunt, Dedit Dominus in manu nostra omnem terram, & etiam quia dissoluti sunt habitatores terrae a facie nostra, Neque est rectum, ut hoc fuerit verborum initium: quia dictio כ, id est, Quia, reddit rationem eorum quae prius dixerat. Haec iste Rabbinus.
Rabbi David, for that 'Why,' interprets 'How much more?'; and he says that the serpent, before these words, said other things to the woman—these, namely, or others like them: 'God hates you, although you excel all animals in nobility; for he did not give you the beauty of peacocks, the strength of lions, the swiftness of stags: how much more, when he has said to you that you should not eat of every tree of Paradise?—from which you can recognize that you are hateful to God.' Nor ought this addition, says Rabbi David, to seem harsh: both because the particle כ (Chi) always adds something over and above what is said; and because it is the custom of divine Scripture to make the beginnings of words to be understood from their end—as is clear concerning the spies in the book of Numbers, who said, 'The Lord has given into our hand the whole land, and also because the inhabitants of the land are melted away from before our face.' Nor is it right that this should have been the beginning of the words: because the particle כ, that is, 'Because,' renders the reason of the things which he had said before. So says that Rabbi.7



Translator’s notes
	The lemma: the serpent's question to Eve (Gen. 3:1). ↩
	Exposition of Gen. 3:1: Moses recorded only the chief exchanges; the demon, feigning goodwill, attacks by a question to make God's precept seem harsh and unjust. The devil tempts in two areas—faith ('how?') and morals ('why? to what end?'). ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Ruper. lib. 2. de Trinit. & operibus eius. cap. 4.' The phrase 'ex omni ligno' read as either 'from no tree' or 'not from every tree' (Tostatus). Rupert of Deutz (De sancta Trinitate II.4) on the serpent's lying, exaggerating question, designed to inject hatred of the Creator. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Ioan. 8.' (John 8:44). Rupert continued: the serpent's subtlety in confounding God's three sayings into one falsehood; the devil 'a murderer from the beginning' who 'did not stand in the truth.' Sentence continues on the next page (catchword 'non' = non stetit). ↩
	Conclusion of Rupert's quotation (catchword 'non' = non stetit), applying John 8:44 ('a murderer from the beginning... a liar and the father of it') to the serpent's first speech. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Varia lectio circa illud, Cur' (Variant reading concerning 'Why'). GLYPH verified by magnification: Hebrew אפכי (Aphchi = אַף כִּי, 'aph ki'—the opening words of Gen. 3:1 in Hebrew), variously rendered. The Chaldee (Targum), Septuagint, and Oleaster's reading (taking אף 'Aph' as 'wrath') are given. ↩
	Marginal glosses: 'Mos divinae Scripturae' (The custom of divine Scripture); 'Num. 13. & 14.' GLYPH verified by magnification: the Hebrew particle כ (Chi/Ki = כִּי, 'ki'), appearing twice—it 'adds something' and renders a reason ('because'). Rabbi David Kimchi reads 'Cur' as 'how much more?'; the spies' words (Num. 13-14) illustrate Scripture's idiom of explaining the start from the end. ↩




Genesis chapter 3, verse 2. To whom the woman answered: We eat of the fruit of the trees that are in Paradise; but of the fruit of the tree which is in the midst of …

LatineEnglish


Genesis chapter 3, verse 2. To whom the woman answered: We eat of the fruit of the trees that are in Paradise; but of the fruit of the tree which is in the midst of Paradise, God has commanded us that we should not eat, and that we should not touch it, lest perhaps we die.1
Gen. cap. 3. vers. 2. Cui respondit mulier, De fructu lignorum quae sunt in Paradiso vescimur: de fructu vero ligni quod est in medio Paradisi, praecepit nobis Deus ne comederemus, & ne tangeremus illud, ne forte moriamur.



Ex his verbis liquido cognoscitur, fuisse inexcusabile mulieris peccatum. Ipsa nempe his verbis declarat se non peccasse tanquam divini praecepti ignaram aut oblitam: fatetur enim, sibi & marito praeceptum illud esse a Deo impositum: simul etiam indicat, non fuisse grave & durum praeceptum, nec observatu difficile. Dicit enim, una duntaxat arbore exce-
From these words it is clearly known that the woman's sin was inexcusable. For by these words she declares that she did not sin as one ignorant or forgetful of the divine precept: for she confesses that that precept was imposed by God on herself and her husband; and at the same time she indicates that the precept was not grave and harsh, nor difficult to observe. For she says that, with one tree only excep[ted]...2



...excepta, ex ceteris Paradisi arboribus quae propemodum innumerabiles erant, factam ipsis a Deo edendi potestatem. Illud Vescimur, significare videtur, eos antea solitos edere ex qualibet arbore: ex quo posset concludi, non parvo eos tempore moratos esse in Paradiso. Sed forte illud Vescimur, dictum fuit pro eo quod est, vesci possumus, vel nobis vesci licitum ac liberum est.
...one tree only excepted, the power of eating, granted to them by God, from the rest of the trees of Paradise, which were almost innumerable. That word 'We eat' seems to signify that they were previously accustomed to eat from any tree whatever: from which it could be concluded that they tarried in Paradise for no short time. But perhaps that word 'We eat' was said for this, that is, 'We are permitted to eat,' or 'it is lawful and free for us to eat.'3



Duo autem quae subdit Eva, quemadmodum intelligenda sint, nonnihil negotii facessunt interpretibus. Subdit enim, Deum praecepisse ipsis ne tangerent arborem scientiae boni & mali: quod tamen in praecepto quod Deus Adamo dedit, non est expressum. Quidam putant revera id fuisse praeceptum, sed fuisse a Mose supra praetermissum, ideoque nunc appositum: fuisse autem interdictum ipsis eius arboris tactum maioris causa cautionis, quo magis scilicet ea ratione ab esu arboris revocarentur. Sic opinatur Eugubinus.
But two things which Eve adds give the interpreters no little trouble as to how they are to be understood. For she adds that God had commanded them not to touch the tree of the knowledge of good and evil: which, however, is not expressed in the precept that God gave to Adam. Some think that this really was commanded, but was passed over by Moses above, and therefore is now added; and that the touching of that tree was forbidden them for the sake of greater caution, namely so that by that means they might the more be recalled from eating of the tree. So Eugubinus opines.4



Quod nec Tostato nec mihi placet: nam & supra & infra, cum illud Dei praeceptum Moses memorat, nullam tactus, sed esus tantum interdicti mentionem facit. Neque consentaneum est existimare, Mosen illud Dei praeceptum non integrum uti fuit, sed mutilum & diminutum commemorasse; nec Deus, cum de violato praecepto hominem obiurgavit, de tactu enim, sed tantum de esu increpavit. Nec profecto in statu innocentiae opus fuit homini illa cautione: neque enim immoderate propensus erat magis ad esum arboris quam ad tactum. Quod si ob eam causam vetitus est illis tactus eius arboris, propter eandem sane interdici debuit aspectus, quippe qui Evae illecebra fuit comedendi, dicente Scriptura: Vidit mulier quod bonum esset lignum ad vescendum, & pulchrum oculis, aspectuque delectabile: & tulit de fructu illius, & comedit.
Which pleases neither Tostatus nor me: for both above and below, when Moses recounts that precept of God, he makes no mention of touching, but only of the prohibition of eating. Nor is it consonant to suppose that Moses recounted that precept of God not whole as it was, but maimed and diminished; nor did God, when he rebuked man for the violated precept, reprove him for the touching, but only for the eating. Nor indeed, in the state of innocence, did man have need of that caution: for he was not immoderately inclined more to the eating of the tree than to the touching. And if for that cause the touching of that tree was forbidden them, for the same reason surely the sight ought to have been forbidden—since it was for Eve the enticement to eating, Scripture saying: 'The woman saw that the tree was good to eat, and fair to the eyes, and delightful to behold; and she took of its fruit, and ate.'5



Ambrosius libro de Adam & Eva quosdam refert dixisse, quod Eva dixit de tactu arboris, id non a Deo sed ab Adamo fuisse ei interdictum: quod tamen non est credibile. Nam probabile est quod arbitratur Caietanus & quidam alii, ipsummet Deum tam Evae quam Adamo simul praeceptum illud dedisse: quod Eva confirmat hoc loco dicens, Praecepit nobis Deus, &c. Nec Adam nomine Dei iussisset Evae ne tangeret arborem, cum id a Deo non esset iussum. Ergo & Ambrosii, & fere Theologorum sententia est, illud ne tangeremus, de suo Evam addidisse, quo magis exaggeraret praecepti gravitatem: iam enim ipsi persuasione serpentis interius corruptae praeceptum illud displicere coeperat. Sicut, inquit Caietanus, mulier prohibita a ma-
Ambrose, in the book On Adam and Eve, reports that some said that what Eve said about the touch of the tree had been forbidden her not by God but by Adam: which, however, is not credible. For it is probable, as Cajetan and certain others judge, that God himself gave that precept to Eve as well as to Adam at the same time: which Eve confirms in this place, saying, 'God has commanded us,' etc. Nor would Adam, in God's name, have ordered Eve not to touch the tree, since it had not been commanded by God. Therefore it is the opinion of Ambrose, and of nearly all the Theologians, that Eve added that 'lest we touch it' of her own, to exaggerate the more the gravity of the precept: for already, being inwardly corrupted by the serpent's persuasion, that precept had begun to displease her. Just as, says Cajetan, a woman forbidden by her hus[band]...6



...rito ne domum exeat, interrogata cur non domo exeat, respondet: Mihi non licet per maritum meum extra cubiculum pedem efferre, exaggerans videlicet displicens sibi praeceptum mariti. Ita Eva exaggerando divinum praeceptum, dixit non esse sibi licitum tangere fructum illius arboris: Huiusmodi autem exaggeratio, testis est internae displicentiae. Itaque iam vere diabolus in mulieris animum serpserat: primo quidem excitando in ea cupiditatem vanissimae libertatis, tum iniiciendo tantum illius prae-
...band not to leave the house, being asked why she does not go out of the house, answers: 'It is not permitted me, because of my husband, to set foot outside my chamber'—exaggerating, namely, because her husband's command displeases her. So Eve, by exaggerating the divine precept, said that it was not lawful for her even to touch the fruit of that tree: and an exaggeration of this kind is a witness of inward displeasure. And so the devil had now truly crept into the woman's mind: first, indeed, by exciting in her the desire of a most vain liberty; then by injecting so great a [weariness] of that pre[cept]...7



...cepti taedium & odium, ut mulier in falsam eius praecepti exaggerationem proruperit.
...weariness and hatred of that precept, that the woman burst out into a false exaggeration of it.8



Sed libet verba Ambrosii ad id quod diximus pertinentia, ex libro eius de Adam & Eva sive de Paradiso (ut in aliis voluminibus inscribitur), hunc in locum transcribere. Sic igitur ille, capite 12. eius libri scribit: In mandato quidem Dei nullum vitium est, dixit enim Deus, De fructu ligni scientiae boni & mali non comedetis: sed vitium fuit in relatione mandati: mulier enim addidit, Ne tangeremus ex eo. Etenim quantum praesens lectio docet, discimus nihil vel cautionis gratia iungere nos debere mandato: siquid enim vel addas vel detrahas, praevaricatio quaedam videtur esse mandati: Pura enim mandati forma servanda, vel testimonii series intimanda est. Plerumque testis dum aliquid ad seriem gestorum ex suo adiicit, totam testimonii fidem, partis mendacio decolorat. Nihil igitur vel quod bonum videtur addendum est. Namque hic quid offensionis habet prima specie quod addidit mulier, Neque tangetis ex eo quicquam. Non tangetis enim Deus non dixerat, sed non edetis, sed tamen lapsus incipit esse principium. Nam quae addidit, vel superfluum addidit, vel addendo de proprio, semiplenum intellexit Dei esse mandatum. Docet igitur nos praesentis series lectionis neque detrahere aliquid divinis debere mandatis, neque addere. Nam si Ioannes hoc indicavit de suis scriptis: Si quis apposuerit, inquit, ad haec, adiiciet in illum Deus plagas quae scriptae sunt in libro isto: & qui dempserit de verbis prophetiae huius, delebit Deus partem illius de libro vitae: quanto nihil divinis mandatis est detrahendum? Hinc ergo coepit praevaricatio prima esse mandati.
But it is well to transcribe to this place the words of Ambrose pertaining to what we have said, from his book On Adam and Eve, or On Paradise (as it is entitled in other volumes). Thus, then, he writes in the 12th chapter of that book: In the command of God indeed there is no fault, for God said, 'Of the fruit of the tree of the knowledge of good and evil you shall not eat'; but the fault was in the reporting of the command: for the woman added, 'Lest we touch it.' For, as far as the present reading teaches, we learn that we ought to add nothing to a command, even for caution's sake: for if you either add or subtract anything, it seems to be a kind of transgression of the command: for the pure form of the command must be kept, or the series of the testimony must be conveyed intact. Often a witness, while he adds something of his own to the series of the deeds, discolors the whole credit of the testimony by the falsehood of a part. Nothing, therefore, even that seems good, is to be added. For here, what offense, at first sight, has what the woman added, 'Neither shall you touch it at all'? For God had not said 'You shall not touch,' but 'You shall not eat'; yet nevertheless the lapse begins to have its beginning. For what she added, either she added superfluously, or by adding of her own, she understood God's command to be half-complete. The series of the present reading, therefore, teaches us that we ought neither to subtract anything from the divine commands, nor to add. For if John indicated this of his own writings—'If anyone shall add to these things,' he says, 'God will add upon him the plagues that are written in this book; and whoever shall take away from the words of this prophecy, God will take away his part from the book of life'—how much more is nothing to be subtracted from the divine commands? Hence, then, the first transgression of the command began.9



Et plerique putant hoc vitium non esse mulieris, sed Adae fuisse: ita Adam dixisse mulieri, dum eam vellet facere cautiorem, ut adderet mandasse Deum: Non tangetis ex eo quicquam. Habemus enim, quia Adam non Eva mandatum acceperit a Deo, nondum mulier formata fuerat. Ipsa quidem verba Adae quibus mulieri dicit formam seriemque mandati, non prodit lectio: sed intelligimus per virum ad mulierem seriem transisse mandati. Viderint tamen alii quid sentiant: Nam etsi de duobus videatur incertum, tamen sexus prodit, qui prius potuerit errare. Adde quia praeiudicio illa constringitur, cuius & postea prior error inventus est. Utro enim mulier, non mulieri vir auctor erroris est. Unde & Paulus ait: Adam non est deceptus, mulier autem seducta in praevaricatione fuit. Haec Ambrosius.
And very many think that this fault was not the woman's but Adam's: that Adam, while he wished to make her more cautious, so spoke to the woman as to add that God had commanded, 'You shall not touch it at all.' For we have it that Adam, not Eve, received the command from God; the woman had not yet been formed. The reading does not, indeed, set forth the very words of Adam by which he tells the woman the form and series of the command; but we understand that the series of the command passed to the woman through the man. Yet let others see what they think: for although it may seem uncertain as between the two, nevertheless the sex betrays which could the sooner err. Add that she is bound by this prejudgment, that the prior error was afterward found to be hers. For man is to the woman the author of error in one direction, not the woman to the man. Whence Paul too says: 'Adam was not deceived, but the woman, being seduced, was in the transgression.' Thus Ambrose.10



Similiter etiam mulier de suo addit illud, Ne forte moriamur, dubitanter referens quod Deus asseveranter pronuntiaverat: quo declaravit Eva se putasse illam Dei sententiam de morte, non fuisse absolute sed comminatorie ab eo pronunciatam. De quo sic in huius loci commentario scribit Caietanus: Quanquam in his verbis mulieris prima fronte apparet manifesta diminutio divini praecepti: Deus enim asseruerat, moriendo morieris: mulier autem refert sub dubio dixisse Deum, Ne forte moriamini. Si tamen perspicacius consideretur sensus intentus, apparebit Evam inseruisse propriam interpretationem suam, referendo praeceptum Dei secundum sensum quo ipsa intellexit illud. Huiusmodi autem
Similarly too the woman adds of her own that 'Lest perhaps we die,' reporting doubtfully what God had pronounced assertively: by which Eve declared that she thought that sentence of God about death had been pronounced by him not absolutely but as a threat. Concerning which Cajetan writes thus in his commentary on this place: Although in these words of the woman a manifest diminution of the divine precept appears at first sight—for God had asserted, 'You shall die the death,' but the woman reports that God said doubtfully, 'Lest perhaps you die'—yet, if the intended sense be considered more closely, it will appear that Eve inserted her own interpretation, reporting God's precept according to the sense in which she herself understood it. And an interpretation of this kind...11



...autem relatio pullulavit ex displicentia praecepti: quod enim nobis displicet, elongatur quoque a credulitate nostra: minus enim credimus quae nobis displicent. Et hinc factum est ut mulier haesitaverit, an poenam mortis Deus illi praecepto apposuisset cominandi tantum animo, an certo proposito eam infligendi. Non igitur mulier animo referendi falso divinum praeceptum, sed manifestando haesitationem suam circa sensum divini praecepti, adiunxit illud, Forte. Et hic sensus quadrat valde subiectis a serpente suggestionibus. Serpsit ergo diabolicum venenum in affectum simul & intellectum mulieris: in affectum quidem per displicentiam praecepti, unde statim prodiit exaggeratio vinculi & obligationis eius, in intellectum vero per haesitationem futurae poenae, unde prodiit relatio eius, & adverbium illud, Ne forte. Sic ex Caietano.
...this reporting sprang from displeasure with the precept: for what displeases us is also estranged from our believing; for we believe less the things that displease us. And hence it came about that the woman hesitated whether God had appended the penalty of death to that precept merely with the intent of threatening, or with the fixed purpose of inflicting it. The woman, therefore, added that 'perhaps' not with the intent of falsely reporting the divine precept, but by manifesting her hesitation concerning the sense of the divine precept. And this sense fits well with the suggestions cast in by the serpent. The diabolical venom, then, crept into the woman's affect and intellect at once: into the affect, indeed, through displeasure with the precept, whence at once came forth the exaggeration of its bond and obligation; but into the intellect through hesitation about the future penalty, whence came forth her report, and that adverb, 'Lest perhaps.' Thus from Cajetan.12



Rupertus tradit, Evam tribus modis pervertisse Dei verba: addendo, cum dixit, Ne tangeremus; diminuendo, cum inquit, Ne forte moriamur; mutando, cum ait, Ex ligno quod est in medio Paradisi: nam Deus dixerat, Ex ligno scientiae boni & mali: in medio namque Paradisi erat etiam arbor vitae nequaquam ipsis vetita. Sed hoc extremum non probo: nomen etiam scientiae boni & mali postea fuit ei arbori attributum, scilicet ex falso serpentis promisso, ut docuimus in tertio libro qui est de Paradiso, cum de ista eius arboris appellatione disputavimus. Verba Ruperti, in 5. capite libri 3. de Trinitate, sic habent:
Rupert hands down that Eve perverted God's words in three ways: by adding, when she said, 'Lest we touch'; by diminishing, when she says, 'Lest perhaps we die'; by changing, when she says, 'Of the tree which is in the midst of Paradise'—for God had said, 'Of the tree of the knowledge of good and evil'; for in the midst of Paradise was also the tree of life, by no means forbidden them. But this last I do not approve: the name 'of the knowledge of good and evil' was afterward attributed to that tree—namely, from the serpent's false promise—as we taught in the third book, which is On Paradise, when we disputed about that name of the tree. The words of Rupert, in the 5th chapter of the 3rd book On the Trinity, run thus:13



Haec verba mulieris, iam vitiata mentis indicia sunt: nam quantum in se erat, depravavit mulier verba praeceptoris Domini tribus modis, quibus usque hodie depravare nititur sanctam Scripturam, omnis qui est ex parte diaboli: scilicet appositione, diminutione, mutatione. Apposuit namque dicendo, Ne tangeremus illud: quia videlicet Dominus Deus hoc tantum dixerat, De ligno autem scientiae boni & mali ne comedas. Diminuit vero, quia cum certa & affirmativa enunciatione dixerit Deus, In quocumque enim die comederis ex eo, morte morieris, haec dubium vel frivolum volens esse illud, Ne forte, inquit, moriamur. Mutatione autem, quia cum dixerit Dominus, Ex omni ligno Paradisi comede, & unum solummodo interdixerit lignum scientiae boni & mali, haec ait, De ligno autem, quod est in medio Paradisi, praecepit nobis, &c. & mentita est. Nam & lignum vitae erat in medio Paradisi, quod Dominus Deus non interdixit. Ergo iam impatienter ferebat & murmurabat, quod quasi parcus vel avarus Deus pretiosa medii Paradisi reservaret, & viliora quaeque per circuitum colligenda in cibum hominis concessit. Sic, inquam, tribus modis, id est, appositione, diminutione, & mutatione, sanctum praeceptum Dei mulier stulta depravare contendit. Porro quanta damnationis sit apponere quid, vel diminuere de verbo Dei, Ioannes testatur in Apocalypsi, cum dixit, Si quis apposuerit ad haec, apponet super illum Deus plagas scriptas in libro isto. Si quis diminuerit de verbis Prophetiae libri huius, auferet Deus partem eius de libro vitae, & de civitate sancta, & de his quae scripta sunt in libro isto. Igitur veraciter, antequam per corporeum vel visibilem serpentem diabolus loqui inciperet, iam per semet ipsum intus ad aurem cordis locutus fuerat, pronamque voluntatem vel consensum ad exterius peccati opus peragendum fore praesens erat. Proinde cetera quae sequuntur, sic nobis
These words of the woman are now signs of a corrupted mind: for as far as in her lay, the woman corrupted the words of the Lord her instructor in three ways, by which, to this day, everyone who is on the devil's side strives to corrupt holy Scripture: namely by addition, diminution, and change. For she added, by saying, 'Lest we touch it'—because, namely, the Lord God had said only this, 'But of the tree of the knowledge of good and evil do not eat.' She diminished, in that, although God had said with a certain and affirmative declaration, 'For on whatever day you eat of it, you shall die the death,' she, wishing that to be doubtful or trivial, says, 'Lest perhaps we die.' And by change, in that, although the Lord had said, 'Of every tree of Paradise eat,' and had forbidden only the one tree of the knowledge of good and evil, she says, 'But of the tree which is in the midst of Paradise, he commanded us,' etc.—and she lied. For the tree of life too was in the midst of Paradise, which the Lord God did not forbid. Therefore she now bore it impatiently and murmured, that God, as if sparing or stingy, was reserving the precious things of the middle of Paradise, and granted the baser things, to be gathered round about, for man's food. Thus, I say, in three ways—that is, by addition, diminution, and change—the foolish woman strove to corrupt the holy precept of God. Moreover, how great a damnation it is to add anything to, or diminish from, the word of God, John testifies in the Apocalypse, when he said, 'If anyone shall add to these things, God will add upon him the plagues written in this book. If anyone shall diminish from the words of the prophecy of this book, God will take away his part from the book of life, and from the holy city, and from the things that are written in this book.' Therefore, truly, before the devil began to speak through the corporeal or visible serpent, he had already spoken within, of himself, to the ear of the heart, and a willing inclination or consent to carrying out the external work of sin was at hand. Accordingly the rest of what follows, thus by us...14



...are to be taken by us as the consummated work of a diabolical defilement or adultery; for before these things, as it were certain preliminary conditions had been brought about by a hidden inspiration or suggestion, with the mind taking delight. Thus far are the words of Rupert.15
...sic nobis accipienda sunt, tanquam stupri vel adulterii diabolici opus consummatum, nam ante haec veluti quaedam conditiones occulta inspiratione vel suggestione condelectante animo facta sunt. Huc usque sunt verba Ruperti.



Cui quidem non assentior, Evam ante congressum & sermonem habitum a serpente, iam fuisse interius a diabolo vitiatam, & spirituali aliquo veneno corruptam: hoc autem paulo infra apertius ostendemus.
With whom indeed I do not agree, that Eve, before the meeting and the conversation held with the serpent, had already been inwardly vitiated by the devil and corrupted by some spiritual venom: but this we shall show more openly a little below.16



Translator’s notes
	The lemma: Eve's reply to the serpent (Gen. 3:2-3). ↩
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	Marginal gloss: 'Apoc. ult.' (Apocalypse, last chapter, Rev. 22:18-19). Ambrose, De Paradiso c.12: nothing may be added to or subtracted from God's command; Eve's addition ('lest we touch it') was the beginning of the lapse (with the warning of Rev. 22). ↩
	Ambrose continued: some attribute the addition to Adam (who alone received the command, before Eve was formed); but the 'sex betrays which could sooner err' (cf. Paul, 1 Tim. 2:14, 'Adam was not deceived, but the woman'). Concludes 'Haec Ambrosius.' ↩
	Eve also added 'lest perhaps we die' (doubtful) where God spoke assertively ('you shall die the death'). Cajetan: she inserted her own interpretation. Sentence continues on the next page (catchword 'autem'). Running footer: 'LLL 2'. ↩
	Conclusion of the Cajetan analysis: the diabolical venom crept into Eve's affect (displeasure → exaggeration of the precept) and intellect (hesitation about the penalty → the doubtful 'lest perhaps'). ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Tribus modis depravatur divina Scriptura, secundum Rupertum' (In three ways divine Scripture is corrupted, according to Rupert). Rupert: Eve perverted God's words by addition, diminution, and change. Pererius rejects the third point (the name 'tree of knowledge of good and evil' was applied later, from the serpent's promise; cf. his own book 3, De Paradiso). ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Apocal. 22.' (Rev. 22:18-19). Verbatim Rupert (De sancta Trinitate III.5): the threefold corruption of Scripture (addition, diminution, change), Eve's murmuring against God as 'stingy,' and the note that the devil had already spoken inwardly to Eve's heart before the serpent's outward speech. Sentence continues on the next page (catchword 'sic nobis'). ↩
	Conclusion of Rupert's quotation (catchword 'sic nobis'): Eve's words are the consummation of a 'diabolical adultery,' the devil having first worked inwardly with delight. ↩
	Pererius dissents from Rupert's claim that Eve was already inwardly corrupted by the devil before the serpent spoke (to be argued below). ↩




Genesis chapter 3, verses 4 and 5. But the serpent said to the woman: You shall not die the death by any means; for God knows that on whatever day you eat of it, your …

LatineEnglish


Genesis chapter 3, verses 4 and 5. But the serpent said to the woman: You shall not die the death by any means; for God knows that on whatever day you eat of it, your eyes shall be opened, and you shall be as gods, knowing good and evil.1
Gen. cap. 3. vers. 4. & 5. Dixit autem serpens ad mulierem, Nequaquam moriemini: scit enim Deus quod in quacumque die comederitis ex eo, aperientur oculi vestri, & eritis sicut Dii, scientes bonum & malum.



Miro daemon artificio dupliciter audacem & alacrem reddit mulierem ad violandum Dei praeceptum: tum summovendo metum poenae quam Deus fuerat interminatus; tum pollicendo magnum quoddam bonum, & homini praeter cetera expetendum, ut instar Dei efficerentur omnium rerum scientissimi. Hisce namque duobus acerrimis calcaribus stimulari & incitari solent homines ad peccandum.
With marvelous artifice the demon makes the woman in two ways bold and eager to violate God's precept: both by removing the fear of the penalty which God had threatened; and by promising a certain great good, and one to be desired by man above the rest—namely, that they should be made, like God, most knowing of all things. For by these two sharpest spurs men are wont to be goaded and incited to sin.2



Praeclare autem hunc locum tractat S. Gregorius, lib. 24. Moralium, cap. 7. & 8. explanans illa verba Iob quae sunt in cap. 33. Reddet homini iustitiam suam: Illam, inquit, iustitiam reddet Deus homini ad quam conditus fuit, ut inhaerere Deo libeat, ut minacem eius sententiam pertimescat, ut serpentis callidi blandis iam promissionibus non credat. Quod enim in Paradiso egit, hoc quotidie antiquus hostis agere non desistit. Verba quippe Dei de cordibus hominum molitur evellere, atque in eis ficta promissionis suae blandimenta radicare: quotidie hoc quod Deus minatur, levigat, & ad hoc credendum quod falsum promittit, invitat. Falso enim pollicetur temporalia, ut mentibus hominum ea supplicia levigat, quae Deus minatur aeterna. Nam cum praesentis vitae gloriam spondet, quid aliud dicit quam, gustate & eritis sicut Dii? ac si aperte dicat, Temporalem concupiscentiam tangite, & in hoc mundo sublimes apparete. Et cum timorem divinae sententiae amovere conatur, quid aliud loquitur quam id quod primis hominibus dixit, Cur praecepit vobis Deus ut non comederetis de omni ligno Paradisi? Sed quia divino munere redemptus homo iustitiam recepit, quam dudum conditus amisit, robustiorem se iam contra blandimenta callidae persuasionis exercet, quia experimento didicit quantum obediens debeat praecepto: Et quem tunc culpa duxit ad poenam, nunc poena sua restringit a culpa, ut tanto magis delinquere metuat, quanto cogente supplicio & ipse iam quod perpetravit accusat. Haec S. Gregorius.
Saint Gregory treats this place admirably, in book 24 of the Morals, chapters 7 and 8, explaining those words of Job which are in chapter 33, 'He will render to man his justice': God, he says, will render to man that justice for which he was created, so that it may please him to cleave to God, that he may dread his threatening sentence, that he may not believe the now-flattering promises of the crafty serpent. For what he did in Paradise, this the ancient enemy does not cease to do daily. For he strives to tear God's words out of the hearts of men, and to root in them the feigned blandishments of his promise: daily he makes light of that which God threatens, and invites men to believe what he falsely promises. For he falsely promises temporal things, that he may make light, to the minds of men, of those punishments which God threatens as eternal. For when he pledges the glory of the present life, what else does he say than, 'Taste, and you shall be as gods'? as if he said openly, 'Touch temporal concupiscence, and appear lofty in this world.' And when he tries to remove the fear of the divine sentence, what else does he speak than what he said to the first human beings, 'Why has God commanded you that you should not eat of every tree of Paradise?' But because man, redeemed by the divine gift, has received back the justice which long ago, when created, he lost, he now exercises himself more robustly against the blandishments of crafty persuasion, because he has learned by experience how much he owes obedience to the precept: and him whom then guilt led to punishment, now his punishment restrains from guilt, so that he fears to offend the more, the more, under the compulsion of his suffering, he himself now accuses what he committed. Thus Saint Gregory.3



Continet autem serpentis oratio quinque non falsa modo sed impia etiam, absurda, & incredibilia. Primum est, Deum esse mendacem, hoc enim significare voluit dicens: Nequaquam moriemini: quasi diceret, Non est verum quod dixit vobis Deus, si comederi-
Now the serpent's speech contains five things not only false but also impious, absurd, and incredible. The first is, that God is a liar; for he wished to signify this by saying, 'You shall not die the death by any means'—as if he said, 'It is not true, what God told you, that if you eat...'4



...tis, morte moriemini. Alterum est, Deum invidisse eis summum quoddam bonum & felicitatem: quod declarat illud: Scit enim Deus quod si comederitis ex eo, aperientur oculi vestri, & eritis sicut Dii scientes bonum & malum. quasi diceret, propterea vetuit, quia noluit vos excellentia scientiae & sapientiae similes ipsius fieri. Tertium fuit, arborem illam vim habuisse efficiendi ipsos omnium rerum scientes. Denique quartum & quintum fuit, posse homines scientia evadere similes Deo, & quidem propter esum fructus illius arboris.
...that, if you eat, you shall die the death. The second is, that God envied them a certain highest good and felicity: which that phrase declares—'For God knows that if you eat of it, your eyes shall be opened, and you shall be as gods, knowing good and evil'—as if he said, 'He therefore forbade it, because he did not wish you to become, by excellence of knowledge and wisdom, like himself.' The third was, that that tree had the power of making them knowing of all things. Finally, the fourth and fifth were, that men could, by knowledge, turn out like God—and that indeed on account of eating the fruit of that tree.5



Haec ipsa quam essent falsa & absurda facile intellexisset mulier, nisi iam interiori vanitate animi inflata & elata, superbiaque tumens, atque immoderata cupiditate rei sibi vetitae aestuans, amens, & excors fuisset. Quid enim magis repugnans, aut quid magis ἄλογον vel ἀδύνατον dici potest, quam vel ipsam veritatem mentiri, aut ipsam bonitatem invidere, vel esu corporali cuiusquam rei, Dei sapientiam & similitudinem acquiri posse? Dixisset mulier serpenti, si ita est ut dicis, cur tu non edis ex ista arbore, ut quod mihi promittis, ipse consequaris? Abi, prior comede, ut ex te periculum faciam, utrum vera sint quae loqueris, mihique polliceris. Si Deus tantum nobis bonum invidens, eius arboris interdixit esum, cur non potius eam arborem non procreavit, aut cur eam non destruxit?
How false and absurd these very things were, the woman would easily have understood, had she not already, puffed up and elated by an inner vanity of mind, and swelling with pride, and burning with an immoderate desire of the thing forbidden her, been out of her mind and senseless. For what more repugnant, or what more ἄλογον (irrational) or ἀδύνατον (impossible) can be said, than that either Truth itself should lie, or Goodness itself should envy, or that, by the bodily eating of any thing, the wisdom and likeness of God could be acquired? The woman would have said to the serpent: 'If it is as you say, why do you yourself not eat of that tree, so that what you promise me, you yourself may obtain? Go, eat first, that I may make trial from you whether the things you speak and promise me are true.' 'If God, envying us so great a good, forbade the eating of that tree, why did he not rather not create that tree, or why did he not destroy it?'6



Recte igitur Augustinus cap. 30. lib. 11. de Genesi ad literam: Quomodo, inquit, verbis crederet mulier serpentis a bona atque utili re divinitus se fuisse prohibitam, nisi iam inesset menti eius amor propriae potestatis, & quaedam de se superba praesumptio, quae per illam tentationem fuerat convincenda & humilianda?
Rightly, therefore, Augustine, in chapter 30 of book 11 On Genesis according to the Letter: How, he says, would the woman believe the words of the serpent, that she had been divinely forbidden from a good and useful thing, unless there were already in her mind a love of her own power, and a certain proud presumption about herself, which by that temptation was to be convicted and humbled?7



Illa porro verba, Aperientur oculi vestri & eritis sicut Dii scientes bonum & malum, eodem spectant: Significatur enim propter esum illius arboris tantum fore discrimen inter statum in quo tunc erant, & eum statum ad quem provehendi erant, si fructum illum comederent, quantum est discrimen inter eum qui apertis oculis videt omnia, & eum qui clausis oculis nihil videt, quantumque est inter Deum & homines.
Those words, moreover, 'Your eyes shall be opened, and you shall be as gods, knowing good and evil,' look to the same point: for it is signified that, on account of eating that tree, there would be as great a difference between the state in which they then were and the state to which they would be advanced, if they ate that fruit, as is the difference between one who with open eyes sees all things and one who with closed eyes sees nothing, and as great as is the difference between God and men.8



Sed priusquam ad sequentium explanationem transeam, libet hic apponere egregiam Bernardi sententiam, ad ea quae proxime dicta & exposita sunt pertinentem. In sermone quodam de quadruplici debito ad hunc modum scribit Bernardus: Non timeo vobis fratres a viribus Satanae, cum noverim fortitudinem eius per Redemptoris nostri vulnera tractam & deductam ad nihilum. A versutiis & astutiis illius formido mihi est pro vobis, in quibus partim subtilitate naturae, partim experientia temporum ab tot annorum millibus eruditus, fragilitate humanae naturae quaquaversum se verterit non ignorat. Sic ille insatiabilis homicida primis parentibus nostris non ursos, non leones, non fortia terrae animalia delegavit, sed tortuosum & callidum serpentem, qui per sinuosa volumina nunc caput cauda, nunc caudam capite tangere consuevit. Denique, & serpens non fortior erat, sed callidior cunctis animantibus terrae, ait Scriptura. Unde & ab interrogatione incoepit, mentem mulieris explorans, sciens ingenio non viribus laborandum esse. Cur praecepit vobis Dominus Deus, inquiens, ne comederetis de li-
But before I pass to the explanation of what follows, it is well here to add an excellent opinion of Bernard, pertaining to the things just said and expounded. In a certain sermon On the Fourfold Debt, Bernard writes in this manner: I do not fear for you, brethren, from the strength of Satan, since I know his strength to have been drawn and reduced to nothing through the wounds of our Redeemer. From his wiles and craft there is fear for me on your behalf: in which, trained partly by the subtlety of his nature, partly by the experience of the ages, through so many thousands of years, he is not ignorant which way the frailty of human nature turns itself. So that insatiable murderer assigned to our first parents neither bears, nor lions, nor the strong animals of the earth, but the tortuous and cunning serpent, which through its sinuous coils is wont now to touch its head with its tail, now its tail with its head. Finally, 'the serpent too was not stronger, but more cunning than all the living creatures of the earth,' says Scripture. Whence he began with a question, exploring the woman's mind, knowing that he must labor by wit, not by strength. 'Why has the Lord God commanded you,' he says, 'that you should not eat of the tr[ee]...'9



...de ligno scientiae boni & mali? quae respondit, Ne forte moriamur. Quod Deus pro certo posuerat, dicens, Quacumque die comederitis, morte moriemini: ista sub dubio supponit, Ne forte, inquiens, si comederimus, moriamur. Et audi ingenium malitiamque serpentis. Nequaquam, inquit, moriemini. Deus affirmat, mulier dubitat, Satan negat. Sic & ego timeo, ne sicut serpens Evam seduxit astutia sua, sic & sensus vestri corrumpantur a castitate quae est in Christo Iesu. Haec Bernardus.
...of the tree of the knowledge of good and evil?' To which she answered, 'Lest perhaps we die.' What God had set down as certain, saying, 'On whatever day you eat, you shall die the death,' she puts under doubt, saying, 'Lest perhaps, if we eat, we die.' And hear the wit and malice of the serpent. 'You shall not,' he says, 'die the death by any means.' God affirms, the woman doubts, Satan denies. So I too fear, lest, as the serpent seduced Eve by his craft, so your senses too be corrupted from the chastity that is in Christ Jesus. Thus Bernard.10



Pro eo autem quod sequitur Eritis sicut Dii, Hebraice est אלהים Elohim, pluraliter significans Deos, licet non raro singulariter pro Deo positum inveniatur. Significantur item ea voce tam Angeli, quam inter homines qui sunt principes, magnates, & iudices: quocirca putant quidam hic sumi pro Angelis. Verum huic historiae non videtur ea significatio congruere: daemon enim dixit Deum per invidiam vetuisse fructum illius arboris, ne videlicet evaderent similes Deo: non erat autem credibile Deum invidisse homini similitudinem Angelorum, sed sui. Et paulo infra dixit Deus, Ecce Adam quasi unus ex nobis factus est: quod proculdubio ad personas divinas, non autem ad Angelos referri debet. Ponitur igitur hoc loco vox אלהים Elohim, ad significandum Deum. Nec tamen daemon homini promisit aequalitatem Dei, id enim nimis erat absurdum atque incredibile: sed eximiam & singularem quandam divinitatis similitudinem, scilicet excellentem rerum omnium scientiam, & sapientiam.
For that which follows, 'You shall be as gods,' in Hebrew it is אלהים (Elohim), signifying in the plural 'gods,' although not seldom it is found set down in the singular for 'God.' By that word are also signified both the Angels, and, among men, those who are princes, magnates, and judges: wherefore some think it is here taken for the Angels. But that signification does not seem to fit this history: for the demon said that God had forbidden the fruit of that tree out of envy—namely, lest they should turn out like God; but it was not credible that God envied man the likeness of the Angels, but rather of himself. And a little below God said, 'Behold, Adam has become as one of us': which without doubt ought to be referred to the divine Persons, not to the Angels. Therefore in this place the word אלהים (Elohim) is set down to signify God. Yet the demon did not promise man equality with God—for that was too absurd and incredible—but a certain eminent and singular likeness of divinity, namely an excellent knowledge and wisdom of all things.11



Tota vero haec serpentis oratio ambigua est, & in diversas flexibilis sententias: cuiusmodi erant Apollinis Pythii responsa, quae ad quemlibet eventum accommodari posse & quadrare videbantur. Namque illud, Non moriemini, referri potest vel ad subitam & praesentem mortem quae esum illius fructus consecutura esset, vel ad inevitabilem moriendi necessitatem. Illud quoque, Aperientur oculi vestri: vel ad rerum omnium cognitionem, hominisque gloriam, vel ad eius dedecus & confusionem accommodari potest. Et illud Sicut Dii, significare potest aut Dei veri bonorumque Angelorum similitudinem, aut etiam daemonum. Denique illud Scientes bonum & malum, significat aut perfectam rerum omnium scientiam, aut cognitionem boni per eius privationem, & notitiam mali per eius experientiam, quod genus cognitionis miserrimum & infelicissimum homini est. Ergo sophistice daemon locutus est, fuitque princeps omnium Sophistarum. Qui autem sophistice loquitur, ut in c. 37. Eccles. scriptum est, odibilis est Deo.
But this whole speech of the serpent is ambiguous, and flexible to diverse senses: of which kind were the responses of Pythian Apollo, which seemed able to be accommodated and to fit any outcome. For that 'You shall not die' can be referred either to the sudden and present death which would follow the eating of that fruit, or to the inevitable necessity of dying. That too, 'Your eyes shall be opened,' can be accommodated either to the knowledge of all things and man's glory, or to his disgrace and confusion. And that 'as gods' can signify either the likeness of the true God and of the good Angels, or even of demons. Finally, that 'knowing good and evil' signifies either the perfect knowledge of all things, or the knowledge of good through its privation and the awareness of evil through its experience—which kind of knowledge is the most wretched and most unhappy for man. The demon, therefore, spoke sophistically, and was the prince of all Sophists. But he who speaks sophistically, as is written in chapter 37 of Ecclesiasticus, is hateful to God.12



Scitum est quod scribit Rupertus, daemonem primo quidem concupivisse fieri se Deo similem, eius enim sunt illa quae tumens superbia dixit apud Esaiam verba: Conscendam in coelum, super astra Dei ponam solium meum, ero similis Altissimo. Verum quia hoc ei non successit, voluisse postea facere Deum sui similem, id est, mendacem, & invidum: idque homini probare ac persuadere tentasse. Idem Rupertus, in cap. 7. & 8. eiusdem libri 3. de Trinitate, perpendens illa serpentis verba, Nequaquam moriemini, diserte fallacias, & am-
It is well said, what Rupert writes—that the demon first desired to become like God; for those words are his which, swelling with pride, he spoke in Isaiah: 'I will ascend into heaven, above the stars of God I will set my throne, I will be like the Most High.' But because this did not succeed for him, he afterward wished to make God like himself—that is, a liar and envious; and this he tried to prove and persuade to man. The same Rupert, in chapters 7 and 8 of the same third book On the Trinity, weighing those words of the serpent, 'You shall not die the death by any means,' eloquently the fallacies and am[biguities]...13



...& ambages serpentis ad illudendum & decipiendum hominem artificiose concinnatas explicat, his verbis: Iam derisor est serpens, & dubia respondet: ut cum Dei veritas impleta fuerit, nihilominus tamen ipse veracem se esse cum hostili cachinno confirmet. Nam cum duae mortes sint, altera animae & altera corporis, quadam morte non statim erant morituri, scilicet ea quae animam a corpore dividit. Non enim quia comederunt, idcirco eodem die corporaliter mortui sunt: sed quia comedendo morte animae sibimet eodem die consciverunt, ideo misericordia Dei corpore mortales facti, ne sicut ipse diabolus irrecuperabiles essent, male & misere vivendo in aeternum.
...and ambiguities of the serpent, artfully framed for mocking and deceiving man, he sets forth in these words: Now the serpent is a mocker, and answers ambiguously: so that, when God's truth shall have been fulfilled, he may nonetheless affirm himself, with a hostile guffaw, to be truthful. For since there are two deaths, one of the soul and the other of the body, by a certain death they were not to die at once—namely, by that which divides the soul from the body. For not because they ate did they therefore die bodily on the same day; but because, by eating, they consigned themselves on the same day to the death of the soul, therefore, by the mercy of God, they were made mortal in body, lest, like the devil himself, they should be irrecoverable, living wickedly and miserably forever.14



Igitur quemadmodum Apollo Delphicus fertur solitus fuisse incertis ludere ambagibus, sic iam nunc ludebat idem Dei & hominum inimicus, aequivocatione mortis nequiter abusus, odibilium Sophistarum maximus. Qui enim sophistice loquitur, odibilis est, uti ait Sapiens quidam. Nihilominus & cetera quae sequuntur, aequivocando cuncta confundit ac perturbat, alio sensu loquens, & alio sua dicta intelligi volens. Scit enim Deus, inquit, quia in quocunque die comederitis ex eo, aperientur oculi vestri. Hoc utique volebat intelligi, quod claritatem omnis sapientiae, divinitatem quoque & omnium sapientiam Deus invidens homini, tale lignum illi interdixit. Hoc, inquam, intelligi volebat in suo sermone, cum sentiret ipse aliter eventurum esse, qui tamen sensus eius circa has ipsas verba paene ineffabili versabatur aversione. Aperientur, inquit, oculi vestri, videlicet in agnitionem vestrae confusionis. Est enim quaedam infelix oculorum apertio, quando revelati erunt oculi impiorum, quando, sicut liber Sapientiae testatur, Videntes turbabuntur timore horribili, & mirabuntur in su-
Therefore, just as Delphic Apollo is said to have been wont to play with uncertain ambiguities, so now this same enemy of God and men was playing, wickedly abusing the equivocation of 'death'—the greatest of hateful Sophists. For he who speaks sophistically is hateful, as a certain Wise man says. Nonetheless, the rest too of what follows he confounds and disturbs entirely by equivocating, speaking in one sense and wishing his words understood in another. 'For God knows,' he says, 'that on whatever day you eat of it, your eyes shall be opened.' This indeed he wished to be understood—that God, envying man the clarity of all wisdom, and also divinity and the wisdom of all things, forbade him such a tree. This, I say, he wished to be understood in his speech, while he himself felt that it would turn out otherwise—his own meaning, however, being engaged about these very words with an almost unspeakable aversion. 'Your eyes shall be opened,' he says—namely, to the recognition of your confusion. For there is a certain unhappy opening of the eyes, when the eyes of the impious shall be revealed, when, as the book of Wisdom testifies, 'Seeing, they shall be troubled with horrible fear, and shall wonder at the su[ddenness]...'15



...bitatione insperatae salutis, & gementes prae angustia spiritus, dicent intra se poenitentiam agentes: Hi sunt quos aliquando habuimus in derisum, & in similitudinem improperii. Sed & apud Poetam eximium, secundum hanc apertionem oculorum loquitur insultando inter tormenta tyrannus inferorum: Discite iustitiam moniti, & non temnere divos. Item, cum diceret, Et eritis sicut Dii, falsis utique diis, id est, sui suisque sequacibus angelis apostaticis similes illos facere intendebat: cum aliud, sicut iam dictum est, intelligi vellet in hac promissione sua, cui nimirum suaviter sonanti, quasi vino venenum mortis comiscuerat. Nihilominus & addendo, Scientes bonum & malum, hoc moliebatur, ut eos habere faceret & boni perditi memoriam, & mali inventi experientiam: cum hoc aliud vellet intelligi, quod omnem per illum cibum consecuturi essent scientiam, & nihil eos lateret, quae profecto scientia solius Dei est. Considera nunc quanta hic allevatio iuxta sensum eius qui decipitur: quanta sit deiectio iuxta sensum eius qui decipit.
...suddenness of unhoped-for salvation, and, groaning from anguish of spirit, shall say within themselves, doing penance: These are they whom we once held in derision, and for a likeness of reproach.' But also in the distinguished Poet, according to this opening of the eyes, the tyrant of the lower world speaks, taunting amid his torments: 'Learn justice, being warned, and not to despise the gods.' Likewise, when he said, 'And you shall be as gods'—as false gods, that is—he intended to make them like himself and his followers, the apostate angels: while he wished, as has been said, something else to be understood in this promise of his, to which, of course, sweetly sounding, he had mixed, as it were into wine, the venom of death. Nonetheless, by also adding, 'Knowing good and evil,' he was contriving this, that he might make them have both the memory of the good they had lost, and the experience of the evil they had found: while he wished something else to be understood—that they would attain, through that food, all knowledge, and that nothing would be hidden from them, which knowledge is indeed God's alone. Consider now how great is the lifting-up according to the sense of him who is deceived; how great the casting-down according to the sense of him who deceives.16



Sub eadem pollicitatione cum dicitur, Aperientur oculi vestri, haec sapientiae altitudinem, ille cogitat conscientiae confusionem. Sub eadem dictione, dum dicitur, Et eritis sicut dii, haec rapere Dei celsitudinem, ille suimet similem cogitat invenire damnationem. Item sub eadem pollicitatione scientiae boni & mali, haec plenitudinem scientiae, ille cogitat experimentum miseriae. Molestissimum hoc fallaciae genus est, in quo is qui decipit & palmam obtinet mendacii, & gloriatur quod verus sit, verumque dixerit: Qui autem decipitur, non habet unde insultanti sibi falsitatis arguere possit, qualibet ille fallacissimus sit. Haec Rupertus.
Under the same promise, when it is said, 'Your eyes shall be opened,' she thinks of the height of wisdom, he thinks of the confusion of conscience. Under the same expression, when it is said, 'And you shall be as gods,' she thinks of seizing the loftiness of God, he thinks of finding a damnation like his own. Likewise under the same promise of the knowledge of good and evil, she thinks of the fullness of knowledge, he thinks of the experience of misery. Most troublesome is this kind of fallacy, in which he who deceives both wins the palm of lying, and boasts that he is truthful and has spoken truth; but he who is deceived has no ground from which he can convict of falsehood the one who taunts him, however most deceitful that one may be. Thus Rupert.17



Translator’s notes
	The lemma: the serpent's reply and false promise (Gen. 3:4-5). ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Artificium daemonis' (The demon's artifice). The demon's twofold device: removing the fear of punishment, and promising god-like knowledge—the two 'spurs' to sin. ↩
	Verbatim Gregory the Great, Moralia in Iob XXIV.7-8 (on Job 33:26), on the devil's daily method—uprooting God's words, making light of his threats, falsely promising temporal goods ('taste and you shall be as gods')—and how the redeemed man, schooled by punishment, resists. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Quinque falsa, impia, & absurda, in verbis ipsius serpentis' (Five false, impious, and absurd things in the serpent's very words). Pererius begins enumerating the five falsehoods of the serpent's speech; the first: that God is a liar (Nequaquam moriemini). Sentence continues on the next page (catchword 'tis' = comederitis). Running footer: 'LLL 3'. ↩
	Continuation (catchword 'tis' = comederitis) of the five falsehoods of the serpent's speech: (1) God a liar; (2) God envies man a good; (3) the tree confers omniscience; (4-5) men can become like God by knowledge through eating. ↩
	GLYPHS verified by magnification: Greek ἄλογον (alogon, 'irrational/unreasonable') and ἀδύνατον (adynaton, 'impossible')—the absurdity of the serpent's claims (that Truth lies, Goodness envies, or godhead is gotten by eating). Eve, but for her pride, would have seen through it and challenged the serpent to eat first. ↩
	Augustine, De Genesi ad litteram XI.30: Eve could not have believed the serpent unless a love of her own power and proud self-presumption were already in her mind. ↩
	The promise 'your eyes shall be opened... you shall be as gods': the supposed gulf between their present and promised state, like that between the seeing and the blind, or between God and men. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Egregia sententia B. Bernardi' (An excellent opinion of Blessed Bernard). Bernard of Clairvaux (Sermo de quadruplici debito): we should fear the devil's craft, not his strength; he chose the cunning serpent and began with a question, working by wit not force. Sentence continues on the next page (catchword 'de li' = de ligno). ↩
	Conclusion of Bernard's quotation: 'God affirms, the woman doubts, Satan denies' (with the echo of 2 Cor. 11:3). ↩
	GLYPH verified by magnification: Hebrew אלהים (Elohim), occurring twice—the plural 'gods' (also used of angels, princes, judges), but here = God (since 'Adam has become as one of us,' Gen. 3:22, refers to the divine Persons). The serpent promised not equality with God but a singular likeness of divinity (excellent knowledge). ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Ambigua serpentis oratio' (The ambiguous speech of the serpent). The serpent's speech, like Delphic oracles, is ambiguous at every clause; the demon spoke 'sophistically' (cf. Sir. 37:23[?], 'he who speaks sophistically is hateful'). ↩
	Marginal glosses: 'Diabolus Sophista, & princeps omnium Sophistarum. Esaia 14.' (The devil a Sophist, and prince of all Sophists; Isaiah 14:13-14, 'I will ascend into heaven'); 'Praeclara Ruperti oratio' (Rupert's distinguished discourse). Rupert: the devil, failing to become like God, sought to make God like himself (a liar, envious). His quotation begins (catchword '& am' = & ambages). ↩
	Verbatim Rupert (De Trinitate III.7-8), continued (catchword '& am'): the serpent's ambiguity exploits the two deaths (of soul and body); the first parents died at once in soul, and bodily mortality was God's mercy (lest they be irrecoverable like the devil). ↩
	Marginal glosses: 'Ecclesiastes 37.' (Sir. 37:23); 'Sapientia 5.' (Wisd. 5:2). Rupert continued: the serpent equivocates like Delphic Apollo; 'your eyes shall be opened' really means opened to the recognition of confusion (the 'unhappy opening' of the impious, Wisd. 5). Sentence continues (catchword 'su' = subitatione). ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Virgil. lib. 6. Aeneidos.' (Virgil, Aeneid VI.620, 'Discite iustitiam moniti...'). Rupert continued: the 'opened eyes' = the impious recognizing their ruin (Wisd. 5); Virgil's hell-tyrant; 'as gods' = like the apostate angels; 'knowing good and evil' = memory of lost good and experience of found evil—the deceiver casting down while the deceived feels lifted up. ↩
	Conclusion of Rupert's quotation: under each clause the deceived hears one thing, the deceiver intends another—the worst kind of fallacy, where the liar can even boast of truthfulness. (The lemma Gen. 3:6 'Vidit' follows—catchword 'Vidit'.) ↩




Genesis chapter 3, verse 6. The woman therefore saw that the tree was good to eat, and fair to the eyes, and delightful to behold; and she took of its fruit and ate, and …

LatineEnglish


Genesis chapter 3, verse 6. The woman therefore saw that the tree was good to eat, and fair to the eyes, and delightful to behold; and she took of its fruit and ate, and gave to her husband.1
Gen. cap. 3. vers. 6. Vidit igitur mulier quod bonum esset lignum ad vescendum, & pulchrum oculis, aspectuque delectabile, & tulit de fructu illius & comedit, deditque viro suo.



Viderat antea mulier arborem illam, sed simplici & innocenti aspectu: vidit tunc, sed ardens iam cupiditate illius fructus edendi. Visa est ei arbor illa longe pulcherrima, quam tamen eandem mox, violato iam Dei praecepto, fructusque coelestium bonorum iactura, vidit & odit atque detestata est. Sic Amnon filius David sororem suam Thamar prius ardentissime adamavit, sed ubi amoribus eius potitus est, vehementius quam amaverat, fastidivit, odit, aversatus est. In his verbis tria denotantur Evae vitia: curiositas, voluptas, & vanitas. Vidit enim, id est, curiosius consideravit pulchritudinem arboris: ecce curiositas. Vidit quod esset suavis ad vescendum: ecce voluptas; denique, Vidit quod esset aspectu delectabilis, vel ut sonant Hebraea & Graeca, Ad intelligendum, seu contemplandum desiderabilis, id est, quod ad intelligendum & contemplandum conducere posset plurimum: ecce vanitas. Hoc triplici funiculo hominem vinctum astrictumque, ad omnia daemon flagitia pertrahit. Hae sunt tres illae malorum omnium illecebrae, quibus ad se mundus homines allicit, de quibus Ioannes ait, Omne quod est in mundo, concupiscentia carnis est, & concupiscentia oculorum, & superbia vitae.
The woman had seen that tree before, but with a simple and innocent gaze; she saw it then, but now burning with the desire of eating that fruit. That tree appeared to her by far most beautiful—which same tree, however, she soon, when God's precept was now violated and the fruit of heavenly goods cast away, saw and hated and detested. So Amnon, the son of David, first most ardently loved his sister Thamar; but when he had gained her embraces, more vehemently than he had loved her, he loathed, hated, and shunned her. In these words three vices of Eve are denoted: curiosity, pleasure, and vanity. 'She saw,' that is, she considered too curiously the beauty of the tree: behold, curiosity. 'She saw that it was sweet to eat': behold, pleasure. Finally, 'She saw that it was delightful to behold'—or, as the Hebrew and Greek sound, 'desirable for understanding, or for contemplation'—that is, that it could conduce very much to understanding and contemplation: behold, vanity. By this threefold cord the demon drags man, bound and tied, to all outrages. These are those three enticements of all evils, by which the world allures men to itself, of which John says: 'All that is in the world is the concupiscence of the flesh, and the concupiscence of the eyes, and the pride of life.'2



Sed quae diximus, eleganti explanatione eorundem verborum, quae est apud Rupertum, capite nono, libri 3. de Trinitate, illustremus. Non temere, inquit, dictum est, Vidit mulier: quasi non eam arborem ante vidisset. Et revera nondum eo modo viderat, quia cum hac praesumptione qua nunc intuita est, nec dum consideraverat. Notandum quippe quod non dixerit Scriptura: Vidit igitur mulier lignum, & tulit de fructu eius & comedit, sed, Vidit mulier, inquit, quod bonum esset lignum ad vescendum, & pulchrum oculis, aspectuque delectabile, & tulit de fructu eius & comedit. Vidit igitur, id est, consideravit, diligenter intuita est, curiosius attendit, & iudex eorum quae audierat ipsa esse voluit. Audierat quod dixisset Deus, In quocumque die comederitis ex eo, morte moriemini, audierat serpentem e contrario dicentem, Nequaquam moriemini. Inter haec anceps, naturam ligni propriis sensibus diiudicare voluit, ut sciret cui potissimum, Deo videlicet vel serpenti palmam concederet veritatis. At illi qui de hoc iudicare debuerant interiores oculi, exteriorum iam erant oculorum concupi-
But let us illustrate what we have said by the elegant explanation of the same words which is in Rupert, in the ninth chapter of the third book On the Trinity. Not idly, he says, was it said, 'The woman saw,' as if she had not seen that tree before. And in truth she had not yet seen it in that manner, because she had not yet considered it with that presumption with which she now gazed at it. For it is to be noted that Scripture did not say, 'The woman therefore saw the tree, and took of its fruit and ate,' but, 'The woman saw,' he says, 'that the tree was good to eat, and fair to the eyes, and delightful to behold, and took of its fruit and ate.' 'She saw, therefore'—that is, she considered, diligently gazed, attended too curiously, and herself wished to be the judge of the things she had heard. She had heard what God had said, 'On whatever day you eat of it, you shall die the death'; she had heard the serpent saying the contrary, 'You shall not die the death by any means.' Wavering between these, she wished to judge the nature of the tree by her own senses, that she might know to whom especially—to God, namely, or to the serpent—she should grant the palm of truth. But those inner eyes which ought to have judged of this were now hampered by the concupiscence of the outer ey[es]...3



...scentia praepediti, ut non viderent neque solam mortem corporis, vel quod duplicem illatura esset mortem, non natura ligni, sed transgressio mandati. Itaque solis exterioribus oculis naturam ligni consideravit, & deprehendit, male cauta quod in fructu ligni non esset venenum mortis: erat enim bonum ad vescendum, & pulchrum oculis, aspectu delectabile. Haec omni sermoni quem dixerat Deus, repugnantia indicavit esse, magisque sermoni serpentis concordare, veramque assertionem eius demonstrare. Sic vidit, & sic sacrilega te-
...of the eyes, so that they saw neither even the death of the body alone, nor that it was not the nature of the tree but the transgression of the command that would bring a twofold death. And so, with the outer eyes alone, she considered and discerned the nature of the tree, ill-cautious that in the fruit of the tree there was no venom of death: for it was good to eat, and fair to the eyes, delightful to behold. These things she judged to be repugnant to all the speech which God had spoken, and rather to agree with the serpent's speech, and to demonstrate the truth of his assertion. So she saw, and so with sacrilegious ra[shness]...4



...with no merit on his part [she trusted] the devil more than God, the serpent more than the Creator, and she took of the fruit of the tree and ate. Nor was it enough for her that she had eaten, but in addition she gave it also to her husband. Thus far Rupert.5
...immerito diabolo magis quam Deo; serpenti magis quam Creatori credidit, & tulit de fructu ligni & comedit. Nec satis illi hoc fuit quod comedit, sed insuper & viro suo dedit. Haec Rupertus.



Considera porro, mulierem prius audivisse serpentem; tum vidisse arborem; postea decerpsisse fructum; deinde comedisse; postremo induxisse virum ad comedendum. Eodem plane modo, eodemque ordine usu venit ut in peccando procedamus: Prima enim est suggestio diaboli, tum eius consideratio, postea delectatio, praeterea deliberatus consensus, adhaec pravi operis effectio; postremo eiusdem criminis cum aliis communicatio, & tanquam eiusdem morbi ac pestis contagio. Praeclare hunc locum tractat Bernardus, in tractatu de gradibus Humilitatis. Namque noxiam Evae curiositatem & vanitatem perpendens, ad hunc modum scribit:
Consider further that the woman first heard the serpent; then saw the tree; afterward plucked the fruit; next ate it; and finally led her husband to eat. In exactly the same manner, and in the same order, it comes to pass by experience that we advance in sinning: for first is the devil's suggestion, then the dwelling upon it, then delight, next deliberate consent, after that the doing of the wicked deed, and finally the communicating of the same crime to others, like the contagion of one and the same disease and plague. Bernard treats this passage admirably in his treatise On the Degrees of Humility. For weighing Eve's harmful curiosity and vanity, he writes in this manner:6



Tu quoque, o Eva, in Paradiso posita es, ut cum viro tuo opereris & custodias illum: si iniunctum perfeceris, quandoque transitura ad melius, ubi nec opus sit te in aliquo opere occupari, nec de custodia solicitari. Omne lignum Paradisi tibi conceditur ad vescendum, praeter illud quod dicitur scientiae boni & mali. Si enim cetera bona sunt & sapiunt bonum, quid est opus edere de ligno quod sapit etiam malum? Non plus sapere quam oportet sapere: sapere enim malum, sapere non est sed desipere. Serva ergo commissum, expecta promissum, cave prohibitum, ne perdas concessum. Quid tuam mortem tam intente intueris? Quid illo tam crebro vagantia lumina iacis? Quid spectare libet, quod manducare non licet? Oculos, inquis, tendo, non manum. Non est interdictum ne videam, sed ne comedam. An non licet oculos quoque zelo levare, quos Deus in mea posuit potestate? Ad quod Apostolus, Omnia mihi licet, sed non omnia expediunt. Et si culpa non est, culpa tamen indicium est. Nisi enim mens minus se curiose servaret, tua curiositas tempus vacuum non haberet. Et si culpa non est, culpa tamen occasio est, & indicium commissae, & causa committendae. Te enim intenta ad aliud, latenter interim in cor tuum serpens illabitur, blande alloquitur, blanditiis rationem, mendaciis timorem compescit. Nequaquam, inquiens, morieris. Auget curam, dum incitat gulam. Acuit curiositatem, dum suggerit cupiditatem. Offert tandem prohibitum, & aufert concessum. Porrigit pomum, & surripit Paradisum. Haurit virus peritura, & perituros paritura. Perit salus, non destitit partus. Nascimur, morimur, idcoque nascimur morituri, quia prius morimur nascituri. Propterea grave iugum super omnes filios tuos usque in hodiernum diem. Hactenus sunt verba Bernardi.
You too, O Eve, are placed in Paradise that you may work with your husband and keep it: if you complete what is enjoined, you will one day pass over to a better state, where there will be no need for you to be occupied in any task, nor to be anxious about keeping watch. Every tree of Paradise is granted you for food, except that one which is called the tree of the knowledge of good and evil. For if the rest are good and taste of good, what need is there to eat of the tree that tastes also of evil? Do not be wise beyond what one ought to be wise: for to be wise as to evil is not to be wise but to be foolish. Keep therefore what is entrusted, await what is promised, beware what is forbidden, lest you lose what is granted. Why do you gaze so intently upon your own death? Why do you cast there your so often wandering eyes? Why does it please you to look at what it is not lawful to eat? 'I stretch out my eyes,' you say, 'not my hand. It was not forbidden me to see, but to eat. Is it not lawful even to lift up with zeal the eyes which God placed in my power?' To which the Apostle replies: All things are lawful to me, but not all are expedient. And even if it is no fault, it is still a token of fault. For unless the mind kept itself less than curious, your curiosity would have no empty time. And even if it is no fault, it is still an occasion of fault, and a token of fault committed, and a cause of fault to be committed. For while you are intent on something else, meanwhile the serpent secretly glides into your heart, speaks flatteringly, with flatteries lulls your reason, with lies stills your fear. 'By no means,' he says, 'shall you die.' He increases concern while he stirs appetite. He whets curiosity while he suggests desire. At last he offers the forbidden and carries off the granted. He holds out the apple and steals away Paradise. He draws in a poison that is to perish, and a poison that will bring forth those who are to perish. Salvation perishes, yet bringing-forth did not cease. We are born, we die, and so we are born to die, because first we die to be born. Therefore a heavy yoke lies upon all your children unto this present day. Thus far the words of Bernard.7



Ex hoc loco salutare admodum nobis suppetit documentum, quam solicite, caute, ac religiose sensum oculorum custodire oporteat, cum videamus initium malorum Evae, incuriosam fuisse oculorum custodiam. Vidit, inquit Scriptura, pulchritudinem arboris: unde protinus in animo eius exarsit cupiditas edendi, & audacia decerpendi fructum vetitum, contraque divinum mandatum comedendi. Incredibile dictu est, sed quotidianis experimentis nimis compertum & comprobatum, quot quantaque flagitia per oculos in animum...
From this passage there comes to us a most wholesome lesson, how carefully, cautiously, and conscientiously we ought to guard the sense of the eyes, since we see that the beginning of Eve's evils was a careless guarding of the eyes. 'She saw,' says Scripture, 'the beauty of the tree': whence at once there blazed up in her mind the desire of eating, and the boldness of plucking the forbidden fruit, and of eating it against the divine command. It is incredible to say, but too well known and proved by daily experience, how many and how great disgraces enter through the eyes into the mind...8



...animum involent, ut merito David obnixe Deum precatus sit, Averte oculos meos ne videant vanitatem, & Iob cap. 31. Pepigi, ait, foedus cum oculis meis, ut ne cogitarem quidem de virgine. Quae verba pertractans Gregorius libro 21. Moralium, capit. 2. quia luculentissimis sententiis & exemplis de hac oculorum custodia disputat, gratum me lectori facturum putavi, si rem tam utilem, & a Gregorio tam accurate & diligenter explicatam, iisdem verbis quibus ab eo traditur, in praesentia exponam. Sic igitur scribit:
...fly into the mind, so that David rightly prayed earnestly to God, 'Turn away my eyes that they may not see vanity' (Ps 118), and Job 31: 'I made a covenant,' he says, 'with my eyes, that I would not so much as think upon a maiden.' Treating these words, Gregory in Book 21 of the Morals, chapter 2, disputes with most luminous reflections and examples about this guarding of the eyes; and I thought I would do the reader a favor if I set forth at present, in the very words in which it is delivered by him, a matter so useful and so accurately and diligently explained by Gregory. He writes thus:9



Cum sit invisibilis anima, nequaquam corporearum rerum delectatione tangitur, nisi quod inhaeret corpori quasi quaedam egrediendi foramina, eiusdem corporis sensus habet. Visus quippe, auditus, gustus, odoratus, & tactus quasi quaedam via mentis sunt, quibus foras veniat, & ea, quae extra eius sunt substantiam, concupiscat. Per hos etenim corporis sensus quasi per fenestras quasdam exteriora quaeque anima respicit; respiciens concupiscit. Hinc etenim Hieremias ait, Ascendit mors per fenestras nostras. Mors quippe per fenestras ascendit & domum ingreditur, cum per sensus corporis concupiscentia veniens, habitaculum intrat mentis. Quo contra hoc, quod iam saepe diximus de iustis, per Esaiam dicitur, Qui sunt hi, qui ut nubes volant, & quasi columbae ad fenestras suas? Iusti namque volare ut nubes dicti sunt, quia a terrenis contagiis sublevantur: & quasi columbae ad fenestras suas sunt, quia per sensus corporis exteriora quaeque, intentione non respiciunt rapacitatis, eosque foras non rapit concupiscentia carnalis. Quisquis vero per has corporis fenestras incaute exterius respicit, plerumque in delectatione peccati etiam nolens rapitur, atque obligatus desideriis incipit velle, quod noluit. Praeceps quippe anima, dum ante non providet, ne incaute videat, quod concupiscat, caeca post incipit desiderare, quod vidit. Unde & Propheta mens quae sublevata saepe mysteriis internis intererat, quia alienam coniugem incaute vidit, obtenebrata postmodum sibimet illicite coniunxit. Sanctus autem vir, qui acceptis corporis sensibus velut subiectis ministris aequissimus iudex praeest, culpas conspicit antequam veniant, & velut insidianti morti fenestras corporis claudit, dicens; Pepigi foedus cum oculis meis, ut ne cogitarem quidem de virgine. Ut enim cogitationes cordis caste servare potuisset, foedus cum oculis pepigit, ne prius incaute aspiceret, quod postmodum invitus amaret. Valde namque est grave, quod caro deorsum trahit, & semel species formae cordi per oculos illigata, vix magni luctaminis manu solvitur. Ne ergo quaedam lubrica in cogitatione versemus, providendum nobis est, quia intueri non decet, quod non licet concupiscere. Ut enim munda mens in cogitatione servetur, a lascivia voluptatis suae deprimendi sunt oculi, quasi quidam raptores ad culpam. Neque enim Eva lignum vetitum contigisset, nisi hoc prius incaute conspiceret. Scriptum quippe est: Vidit mulier, quod bonum esset lignum ad vescendum, & pulchrum oculis, aspectuque delectabile: & tulit de fructu illius, & comedit. Hinc ergo pensandum est, quanto debeamus moderamine erga illicita visum restringere, nos qui mortaliter vivimus, si & mater viventium per oculos ad mortem venit. Hinc etiam sub Iudaeae voce, quae exteriora videndo concupiscens, bona interiora perdiderat Propheta dicit, Oculus meus depraedatus est animam meam. Concupiscendo enim visibilia, invisibiles virtutes amisit. Quae ergo interiorem fructum per...
Since the soul is invisible, it is by no means touched by delight in bodily things except insofar as, clinging to the body, it has the senses of that body as so many openings for going out. For sight, hearing, taste, smell, and touch are as it were a road of the mind, by which it may go forth and covet the things that are outside its own substance. For through these bodily senses, as through certain windows, the soul looks out upon all external things; and looking, it covets. Hence indeed Jeremiah says, 'Death has climbed up through our windows.' For death climbs up through the windows and enters the house, when desire, coming in through the bodily senses, enters the dwelling of the mind. Against which, as we have often said concerning the just, it is said through Isaiah, 'Who are these that fly like clouds, and as doves to their windows?' For the just are said to fly like clouds because they are lifted above earthly contagions; and they are as doves to their windows because, through the bodily senses, they do not look upon outward things with the aim of grasping, and carnal desire does not snatch them outward. But whoever incautiously looks outward through these windows of the body is for the most part carried off, even unwilling, into the delight of sin, and bound by his desires begins to will what he did not will. For the headlong soul, while it does not beforehand provide against seeing incautiously what it may covet, then blindly begins to desire what it saw. Hence too the Prophet, a mind that, exalted, was often present at inner mysteries, because he incautiously looked upon another's wife, was darkened and afterward joined her unlawfully to himself. But the holy man, who as a most just judge presides over the bodily senses received as subject ministers, sees faults before they come, and as against death lying in ambush shuts the windows of the body, saying: 'I made a covenant with my eyes, that I would not so much as think upon a maiden.' For that he might chastely keep the thoughts of his heart, he made a covenant with his eyes, lest he should first incautiously look upon what he would afterward unwillingly love. For it is very grievous that the flesh drags downward, and the appearance of a form once bound to the heart through the eyes is scarcely loosed by the hand of great struggle. Lest therefore we turn over certain slippery things in thought, we must provide against it, because it is not fitting to gaze upon what it is not lawful to covet. For that the mind may be kept pure in thought, the eyes must be repressed from the wantonness of their pleasure, as certain ravishers to fault. For Eve would not have touched the forbidden tree had she not first incautiously gazed upon it. For it is written: 'The woman saw that the tree was good for food, and beautiful to the eyes, and delightful to behold: and she took of its fruit, and ate.' Hence then it must be weighed with how great restraint we ought to hold back our sight from things unlawful, we who live mortally, if even the mother of the living came to death through the eyes. Hence too, under the voice of Judah, which by looking upon outward things and coveting them had lost the inner goods, the Prophet says, 'My eye has plundered my soul.' For by coveting visible things, she lost the invisible virtues. The soul, therefore, which betrayed its inner fruit through...10



...exteriorem visam prodidit, per oculum corporis perdidit praedam cordis. Unde nobis ad custodiendam cordis munditiam, exteriorum quoque sensuum disciplina servanda est. Nam quantalibet virtute mens polleat, quantalibet gravitate vigeat: carnales tamen sensus puerile quiddam exterius perstrepunt: & nisi interioris gravitatis pondere, & quasi iuvenili quodam vigore refraenentur, ad fluxa quaeque & terrea mentem enervem trahunt. Sic Gregorius.
...the outward sight, lost through the eye of the body the prey of the heart. Whence, for the guarding of the heart's purity, the discipline of the outward senses too must be kept by us. For however great the virtue with which the mind is strong, however great the gravity with which it is vigorous, the carnal senses nevertheless make a kind of childish outward clamor; and unless they are reined in by the weight of inner gravity and by a kind of youthful vigor, they drag the enfeebled mind to fleeting and earthly things. Thus Gregory.11



Translator’s notes
	The lemma: Eve's eating and giving to Adam (Gen. 3:6). ↩
	Marginal glosses: '2. Reg. 13.' (2 Samuel/2 Kings 13, Amnon and Thamar); 'Tria Evae vitia' (Eve's three vices); '1. Ioan. 2.' (1 John 2:16). Eve's three vices in Gen. 3:6—curiosity, pleasure, vanity—correspond to the three concupiscences of 1 John 2:16. (The Hebrew/Greek give 'desirable for understanding/contemplation' for 'delightful to behold.') ↩
	Rupert, De Trinitate III.9: 'the woman saw' marks a new, presumptuous gaze; wavering between God's word and the serpent's, Eve made herself judge by her senses—her inner eyes hampered by the outer eyes' lust. Sentence continues (catchword 'concupi' = concupiscentia). ↩
	Rupert continued (catchword 'concupi'): with only the outer eyes, Eve judged the tree harmless (good, fair, delightful), concluding (wrongly) that this contradicted God and confirmed the serpent. Sentence continues on the next page (catchword 'te' = temeritate). Running footer: 'Comm. in Gen. Tom. 1. MMM'. ↩
	End of the Rupert (of Deutz) quotation carried over from the previous page (printed 641). Running head misprinted '632'; true printed page is 642 (gathering misprint, PDF 658-686: the compositor dropped the tens digit; confirmed by offset 41 and unbroken catchwords). ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Per quos gradus hominem daemon ad summa flagitia devolvat' (By what stages the demon rolls a man down into the gravest crimes). The six stages of sin: suggestio, consideratio, delectatio, deliberatus consensus, operis effectio, communicatio. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Praeclara D. Bernardi sententia' (The excellent opinion of St. Bernard). Bernard of Clairvaux, De gradibus humilitatis et superbiae, addressing Eve. 'Omnia mihi licet sed non omnia expediunt' = 1 Cor 6:12. The famous epigram 'Porrigit pomum, & surripit Paradisum' (He holds out the apple and steals away Paradise). ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Quanta mala ex incuriosa oculorum custodia permanent ad homines' (How great the evils that reach men from a careless guarding of the eyes). Catchword: 'animum' (the sentence continues at the top of the next page). ↩
	Continues the sentence from page 642 (catchword 'animum'). Scriptural references in margin: 'Psal. 118' (Averte oculos meos ne videant vanitatem) and Job 31 (Pepigi foedus cum oculis meis). Marginal gloss: 'Egregia Gregorii sententia de custodia oculorum' (The outstanding opinion of Gregory on guarding the eyes). Gregory the Great, Moralia in Iob, lib. 21, cap. 2. Running head misprinted '633'; true printed page 643. ↩
	Gregory the Great, Moralia in Iob 21.2, quoted at length on the senses as 'windows' of the mind. Marginal references: 'Via mentis sensus exteriores' (The outward senses are the road of the mind); 'Hier. 9' (Jer 9:21, Ascendit mors per fenestras nostras); 'Esaiae 60' (Isa 60:8); '2. Reg. 11' (2 Sam 11, David and Bathsheba); 'Gen. 3'; 'Thren. 3' (Lam 3:51, Oculus meus depraedatus est animam meam). The quotation continues onto page 644 (catchword: 'per'). ↩
	Conclusion of the Gregory (Moralia 21.2) quotation begun on page 643. Running head misprinted '634'; true printed page 644. ↩




GENESIS, chapter 3, verse 6. She took of its fruit and ate

LatineEnglish


GENESIS, chapter 3, verse 6. She took of its fruit and ate.1
GEN. cap. 3. vers. 6. Tulit de fructu illius & comedit.



Hac ratione consummatum fuit peccatum Evae, peccatum dico inobedientiae, violato nempe Dei mandato, quo esus ex arbore scientiae boni & mali interdictus ei fuerat. Verum de peccato Evae paulo subtilius disserendum est.
In this way Eve's sin was consummated, the sin, I mean, of disobedience, namely by the violation of God's command, by which eating from the tree of the knowledge of good and evil had been forbidden her. But concerning Eve's sin we must discourse a little more subtly.2



Translator’s notes
	New lemma. Marginal reference 'Gen. c. 3. / vers. 6.' ↩
	Pererius's transition from the running exposition to the disputation that follows. ↩




A DISPUTATION ON THE SIN OF EVE

LatineEnglish


A DISPUTATION ON THE SIN OF EVE.1
DISPUTATIO DE PECCATO EVAE.



Ante omnia ut certum ponere oportet, Evam non peccasse ante congressum & sermonem serpentis. Hoc sane indicat Scriptura, cum extremis verbis capit. 2. dixit Adamum & Evam fuisse nudos, nec tamen erubuisse. Quo significare voluit eos fuisse in felici statu impassibilitatis & innocentiae: & proxime subtexit historiam serpentis, qui Evam tentavit. Quo licet intelligere ex ipsa narrationis serie & contextu, primos homines in illo statu innocentiae usque ad tentationem serpentis permansisse.
Before all else, it must be laid down as certain that Eve did not sin before the encounter and the discourse of the serpent. Scripture plainly indicates this, when in the last words of chapter 2 it said that Adam and Eve were naked, and yet were not ashamed. By which it meant to signify that they were in the happy state of impassibility and innocence; and immediately afterward it weaves in the history of the serpent, who tempted Eve. From which it is permitted to understand, from the very sequence and context of the narrative, that the first human beings remained in that state of innocence right up to the temptation of the serpent.2



Atque hoc confirmat Patrum sententia inter peccatum primi hominis, & peccatum primi Angeli discrimen constituentium: quod illud ex suggestione, suasioneque alterius admissum est, & idcirco dignum venia fuit: hoc autem propria malitia, nullius consilio, suasu & impulsu patratum est: quamobrem irremissibile fuit. Rupertus tamen cap. 5. lib. 3. de Trinit. eumque secutus in Commentario huius 3. cap. Ioannes Ferus contra senserunt: quorum opinionem quidam ea ratione probabilem facere voluerunt, nisi Eva, inquiunt, ante peccasset, non utique passus esset Deus tentari eam a diabolo: scilicet, ea tentatione sciens eam victum & perditum iri. Sed infirma est argumentatio. Deus enim scientia simplicis intelligentiae, ut loquuntur Theologi, vidit Evam posse resistere tentationi, eamque vincere sine labore: quapropter sivit eam tentari, quia statui viatoris conveniens est tentatio ad exercitationem liberi arbitrii, ad probationem virtutis, ad occasionem & materiam uberioris meriti, maiorisque praemii: praesertim vero quod illa tentatio non fuit interior affligens animum, sed exterior sine ulla hominis molestia. Nimirum hoc genere tentationis etiam Dominum nostrum Iesum Christum Deus Pater tentari a diabolo permisit.
And this is confirmed by the opinion of the Fathers, who set up a distinction between the sin of the first man and the sin of the first Angel: namely, that the former was committed through the suggestion and persuasion of another, and was therefore worthy of pardon; whereas the latter was perpetrated by its own malice, by no one's counsel, persuasion, or impulse, and for that reason was irremissible. Rupert, however, in chapter 5 of book 3 On the Trinity, and following him Johannes Ferus in his Commentary on this chapter 3, held the contrary: whose opinion certain men wished to make probable on this ground; 'unless Eve had sinned beforehand,' they say, 'God would by no means have allowed her to be tempted by the devil' — namely, knowing that by that temptation she would be conquered and ruined. But the argument is weak. For God, by the knowledge of simple intelligence (as the Theologians speak), saw that Eve could resist the temptation and conquer it without effort; and therefore he permitted her to be tempted, because temptation befits the state of the wayfarer for the exercise of free will, for the proof of virtue, for the occasion and matter of richer merit and greater reward; especially since that temptation was not an inner one afflicting the mind, but an outward one without any trouble to the human being. Indeed, by this kind of temptation God the Father permitted even our Lord Jesus Christ to be tempted by the devil.3



Translator’s notes
	Major structural divider (set off by a horizontal rule). Begins the formal disputation on Eve's sin, which will be divided into Quaestiones. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Evam non peccasse ante congressionem serpentis' (That Eve did not sin before her encounter with the serpent). ↩
	Marginal glosses: 'Refellitur Ruperti, & Ioannis Feri sententia' (The opinion of Rupert and Johannes Ferus is refuted); 'Deus cur tentari Evam permiserit quam sciebat peccaturam. Matth. 4.' (Why God permitted Eve, whom he knew would sin, to be tempted; cf. Matt 4, the temptation of Christ). Rupert of Deutz, De Trinitate 3.5; Johannes Ferus (Wild). 'Scientia simplicis intelligentiae' = God's knowledge of simple intelligence (a scholastic distinction). Catchword: 'QUAE' (= QUAESTIO, beginning on the next page). ↩




QUESTION V. What Eve's first sin was
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QUESTION V. What Eve's first sin was.1
QUAESTIO V. Quod fuerit primum peccatum Evae.



Hoc igitur posito, censemus primum Evae peccatum fuisse superbiam: etenim statim ut serpens dixit Evae, Cur praecepit vobis Deus, &c. &, ut bene super his verbis monuit Caietanus, non haec tantum verba serpentem dixisse Evae putandum est, sed complura alia, quae Moses brevitatis causa prodere supersedit: quibus ostendit serpens per illud Dei praeceptum valde gravari & opprimi libertatem hominis, eiusque dignitatem diminui. Statim igitur post haec verba motus quidam elationis extitit in animo Evae, indigne ferentis astrictam se teneri ea lege, cupientisque arbitratu suo libere vivere nulli subiectam, sibique ipsam ad vivendum sufficientem: & haec est superbia. Confirmat hanc sententiam divina Scriptura, quae Eccles. 20. & Tobiae 4. Initium omnis peccati & perditionis facit superbiam.
This being laid down, then, we hold that Eve's first sin was pride: for as soon as the serpent said to Eve, 'Why has God commanded you,' etc., and (as Cajetan well noted upon these words) we must suppose that the serpent did not say only these words to Eve, but a good many others, which Moses for the sake of brevity forbore to record; by which the serpent showed that by that command of God man's liberty was greatly burdened and oppressed, and his dignity diminished. At once, therefore, after these words a certain movement of elation arose in Eve's mind, resenting that she was held bound by that law, and desiring to live freely by her own judgment, subject to no one, and self-sufficient for living: and this is pride. Divine Scripture confirms this judgment, which in Sirach 20 and Tobit 4 makes pride the beginning of all sin and ruin.2



Declarat hoc ipsum elegantissimis verbis & sententiis Augustinus in lib. 14. de Civitate Dei, cap. 13. hunc in modum scribens: In occulto autem mali esse coeperunt, ut in apertam inobedientiam laberentur. Non enim ad malum opus perveniretur, nisi praecessisset mala voluntas. Porro malae voluntatis initium, quod potuit esse nisi superbia? Initium enim omnis peccati superbia est: quid est autem superbia, nisi perversae celsitudinis appetitus? Perversa enim celsitudo est deserto eo cui debet animus inhaerere principio, sibi quodammodo fieri atque esse principium. Hoc fit, cum sibi nimis placet, cum ab illo bono immutabili deficit, quod ei magis placere debuit, quam ipse sibi. Spontaneus est autem iste defectus: quoniam si voluntas in amore superioris immutabilis boni, a quo illustrabatur ut videret, & accendebatur ut amaret, stabilis permaneret: non inde ad sibi placendum averteretur, & ex hoc intenebresceret & frigesceret, ut vel illa verum crederet dixisse serpentem, vel ille Dei mandato uxoris praeponeret voluntatem: putaretque se venialiter transgressorem esse praecepti, si vitae suae sociam non desereret etiam in societate peccati. Non ergo malum opus factum est, id est, illa transgressio, ut cibo prohibito vescerentur, nisi ab eis qui mali iam erant, neque enim fieret ille fructus malus, nisi ab arbore mala. Post haec interpositis quibusdam subdit: Manifesto ergo apertoque peccato, ubi factum est quod Deus fieri prohibuerat, diabolus hominem non cepisset, nisi iam ille sibi ipsi placere coepisset. Hinc enim & delectavit quod dictum est, Eritis sicut Dii: quod melius esse possent, summo veroque principio cohaerendo per obedientiam, non suum sibi existendo principium per superbiam. Dii enim creati, non sua virtute, sed Dei veri participatione sunt Dii: plus autem homo appetendo, minus est: qui dum sibi sufficere delegit, ab illo, qui ei vere sufficit, deficit. Illud itaque malum quo cum sibi homo placet tanquam & ipse sit lumen, avertitur ab eo lumine quod ei si placet & ipse sit lumen: illud inquam malum praecesserat in abdito, ut sequeretur hoc malum quod perpetratum est in aperto. Verum est enim quod scriptum est, ante ruinam exaltatur cor...
Augustine declares this same thing in most elegant words and sentences in book 14 of the City of God, chapter 13, writing in this manner: But they began to be evil in secret, so that they slipped into open disobedience. For the evil deed would not have been reached, had not an evil will gone before. Now what could be the beginning of the evil will but pride? For pride is the beginning of all sin; and what is pride but the appetite for a perverse loftiness? For it is a perverse loftiness, when the soul, forsaking the principle to which it ought to cling, becomes and is in a manner its own principle. This happens when it is too pleased with itself, when it falls away from that unchangeable good which ought to have pleased it more than it pleases itself. This falling away is voluntary: for if the will had remained steadfast in the love of the higher unchangeable good, by which it was enlightened that it might see and kindled that it might love, it would not have turned away thence to please itself, and from this grow dark and cold, so that either she might believe the serpent had spoken the truth, or he might prefer his wife's will to God's command, and think himself a venial transgressor of the precept if he did not forsake the partner of his life even in the partnership of sin. Therefore the evil deed was not done — that is, that transgression, the eating of the forbidden food — except by those who were already evil; for that fruit would not have become evil except from an evil tree. After this, with some things interposed, he adds: By the manifest and open sin, then, where there was done what God had forbidden to be done, the devil would not have caught man, had not man already begun to please himself. For hence too what was said gave delight, 'You shall be as Gods': which they could better be by cleaving through obedience to the highest and true principle, than by being their own principle through pride. For created gods are gods not by their own power, but by participation in the true God; but man, by seeking more, becomes less, for while he chose to suffice for himself, he falls away from him who truly suffices for him. That evil, then, by which a man is pleased with himself as if he too were a light, turns him away from that light which, if he is pleased with it, makes him also to be a light: that evil, I say, had gone before in secret, so that this evil might follow which was perpetrated in the open. For it is true what is written, before ruin the heart is exalted...3



cor, & ante gloriam humiliatur: Illa prorsus ruina, quae fit in occulto, praecedit ruinam, quae fit in manifesto, dum illa ruina esse non putatur. Quis enim exaltationem ruinam putat: cum iam sit ibi defectus, quo est relictus excelsus? Quis autem ruinam esse non videat, quando fit mandati evidens atque indubitata transgressio? Propter hoc Deus illud prohibuit, quod cum esset admissum, nulla defendi posset imaginatione iustitia. Et ideo audeo dicere, superbis esse utile cadere in aliquod apertum manifestumque peccatum: unde sibi displiceant, qui iam sibi placendo ceciderant. Salubrius enim Petrus sibi displicuit quando flevit, quam sibi placuit quando praesumpsit. Hoc dicit & sacer Psalmus, Imple facies eorum ignominia, & quaerent nomen tuum Domine, id est, ut tu eis placeas quaerentibus nomen tuum, qui sibi placuerant quaerendo suum. Hactenus sunt verba Augustini.
...the heart, and before glory it is humbled. That ruin, which happens in secret, altogether precedes the ruin which happens openly, while the former is not thought to be a ruin. For who reckons exaltation a ruin, when there is already there a falling-away, by which the height has been forsaken? But who would not see it to be a ruin, when there is an evident and unquestionable transgression of the command? For this reason God forbade that thing, which, once committed, could be defended by no imagining of justice. And therefore I dare to say that it is useful for the proud to fall into some open and manifest sin, that they may become displeasing to themselves who had already fallen by being pleased with themselves. For more wholesomely did Peter become displeasing to himself when he wept, than he was pleasing to himself when he presumed. This too the sacred Psalm says: 'Fill their faces with shame, and they shall seek your name, O Lord' — that is, that you may please them who seek your name, who had pleased themselves by seeking their own.' Thus far the words of Augustine.4



Translator’s notes
	First Quaestio of the Disputatio de peccato Evae. The heading is printed 'QUAESTIO V' but this is a misprint for QUAESTIO I: this is the disputation's first question ('What Eve's first sin was'), and the next question (printed page 646) correctly reads QUAESTIO II. Running head misprinted 'IN GENESIM, LIB. VI. 635'; true printed page 645. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Primum peccatum Evae, superbia' (Eve's first sin: pride). Cajetan (Thomas de Vio) cited. 'Cur praecepit vobis Deus' = Gen 3:1. 'Initium omnis peccati superbia' echoes Sir 10:13/Sir 20 and Tob 4. ↩
	Augustine, De Civitate Dei 14.13, quoted at length on pride as the root of the Fall. 'Eritis sicut Dii' = Gen 3:5. The closing citation 'ante ruinam exaltatur cor' = Prov 16:18 (margin: 'Prover. 16'). Marginal glosses: 'Superbia est peccati initium' (Pride is the beginning of sin); 'Superbia, quid' (What pride is); 'Opus malum non nisi a malis sit' (An evil deed is done only by the evil); 'Dii creati participatione veri Dei, Dii sunt' (Created gods are gods by participation in the true God). Catchword: 'cor' (the Prov 16 citation continues on the next page); page footer signature 'MMM 3'. ↩
	Conclusion of the Augustine quotation (De Civitate Dei 14.13) carried over from page 645. Marginal gloss: 'Notabilis admodum sententia B. Augustini' (A most noteworthy opinion of St. Augustine). References: 'Matth. 26' (Peter's weeping, Matt 26:75); 'Psal. 82' (Ps 82:17 Vulg., 'Imple facies eorum ignominia'). Running head misprinted '636'; true printed page 646. ↩
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QUESTION II. What other sins, besides pride, Eve had.1
QUAESTIO II. Quae alia praeter superbiam fuerint Evae peccata.



Alterum peccatum Evae fuit accidia quaedam spiritualis: qua factum est, ut auditis serpentis verbis, statim ei praeceptum divinum, quo prohibebatur esu eius arboris, coeperit displicere & taedio esse. Tertium peccatum fuit mendacij: dixit enim Deum interdixisse eis tactum arboris, qui solum interdixerat esum. Quartum fuit peccatum infidelitatis: nam si qui dubius est in fide, infidelis est: Eva profecto infidelis fuit, quia dubitavit de veritate divinae sententiae, qua dictum Adamo fuerat, Si comederis ex hoc ligno morte morieris: ipsa vero dubitanter dixit, Ne forte moriamur: maluit praeterea credere serpenti, quam Deo. Quintum peccatum fuit superbiae: nam praeter illud primum, quod memoravimus: rursus audito illo serpentis promisso: Eritis sicut Dii scientes bonum & malum, inflammata est cupiditate tam excellentis potestatis & scientiae: concupivit enim immoderate excellentiam potestatis, qualem habet Deus rerumque omnium sine aliquo modo & mensura scientiam. Sextum peccatum fuit gulae: vitiata enim parte superiori per superbiam, continuo perversa & corrupta est pars inferior flagrantissime expetendo vetitum sibi fructum, quod non obscure significavit Scriptura illis verbis, Vidit mulier quod bonum esset lignum ad vescendum, & pulchrum oculis, &c. Septimum peccatum fuit inobedientiae, violata nimirum Dei lege, qua esus illius arboris prohibetur.
Eve's second sin was a certain spiritual sloth, by which it came about that, on hearing the serpent's words, the divine command, by which she was forbidden the eating of that tree, at once began to be displeasing and wearisome to her. The third sin was lying: for she said that God had forbidden them the touching of the tree, whereas he had forbidden only the eating. The fourth was the sin of infidelity: for if anyone is doubtful in faith, he is unfaithful; and Eve was assuredly unfaithful, because she doubted the truth of the divine pronouncement, by which it had been said to Adam, 'If you eat of this tree you shall die the death'; whereas she said doubtingly, 'Lest perhaps we die'; and besides she preferred to believe the serpent rather than God. The fifth sin was pride: for besides that first one which we have recalled, again, on hearing that promise of the serpent, 'You shall be as Gods, knowing good and evil,' she was inflamed with desire of so excellent a power and knowledge; for she immoderately coveted an excellence of power such as God has, and a knowledge of all things without any manner or measure. The sixth sin was gluttony: for the higher part being corrupted by pride, the lower part was at once perverted and corrupted by most ardently desiring the fruit forbidden her — which Scripture signified not obscurely in those words, 'The woman saw that the tree was good for food, and beautiful to the eyes,' etc. The seventh sin was disobedience, namely by the violation of God's law, by which the eating of that tree is forbidden.2



Atque hic facta est consummatio iniquitatis, propter quam & primi illi homines, & omnes eorum posteri coelesti dono iustitiae originalis privati, & innumerabilibus malis, atque miseriis mulctati sunt. Dixi peccatum inobedientiae, quia esus illius arboris, remota Dei lege, naturaliter bonus erat, moraliter autem, indifferens ad bonum & ad malum. Fuit igitur tantopere malus & noxius, eam tantum ob causam, quod fuit contra obedientiam divini praecepti, quo...
And here was made the consummation of iniquity, on account of which both those first human beings and all their posterity were deprived of the heavenly gift of original justice, and were punished with innumerable evils and miseries. I said the sin of disobedience, because the eating of that tree, setting aside God's law, was naturally good, but morally indifferent, to good or to evil. It was therefore so greatly evil and harmful for this one reason only, that it was against the obedience of the divine command, by which...3



...quo fuerat hominibus interdictus: non sane ob aliud, quam ut exploraretur, & probaretur hominis obedientia quemadmodum supra in tertio libro disputavimus. Octavum fuit peccatum scandali: suo enim exemplo, suisque blandis & importunis precibus Adamum ad idem peccatum movit, pellexit, impulit. Nonum peccatum fuit stulta & impudens admissi sceleris excusatio: namque reprehensa mulier a Deo, non est confessa crimen, non se ipsa accusavit, neque poenitens delicti indoluit, ingemuit, veniamque petiit; sed culpam erroris in serpentem a quo decepta fuerat transtulit.
...it had been forbidden to human beings: not indeed for any other reason than that man's obedience might be tested and proved, as we disputed above in the third book. The eighth was the sin of scandal: for by her own example, and by her coaxing and importunate entreaties, she moved, enticed, and impelled Adam to the same sin. The ninth sin was the foolish and shameless excusing of the crime committed: for when the woman was rebuked by God, she did not confess the crime, did not accuse herself, nor in penitence grieve over the offense, groan, and ask for pardon; but transferred the blame for the error onto the serpent by whom she had been deceived.4



Toto igitur fuere atque ordine, hoc ut verisimile est, ab Eva tunc patrata scelera. Nec tamen intelligi volo supradicta peccata fuisse omnia re diversa: sed vel distincta fuisse peccata, vel diversas circumstantias & inordinatos motus atque affectus animi ad unum idemque peccatum tendentis. Sed quaerat aliquis, quomodo Eva potuerit inducere in animum credere vera serpentis dicta, & promissa esse posse, cum essent perquam absurda & incredibilia? Ad hoc responderi potest: Evam tunc sicut ait Augustinus lib. 11. de Genesi ad litteram, 42. cap. fuisse admodum simplicem & parvi intellectus, multaque ignorasse, quae postea didicisset & cognovisset ex Adamo. Vel dici potest, Evam peccato superbiae adeo fuisse obcaecatam intellectu, ut vel putaverit dicta serpentis possibilia esse, vel certe non animadverterit & consideraverit utrum essent possibilia necne: sed toto animo & cupiditate promissis eius, quae valde speciosa erant maximeque optanda videbantur, intenta fuerit.
In this whole sequence and order, then, as is probable, were the crimes perpetrated by Eve at that time. I do not, however, wish it understood that the aforesaid sins were all distinct in reality: but either they were distinct sins, or different circumstances and disordered movements and affections of a mind tending toward one and the same sin. But someone may ask, how could Eve bring herself to believe that the serpent's words and promises could be true, when they were utterly absurd and incredible? To this it can be answered: that Eve at that time, as Augustine says in book 11 of On Genesis according to the Letter, chapter 42, was very simple and of small understanding, and was ignorant of many things which she afterward learned and came to know from Adam. Or it can be said that Eve was so blinded in intellect by the sin of pride that either she thought the serpent's words possible, or at least did not notice and consider whether they were possible or not; but with her whole mind and desire was intent upon his promises, which were very specious and seemed most greatly to be desired.5



Translator’s notes
	Second Quaestio of the Disputatio de peccato Evae (set off by a horizontal rule). ↩
	Marginal glosses keyed to each sin: 'Accidia spiritualis Evae' (Eve's spiritual sloth); 'Mendacium' (Lying); 'Infidelitas' (Infidelity); 'Iterum superbia' (Pride again); 'Gula' (Gluttony); 'Inobedientia' (Disobedience). Scriptural echoes: Gen 2:17 ('Si comederis... morte morieris'), Gen 3:3 ('Ne forte moriamur'), Gen 3:5 ('Eritis sicut Dii'), Gen 3:6 ('Vidit mulier...'). Pride was the first sin (treated in Quaestio I). ↩
	The eating was 'naturally good, morally indifferent' apart from God's law; its evil lay wholly in the disobedience. Catchword: 'quo' (the sentence continues on the next page). ↩
	Continues the sentence from page 646 (catchword 'quo'). Marginal glosses: 'Scandalum' (Scandal — the eighth sin); 'Excusatio' (Excuse — the ninth). Eve blames the serpent (cf. Gen 3:13) rather than confessing. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Quomodo Eva tam absurdis dictis, & promissis serpentis credere potuerit' (How Eve could believe such absurd words and promises of the serpent). Augustine, De Genesi ad litteram 11.42. ↩




And she gave to her husband, who ate

LatineEnglish


And she gave to her husband, who ate.1
Deditque viro suo, qui comedit.



Cur Eva sollicitavit Adamum ad fructum illum comedendum? An quia eum summe diligebat, & idcirco sui gaudij bonique participem fieri cupiebat? nam quia post esum fructus vetiti experta fuerat se non esse mortuam, credidit verum fuisse, quod ei serpens dixerat, Nequaquam moriemini: unde spem etiam concepit, verum fore alterum illud eiusdem serpentis promissum, Eritis sicut Dii, scientes bonum & malum. An illud quoque credibile est, serpentem mulieri suasisse, ut maritum ad edendum adduceret? locutus enim est pluraliter dicens, Si comederitis, & Eritis: denuncians non posse tantum bonum alteri sine altero contingere.
Why did Eve solicit Adam to eat that fruit? Was it because she loved him exceedingly, and therefore desired him to become a partaker of her joy and good? For since, after eating the forbidden fruit, she had experienced that she had not died, she believed it had been true what the serpent had said to her, 'By no means shall you die': whence she also conceived the hope that the other promise of the same serpent would prove true, 'You shall be as Gods, knowing good and evil.' Or is this too credible, that the serpent persuaded the woman to bring her husband to eat? For he spoke in the plural, saying, 'If you eat,' and 'You shall be': declaring that so great a good could not befall the one without the other.2



Atque hinc patet, vere scriptum esse in libro Ecclesiastici, capite 25. a muliere factum esse initium peccati. A muliere, inquit, initium factum est peccati, & per illam omnes morimur. Tentavit autem daemon prius Evam, quam Adamum, quod eam nosset faciliorem ad credendum quodlibet, infirmioremque ad resistendum, & ad casum procliviorem. Hoc ei notum erat ex imbecilliori & ignobiliori constitutione corporis & natura sexus, ex minori praestantia, & perfectione do...
And hence it is plain that it is truly written in the book of Ecclesiasticus, chapter 25, that from a woman was made the beginning of sin. 'From a woman,' it says, 'was the beginning of sin made, and through her we all die.' Now the demon tempted Eve before Adam, because he knew her to be easier to believe anything, and weaker to resist, and more prone to a fall. This was known to him from the feebler and less noble constitution of her body and the nature of her sex, from the lesser excellence and perfection of the gifts...3



...norum naturalium, & quia foeminam Deus propter virum fecerat: ipsum vero Adamum sciebat ab omnibus rebus instructiorem, firmioremque ad resistendum esse. Verum persuasa & decepta muliere, per eam, ut quae Adamo charissima esset, non fore putavit difficile ipsum etiam Adamum ad peccandum impelli. Quod his verbis confirmat Augustinus lib. 14. de Civitate Dei, cap. 11. A foemina, parte scilicet inferiore illius humana copula, incepit, ut gradatim perveniret ad totum, non existimans virum facile credulum, nec errando posse decipi, sed dum alieno cedit errori. Sic Augustinus: & vero, ita evenit ut machinatus daemon fuerat.
...of natural gifts, and because God had made the woman for the sake of the man. But Adam himself he knew to be better equipped in all respects, and firmer to resist. Yet, the woman being persuaded and deceived, he thought it would not be hard, through her — as one most dear to Adam — to impel even Adam himself to sin. This Augustine confirms in these words, in book 14 of the City of God, chapter 11: 'He began from the woman, namely the inferior part of that human couple, so as to arrive gradually at the whole, not reckoning the man easily credulous, nor able to be deceived by erring, but [deceivable] while he yields to another's error.' Thus Augustine: and indeed, it came about just as the demon had contrived.4



Quod si per Evam Adami constantia non fuisset labefactata, alias nihilominus rationes oppugnandi Adamum iniisset daemon, nihilque intentatum atque intactum reliquisset, quo eum posset ex illo felicissimo statu deturbare. Ad hoc eum urgebat Dei odium, quem per Adamum & genus humanum glorificari nolebat: tum superbia instigabat, aegre ferentem se, qui natura praestantior esset homine, non ei dominari ac praeesse, quinimo sibi eum anteponi. Sed omnium maxime urebat eum invidia, & praesentis felicitatis in qua collocatum hominem cernebat, & futurae quae promissa ei & parata fuerat, quam a se amissam, consequi hominem ferre non poterat. Quoniam autem invidia proxima fuit causa, quae daemonem vehementius ad perdendum hominem incitavit, propterea eam solam memorat divina Scriptura, cum in libro Sapientiae, cap. 2. ait, Invidia diaboli mors introivit in orbem terrarum.
But if through Eve Adam's constancy had not been shaken, the demon would nonetheless have entered upon other means of assailing Adam, and would have left nothing unattempted and untouched by which he could cast him down from that most happy state. To this he was driven by hatred of God, whom he did not want to be glorified through Adam and the human race; then pride goaded him, taking it ill that he, who was by nature more excellent than man, should not rule over and preside over him, but rather that man should be preferred to himself. But most of all envy burned him, and he could not bear that man should attain the present happiness in which he beheld him placed, and the future happiness which had been promised and prepared for him — which he himself had lost. And since envy was the proximate cause that more vehemently incited the demon to destroy man, therefore divine Scripture records this one alone, when in the book of Wisdom, chapter 2, it says, 'By the envy of the devil death entered into the world.'5



Non est autem verisimile, Evam narrasse Adamo dicta & promissa serpentis. Si enim ea aperuisset, facile Adamus animadvertisset technas fraudesque daemonis, sibique cavisset. Si quis autem ex nobis quaerat, quibus rebus adductus sit Adamus ad comedendum: breviter respondebimus, non fide & credulitate promissorum serpentis, quae vel ei non sunt exposita, vel non sunt ab eo credita: siquidem aperte & affirmate Paulus prioris ad Timotheum epistolae, capite secundo dicit, Adamum non fuisse deceptum. Quemadmodum nec Aaron vitulum aureum conflavit ad adorandum, nec Salomon sacrificavit idolis iudicij & opinionis errore: sed ille metu populi perculsus, hic, ut obsequeretur mulieribus, quas flagrantissime amabat. Inclinatus est igitur animus Adami ad comedendum, partim nimiis Evae blanditiis, partim importunis precibus, quibus significabat se nisi in eo gratificaretur sibi, prae tristitia & moerore nunquam tran...
But it is not likely that Eve related to Adam the serpent's words and promises. For if she had disclosed them, Adam would easily have noticed the wiles and frauds of the demon, and would have guarded himself. But if any of us should ask by what things Adam was led to eat, we shall answer briefly: not by faith and belief in the serpent's promises, which either were not set forth to him, or were not believed by him; since Paul, in the second chapter of the first epistle to Timothy, openly and positively says that Adam was not deceived. Just as Aaron did not cast the golden calf for worship, nor did Solomon sacrifice to idols, out of error of judgment and opinion: but the one struck by fear of the people, the other to comply with the women whom he most ardently loved. Adam's mind, therefore, was inclined to eat, partly by Eve's excessive blandishments, partly by her importunate entreaties, by which she signified that unless he gratified her in this, she would, out of sadness and grief, never be...6



quillo & hilari animo futuram. Eodem modo egit Dalida cum Samsone: sic enim legimus in libro Iudicum, cap. 16. Cum molesta esset ei, & per multos dies iugiter adhaereret, spatium ad quietem non tribuens, defecit anima eius, & ad mortem usque lassata est. Tunc aperiens veritatem rei, dixit ad eam: & quae sequuntur. Deinde, illud movit Adamum, quod vidit Evam post esum fructus veti...
...of tranquil and cheerful mind. In the same way Delilah acted with Samson: for thus we read in the book of Judges, chapter 16: 'When she was troublesome to him, and clung to him continually for many days, allowing no time for rest, his soul fainted, and was wearied even to death. Then, disclosing the truth of the matter, he said to her' — and what follows. Next, this moved Adam, that he saw Eve, after the eating of the forbidden fruit...7



...vetiti non fuisse mortuam, quamobrem coepit dubitare, aut etiam fortassis credere, illam Dei sententiam fuisse pronuntiatam comminationis & terroris causa, non quod effectum esset habitura. Ad haec, quia inexpertus fuerat divinae severitatis, in eo falli potuit, ut excusabile veniale crederet, si contra praeceptum ex arbore illa ederet existimavitque iustam se excusationem & quam Deus facile acciperet, increpanti & castiganti Deo allaturum: si id se fecisse diceret, ut gratificaretur sociae, non quam sumpsisset ipse sibi, sed quam dedisset illi Deus. Pulsavit etiam fortasse animum eius audax cu...
...had not died, on account of which he began to doubt, or even perhaps to believe, that that sentence of God had been pronounced for the sake of threat and terror, not as something that would have effect. Besides this, because he was inexperienced of the divine severity, he could be deceived in this, so as to believe it an excusable, venial matter, if he should eat against the command from that tree; and he reckoned that he would bring to God, when rebuking and chastising him, a just excuse, and one which God would readily accept: if he should say that he had done it to gratify his consort, not [a consort] whom he had taken for himself, but whom God had given to him. Perhaps, too, bold curiosity struck his mind...8



riositas & aviditas experiendi, quid lateret in illo fructu, & quidnam illo tacto consequeretur: praesertim cum tales arbor illa fructus ferret, quales in aliis eiusdem generis arboribus innoxios sibi esse senserat. Sic August. philosophatur, lib. 14. de Civitate Dei, cap. 11. & lib. 11. de Genesi ad litteram, cap. 31. Et prioris quidem testimonij verba hunc in modum habent:
...and an eagerness to experience what lay hidden in that fruit, and what would follow from touching it: especially since that tree bore such fruits as he had perceived to be harmless to him on other trees of the same kind. Thus Augustine philosophizes, in book 14 of the City of God, chapter 11, and in book 11 of On Genesis according to the Letter, chapter 31. And the words of the former testimony run in this manner:9



Sicut enim Aaron erranti populo ad idolum fabricandum non consensit inductus, sed cessit obstrictus: nec Salomonem credibile est errore putasse idolis esse serviendum, sed blandiciis foemineis ad illa sacrilegia fuisse compulsum: ita credendum est illum virum sua foemina, uni unum, hominem homini, coniugem coniugi ad Dei legem transgrediendam, non tanquam vero loquenti credidisse seductum, sed sociali necessitudine paruisse. Non enim frustra dixit Apostolus, Adam non est seductus, mulier autem seducta est: nisi quia illa, quod ei serpens locutus est, tanquam verum esset accepit: ille autem ab unico noluit consortio dirimi, nec in communione peccati, nec ideo minus reus, sed sciens prudensque peccavit, sed non est seductus. Nam utique ipsum peccasse ostendit, ubi dicit, Per unum hominem intravit peccatum in mundum: Et paulo post apertius, in similitudinem, inquit, praevaricationis Adae: hos autem seductos intelligi voluit, qui id quod faciunt, non putant esse peccatum: ille autem scivit. Alioquin quo modo verum erit, Adam non est seductus? sed inexpertus divinae severitatis in eo falli potuit, ut veniale crederet esse commissum: Ac per hoc in eo quidem quo mulier seducta est, non est ille seductus: sed eum fefellit, quo modo fuerat iudicandum, quod erat dicturus, Mulier quam dedisti mihi sociam, ipsa mihi dedit, & manducavi. Quid ergo opus est pluribus. Etsi credendo non sunt ambo decepti peccando tamen ambo capti sunt, & diaboli laqueis implicati. Sic Augustinus.
For just as Aaron did not, when led on, consent to the erring people's making of the idol, but yielded under constraint; nor is it credible that Solomon by error thought that idols were to be served, but was compelled by feminine flatteries to those sacrileges: so it must be believed that this man [Adam], by his woman — one by one, man by man, spouse by spouse — was [led] to transgress God's law, not seduced as one believing a speaker of truth, but yielded out of social attachment. For not in vain did the Apostle say, 'Adam was not seduced, but the woman was seduced' — except because she accepted what the serpent spoke to her as if it were true; whereas he was unwilling to be severed from his sole consort, not even in the partnership of sin, nor for that reason less guilty, but sinned knowingly and prudently, yet was not seduced. For he certainly shows that Adam sinned, where he says, 'Through one man sin entered into the world'; and a little later more openly, 'after the likeness,' he says, 'of the transgression of Adam.' But he wished those to be understood as seduced who do not think that what they do is a sin; whereas Adam knew. Otherwise, how will it be true, 'Adam was not seduced'? But, inexperienced of the divine severity, he could be deceived in this, so as to believe the deed was venial. And so, in that very respect in which the woman was seduced, he was not seduced: but it deceived him as to how the thing was to be judged, which he was going to say, 'The woman whom you gave me as companion, she gave me, and I ate.' Why then is there need of more words? Although in believing both were not deceived, yet in sinning both were captured and entangled in the devil's snares. Thus Augustine.10



Non dissimulabo tamen videri fortasse cuipiam posse, Adamum cognovisse dicta & promissa serpentis, & vera credidisse: atque hoc non obscure indicasse Deum, qui cum de Adamo loqueretur dixit: Ecce Adam quasi unus ex nobis factus est, sciens bonum & malum: his enim verbis arguit eum affectatae similitudinis & aequalitatis Dei in scientia boni & mali: significans eum promisso illi serpentis, Eritis sicut Dii scientes bonum & malum, fidem & assensum adhibuisse. Verum quomodo Adam qui sapiens erat, credere potuit posse se aequalitatem divinae scientiae consequi? Respondet S. Thomas in secundo Sententiarum, distinct. 25. & Caietanus in Commentariis...
I will not, however, disguise that it may perhaps seem possible to someone that Adam knew the serpent's words and promises and believed them true; and that God indicated this not obscurely, who, when speaking of Adam, said: 'Behold, Adam is become as one of us, knowing good and evil.' For by these words he charges him with an affected likeness and equality with God in the knowledge of good and evil: signifying that Adam gave faith and assent to that promise of the serpent, 'You shall be as Gods, knowing good and evil.' But how could Adam, who was wise, believe that he could attain equality with divine knowledge? St. Thomas answers in the second book of the Sentences, distinction 25, and Cajetan in his Commentaries...11



...suis in secundam secundae; B. Thomae, quaest. 163. art. 4. Adamum concupivisse illud non appetitu absoluto, sed conditionali, ad hunc scilicet modum reputans secum: Vellem esse sicut Deus est, si fieri posset. Vel aliter potest responderi, Adamum non concupivisse aequalitatem divinae potestatis & scientiae, sed quandam tantummodo similitudinem potestatis & scientiae Dei, quae quidem per se, ac simpliciter non erat impossibilis Adamo, non erat tamen possibilis ei propter legem & ordinationem Dei contrariam. Illa vero similitudo scientiae & potestatis Dei, tribus in rebus erat posita: primo, liberum esse a subiectione & obligatione legis, saltem positivae: tum habere scientiam omnium bonorum & malorum sine ulla exceptione, tam praesentium, quam futurorum: denique non extrinsecus determinari ad hoc agendum potius quam illud, vel ad hoc sciendum & non illud.
...his [Commentaries] on the Secunda secundae of St. Thomas, question 163, article 4: that Adam coveted that thing not with an absolute appetite, but with a conditional one, reckoning with himself in this manner: 'I would wish to be as God is, if it could be done.' Or it can be answered otherwise, that Adam did not covet equality with the divine power and knowledge, but only a certain likeness of God's power and knowledge, which indeed of itself and simply was not impossible for Adam, yet was not possible for him because of God's contrary law and ordinance. Now that likeness of God's knowledge and power consisted in three things: first, to be free from the subjection and obligation of law, at least positive law; then to have knowledge of all goods and evils without any exception, both present and future; and finally, not to be extrinsically determined to do this rather than that, or to know this and not that.12



Sed huic opinioni videtur illud plane contrarium, quod scribit Paulus capite secundo prioris Epistolae ad Timotheum: Adam, inquit, primus formatus est, deinde Eva: Et Adam non est seductus, mulier autem seducta in praevaricatione fuit. Quibus verbis aperte docet Paulus, Adamum non fuisse deceptum: at fuisset deceptus, si dictis & promissis credens serpentis, putasset se similem Deo sciendo bonum & malum, evadere potuisse. Quam igitur illa Pauli verba sententiam habeant, quantamque vim ad id probandum, cuius persuadendi causa citantur, deinceps paulo accuratius expendendum & considerandum est.
But to this opinion that seems plainly contrary which Paul writes in the second chapter of the first Epistle to Timothy: 'Adam,' he says, 'was first formed, then Eve; and Adam was not seduced, but the woman being seduced was in the transgression.' By which words Paul plainly teaches that Adam was not deceived; but he would have been deceived, if, believing the serpent's words and promises, he had thought that he could turn out to be like God in knowing good and evil. Therefore what these words of Paul mean, and how much force they have to prove that for the persuading of which they are cited, must next be weighed and considered a little more accurately.13
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A DISPUTATION WHETHER ADAM WAS TRULY DECEIVED

LatineEnglish


A DISPUTATION WHETHER ADAM WAS TRULY DECEIVED.1
DISPUTATIO AN VERE Adam fuerit deceptus.



Multi & in primis graves ac nobiles Auctores censuisse videntur, idque scriptis prodiderunt, Adamum serpentis promissionibus stulte credulum, divinaeque similitudinis & potestatis cupiditate incensum, gravissimo cum mentis errore & fidei iactura fuisse deceptum. Hoc tradit Ignatius martyr in Epistola ad Trallianos, Diabolus, inquit, per Evam seduxit Adam patrem generis nostri: Irenaeus libro 3. adversus haereses, capite 35. Ab altero, inquit, seductus fuit sub occasione immortalitatis, statim timore corripitur & absconditur, &c. Hilarius Canone 3. in Matthaeum: serpens Adam pellexerat, & in errorem fallendo traduxerat. Epiphanius contra haeresim 38. disputans: Ipse, inquit, diabolus per mendacium decepit Evam & Adam, alia pro aliis dicens, & amicitiam cum Creatore ostendens, cum dixit, Eritis sicut Dii, & nequaquam moriemini. Augustinus in psalmum 68. explanans illa verba, Quae non rapui, tunc exolvebam: Quis ait, rapuit? Adam. Quis rapuit primum: ille ipse qui seduxit Adam. Quomodo rapuit diabolus: Ponam sedem meam ad Aquilonem, & ero similis Altissimo: Usurpavit sibi quod non acceperat, & ipso calice superbiae...
Many, and especially grave and noble authors, seem to have judged — and they have set it forth in writing — that Adam, foolishly credulous of the serpent's promises and inflamed with desire of divine likeness and power, was deceived with most grievous error of mind and loss of faith. This Ignatius the martyr hands down in his Epistle to the Trallians: 'The devil,' he says, 'through Eve seduced Adam, the father of our race.' Irenaeus, book 3 Against Heresies, chapter 35: 'Seduced by another under the pretext of immortality,' he says, 'he is at once seized with fear and hides himself,' etc. Hilary, Canon 3 on Matthew: 'The serpent had enticed Adam, and by deceiving had led him into error.' Epiphanius, disputing against heresy 38: 'The devil himself,' he says, 'by a lie deceived Eve and Adam, saying one thing for another, and showing friendship with the Creator, when he said, You shall be as Gods, and you shall by no means die.' Augustine, on Psalm 68, explaining those words, 'What I took not away, then did I pay': 'Who, he says, took away? Adam. Who took first? he himself who seduced Adam. How did the devil take? I will set my seat to the North, and I will be like the Most High: he usurped to himself what he had not received, and by the very cup of pride...'2



superbiae suae ei, quem decipere volebat propinavit, Gustate, inquit, & eritis sicut Dii: Rapere voluerunt divinitatem, & perdiderunt felicitatem. Idem libro 14. de Civitate Dei, capite 17. Hoc, inquit, cognoverunt primi parentes, post transgressionem, quod felicius ignoraverint, si Deo credentes & obedientes non committerent, quod eos cogeret experiri, & infidelitas & inobedientia quid noceret. Et libro 11. de Genesi ad litteram, capit. 34. Quid mirum, inquit, si superbi volentes esse sicut Dii, evanuerunt in cogitationibus suis, & obscuratum est insipiens cor eorum? Leo, sermone de Nativitate Domini: Gloriabatur, ait, diabolus sua fraude deceptum hominem divinis caruisse muneribus: & immortalitatis dote nudatum, duram mortis subiisse sententiam. & serm. 3. Illa quae deceptor invexit, & homo deceptus admisit, nullum habuerunt in Salvatore vestigium. & serm. 4. Homo primus, quia invido & deceptori temere atque infeliciter credidit, & superbia consiliis acquiescens propositum honoris augmentum occupare maluit quam mereri.
...gave his own pride to drink to the one whom he wished to deceive, saying, Taste, and you shall be as Gods: they wished to seize divinity, and lost felicity. The same in book 14 of the City of God, chapter 17: 'This,' he says, 'our first parents came to know after the transgression, which they would more happily have been ignorant of, had they, believing and obedient to God, not committed what forced them to experience what infidelity and disobedience harm.' And in book 11 On Genesis according to the Letter, chapter 34: 'What wonder,' he says, 'if the proud, wishing to be as Gods, vanished in their thoughts, and their foolish heart was darkened?' Leo, in a sermon on the Lord's Nativity: 'The devil,' he says, 'boasted that man, deceived by his fraud, was deprived of divine gifts, and, stripped of the endowment of immortality, underwent the hard sentence of death.' And sermon 3: 'Those things which the deceiver brought in and deceived man admitted had no trace in the Savior.' And sermon 4: 'The first man, because he rashly and unhappily believed the envious deceiver, and acquiescing in the counsels of pride, preferred to seize the increase of honor rather than to merit it.'3



Prosper in calce libri adversus Cassianum: Adam, inquit, & a quanto malo cavere deberet, Deo monente praedidicit: & in quanto bono esset constitutus, dum diabolo credidit, oblitus est. & lib. 2. de Vita contemplativa, cap. 19. Nisi primi parentes, ait, qui a dilectione Dei iam defecerant, tria mundi vitia dilexissent, nunquam male suasi serpentis consilio credidissent. nam se fieri posse, quod Deus est crediderunt. Cyrillus libro 3. contra Iulianum, similem habet sententiam. Et Ambrosius in libro de Paradiso, cap. 21. Mulieris, inquit, prior error inventus est: viro enim mulier, non mulieri vir, auctor fuit erroris. Unde & Paulus ait, Adam non est deceptus: mulier autem decepta in praevaricatione fuit. Idem libro de Elia & ieiunio c. 4. dixit Deus, Ecce Adam factus est quasi unus ex nobis. irridens utique Deus, non approbans hoc dixit, quasi diceret: Putabas te similem fore nostri: ergo quia voluisti esse quod non eras, desiisti esse quod eras. Denique & hic ipse Ambrosius super illa verba Lucae capitis decimi, Qui etiam despoliaverunt eum: & Prosper in libro, quem scripsit adversus Cassianum cap. 19. & 21. non dubitarunt dicere, Adam perdidisse fidem, nimirum quia plus dictis & promissionibus serpentis, quam verbis Dei credidit.
Prosper, at the end of his book against Cassian: 'Adam,' he says, 'learned beforehand, by God's warning, from how great an evil he ought to beware; and forgot in how great a good he was set, when he believed the devil.' And in book 2 On the Contemplative Life, chapter 19: 'Unless,' he says, 'the first parents, who had already fallen from the love of God, had loved the three vices of the world, they would never have believed the ill-advised counsel of the serpent; for they believed that they could become what God is.' Cyril, book 3 against Julian, has a similar opinion. And Ambrose, in his book On Paradise, chapter 21: 'The woman's error,' he says, 'was found first: for the woman was the author of error to the man, not the man to the woman. Whence Paul also says, Adam was not deceived, but the woman being deceived was in the transgression.' The same, in his book On Elijah and Fasting, chapter 4: 'God said, Behold, Adam is become as one of us. God said this mockingly, surely, not approving, as if to say: You thought you would be like us; therefore, because you wished to be what you were not, you ceased to be what you were.' Finally Ambrose himself, on those words of Luke chapter 10, 'who also stripped him'; and Prosper in the book which he wrote against Cassian, chapters 19 and 21, did not hesitate to say that Adam lost faith, namely because he believed the serpent's words and promises more than the words of God.4



Apparet igitur ex his quae velut cursim commemoravimus, quam multi & clari Auctores Adamum fuisse deceptum existimaverint. Sed quia non est credibile istos auctores non legisse, quod Paulus dixit Adam non fuisse seductum, & multo minus ab eius sententia discrepare voluisse: propterea variae sunt excogitatae rationes illum Pauli locum interpretandi. Illum igitur Pauli locum varie interpretati sunt Auctores, quorum interpretationes hic brevissime recensebo. Prima interpretatio est Epiphanij in haeresi Quintilianorum, & Petri Lombardi, Haymonis, Glossae ordinariae, Oecumenij, & S. Thomae in Commentario eiusdem loci Pauli, quam suggerit ipse verborum Pauli contextus. Sic enim habet: Adam primus formatus est, deinde Eva. deinde subdit, Adam autem non est seductus, sed Eva. Ubi subintelligendum est illud nomen Primus, ut sit hic sensus, Non fuit Adam primus seductus, sed...
It appears, therefore, from these things which we have recalled as it were in passing, how many and how distinguished authors have judged that Adam was deceived. But since it is not credible that these authors did not read what Paul said, that Adam was not seduced, and much less that they wished to disagree with his judgment, therefore various reasonings have been devised for interpreting that passage of Paul. That passage of Paul, then, the authors have interpreted in various ways, whose interpretations I shall here review very briefly. The first interpretation is that of Epiphanius (in [his treatment of] the heresy of the Quintillians), and of Peter Lombard, Haymo, the Glossa Ordinaria, Oecumenius, and St. Thomas in his Commentary on that same passage of Paul, which the very context of Paul's words suggests. For it goes thus: 'Adam was first formed, then Eve'; then he adds, 'but Adam was not seduced, but Eve.' Here that word 'first' must be supplied, so that the sense is this: Adam was not seduced first, but...5



Eva, quae Adamo postea seductionis auctor fuit. ALTERA interpretatio est Hieronymi libro 1. contra Iovinianum, & Chrysostomi atque Ambrosij vel eius qui falso putatur Ambrosius, in explicatione eius loci, Adam dici a Paulo non esse deceptum, quia non est seductus a serpente, sicut Eva: non enim peccavit Adam seductus a serpente, sed indulgens voluntati & cupiditati Evae. Verba Chrysostomi sic habent: Non est par Adami & Evae seductionis ratio: ille seductus est a muliere quae data ei fuerat a Deo, & generis societate coniuncta; haec autem decepta est a bestia, quae servituti hominis fuerat addicta. Paulus igitur in comparatione mulieris dicit non esse Adam deceptum: illa namque ab irrationali animante seducta est, hic autem a libera muliere.
...Eve, who was afterward the author of seduction to Adam. The second interpretation is that of Jerome, book 1 against Jovinian, and of Chrysostom and Ambrose (or him who is falsely thought to be Ambrose), in their explanation of that passage: that Adam is said by Paul not to have been deceived because he was not seduced by the serpent, as Eve was; for Adam did not sin seduced by the serpent, but indulging the will and desire of Eve. Chrysostom's words run thus: 'The account of Adam's and Eve's seduction is not equal: he was seduced by the woman who had been given to him by God and joined to him by fellowship of kind; but she was deceived by a beast which had been made subject to man's service.' Paul, therefore, in comparison with the woman, says that Adam was not deceived: for she was seduced by an irrational animal, but he by a free woman.6



TERTIA interpretatio Theophylacti, & refertur ab Oecumenio ac subindicatur a Chrysostomo, eaque praeter caeteras placuit Hugoni S. Victoris in quaest. 16. ad priorem Pauli epistol. ad Timoth. propterea dixisse Paulum seductam fuisse Evam, non autem Adamum: quia in sacris litteris memoratur deceptio Evae, non autem narratur deceptio Adami. Etenim Eva confessa est suam deceptionem dicens, Serpens decepit me: de Adamo autem nihil tale legitur, respondit enim Deo: Mulier, quam dedisti mihi sociam dedit mihi, & comedi: ergo, quia in sacris litteris non traditur Adamum esse deceptum, sicut proditum est seductam esse Evam, ob eam causam Paulus dixit Evam seductam esse, Adamum vero minime. Simili nempe phrasi usus est Paulus in epist. ad Hebraeos c. 7. scribens: Melchisedec nec patrem, nec matrem, nec genealogiam, nec initium, nec finem dierum habuisse: quia haec certi mysterij causa tacuit Scriptura.
The third interpretation is that of Theophylact, and is reported by Oecumenius and hinted at by Chrysostom, and it pleased Hugh of St. Victor (in question 16 on Paul's first epistle to Timothy) beyond the others: that Paul said Eve was seduced, but not Adam, because in the sacred writings the deception of Eve is recorded, but the deception of Adam is not narrated. For Eve confessed her deception, saying, 'The serpent deceived me'; but of Adam nothing of the sort is read, for he answered God: 'The woman whom you gave me as companion gave me, and I ate.' Therefore, because in the sacred writings Adam is not handed down as having been deceived, as it is reported that Eve was seduced, for that reason Paul said that Eve was seduced, but Adam not at all. Paul used a similar manner of speaking, indeed, in the epistle to the Hebrews, chapter 7, writing that Melchizedek had neither father, nor mother, nor genealogy, nor beginning, nor end of days — because Scripture was silent about these things for the sake of a certain mystery.7



QUARTA interpretatio elicitur ex lectione eius loci, quam indicat Ambrosius in libro de Paradiso, cap. 21. & Chrisostomus hoc loco atque, Hieronymus libro primo, contra Iovinianum, necnon & Augustinus libro 11. de Genesi ad litteram cap. ultimo: quae lectio sic habet: Mulier autem seducta, facta est in praevaricationem, Ut eorum verborum haec sit sententia: Adam non est ita seductus, ut fieret mulieri in praevaricationem, id est, auctor mulieri esset praevaricandi: at mulier sic est seducta, ut fieret in praevaricationem Adamo, id est: eum induceret ad praevaricandum.
The fourth interpretation is drawn from a reading of that passage which Ambrose indicates in his book On Paradise, chapter 21, and Chrysostom in this place, and Jerome in book 1 against Jovinian, and also Augustine in book 11 On Genesis according to the Letter, in the last chapter; which reading goes thus: 'But the woman, being seduced, was made into transgression.' So that the meaning of those words is this: Adam was not seduced in such a way as to become to the woman an occasion of transgression — that is, to be the author to the woman of transgressing; but the woman was so seduced as to be made into transgression to Adam — that is, to induce him to transgress.8



Neque frustra est quod Apostolus ait, Adam primus formatus est: mulier autem seducta in praevaricatione facta est, id est, ut per illam etiam vir praevaricaretur. Nam & ipsum dicit praevaricatorem: ubi ait: In similitudinem praevaricationis Adae, qui est forma futuri, seductum tamen negat. Nam & interrogatus non ait, mulier quam dedisti mihi seduxit me, & manducavi: sed, Ipsa mihi, inquit, dedit de ligno & manducavi: illa vero, Serpens, inquit, seduxit me. Ita Salomon tanta sapientia, nunquid nam credendum est, quod in simulacrorum cultu credidit esse aliquid utilitatis? Sed mulierum amori ad hoc malum trahenti resistere non evaluit, faciens quod sciebat non esse faciendum, ne suas quibus deperibat atque diffluebat, mortiferas delicias contristaret...
'Nor is it in vain that the Apostle says, Adam was first formed: but the woman, being seduced, was made in transgression — that is, that through her the man too should transgress. For he calls him too a transgressor, where he says, In the likeness of the transgression of Adam, who is the figure of him who was to come; yet he denies that he was seduced. For even when questioned he did not say, the woman whom you gave me seduced me, and I ate; but, She gave me, he says, of the tree, and I ate; whereas she said, The serpent seduced me. So Solomon, with such great wisdom — is it indeed to be believed that in the worship of idols he believed there was anything of use? But he was not strong enough to resist the love of women drawing him to this evil, doing what he knew ought not to be done, lest he sadden his deadly delights by which he was perishing and dissolving...'9



ret: Ita & Adam, postquam de ligno prohibito seducta mulier manducavit, eique dedit, ut simul ederent: noluit eam contristari, quam credebat posse sine suo solatio contabescere, si ab eius alienaretur animo, & omnino illa interire discordia. Non quidem carnis victus concupiscentia, quam nondum senserat in resistente lege membrorum legi mentis suae, sed amicabili quadam benevolentia, qua plerumque fit ut offendatur Deus, ne homo ex amico fiat inimicus: quod eum facere non debuisse, divina sententia iustus exitus indicavit. Ergo alio quodam modo etiam ipse deceptus est: sed dolo illo serpentino, quo mulier seducta est, nullo modo illum arbitror potuisse seduci in illo modo quo illa potuit. Hanc autem proprie seductionem appellavit Apostolus, qua id quod suadebatur, cum falsum esset, verum esse putatum est, id est, quod Deus ideo lignum illud tangere prohibuerit, quod sciebat eos si tetigissent velut Deos futuros, tanquam eis divinitatem invideret qui eos homines fecerat. Sed etiam si virum propter aliquam mentis elationem, qua Deum internorum scrutatorem latere non poterat, solicitavit aliqua experiendi cupiditas, cum mulierem videret accepta illa esca non esse mortuam, secundum ea quae superius tractavimus: non tamen eum arbitror, si iam spiritali mente praeditus erat ullo modo credere potuisse, quod eos Deus ab esca illius ligni invidendo vetuisset. Sed quid plura? persuasum est illud peccatum, sicut persuaderi talibus posset: conscriptum est autem, sicut legi ab omnibus oporteret, etsi a paucis haec intelligerentur sicut oportet. Sic Augustinus.
'...So too Adam, after the woman, being seduced, had eaten of the forbidden tree, and gave it to him, that they might eat together: he did not wish to sadden her, whom he believed could waste away without his consolation, if she were alienated from his mind, and altogether perish by that discord. Not indeed conquered by concupiscence of the flesh, which he had not yet felt in the law of the members resisting the law of his mind, but by a certain friendly benevolence, by which it often happens that God is offended, lest a man become an enemy out of a friend: which that he ought not to have done, the just outcome by the divine sentence showed. Therefore in another way he too was deceived: but by that serpentine guile by which the woman was seduced, in no way do I think he could have been seduced in the manner in which she could. This properly the Apostle called seduction, by which what was urged, though it was false, was thought to be true — that is, that God forbade them to touch that tree because he knew that if they touched it they would be as Gods, as though he who had made them men envied them divinity. But even if some desire of experiencing solicited the man, on account of some elation of mind by which he could not be hidden from God the searcher of inner things, when he saw the woman, having taken that food, was not dead, according to those things we treated above: yet I do not think, if he was already endowed with a spiritual mind, that he could in any way believe that God had forbidden them the food of that tree out of envy. But why more? That sin was urged, as such things could be urged; and it was written down, as all ought to read it, even if these things were understood by few as they ought.' Thus Augustine.10



Quinta interpretatio ex ipsa Mosis historia colligi potest: Eva vere potuit dicere, Serpens decepit me: Adam vero proprie loquendo non potuit vere dicere, Mulier decepit me, licet suadente muliere falsum crediderit. Is enim proprie decipit aliquem, qui ei falsum animo fallendi persuadet: & ita serpens decepit Evam. Qui autem putans verum esse, quod dicit, tametsi reipsa falsum sit, id alij persuadet, is profecto non dicitur seducere, quemadmodum nec dolosus aut fraudulentus iure vocatur. Vere igitur, & sicut in scholis dicitur, formaliter loquendo Eva non decepit Adamum, licet materialiter loquendo decepisse eum existimari possit. Atque haec interpretatio, quam tangere etiam videtur Augustinus praedicto loco, valde congruit proposito Pauli: qui eo loco argumentatur mulierem non debere docere, propterea quod etiam dum integra & incorrupta esset, tam infirma tamen & fragilis iudicata est, ut diabolus non ad fallendum Adamum, sed ad mulierem decipiendam accesserit, eamque parvo negotio deceperit. Liquet igitur (quod hac disputatione probare intendimus) Adamum nullo modo fuisse deceptum, ex illo Pauli loco non posse concludi.
The fifth interpretation can be gathered from the very history of Moses: Eve could truly say, 'The serpent deceived me'; but Adam, properly speaking, could not truly say, 'The woman deceived me,' although at the woman's urging he believed a falsehood. For he properly deceives someone who persuades him of a falsehood with the intention of deceiving; and so the serpent deceived Eve. But one who, thinking that what he says is true (even though in fact it is false), persuades it to another, is certainly not said to seduce, just as he is not rightly called crafty or fraudulent. Truly, therefore, and as it is said in the Schools, formally speaking Eve did not deceive Adam, although materially speaking she may be thought to have deceived him. And this interpretation, which Augustine too seems to touch in the aforesaid place, agrees very well with Paul's purpose: who in that place argues that a woman ought not to teach, for this reason — that even while she was whole and uncorrupted, she was nevertheless judged so weak and frail that the devil approached not to deceive Adam, but to deceive the woman, and deceived her with little trouble. It is clear, therefore (which we intend to prove in this disputation) that from that passage of Paul it cannot be concluded that Adam was in no way deceived.11



Sed revertamur ad explanationem illorum verborum Mosis, Deditque viro suo, qui comedit: Illud, Qui comedit, denotat peccatum Adami, quod ille per summum inobedientiae scelus violato Dei mandato de non edendo fructu arboris scientiae boni & mali, suo suorumque omnium posterorum exitio admisit. Verum illud peccatum non unius modi ac simplex fuit, sed multiplex, ac velut numeroso multiformique iniqui...
But let us return to the explanation of those words of Moses, 'And she gave to her husband, who ate': That phrase, 'who ate,' denotes the sin of Adam, which he committed by the supreme crime of disobedience, the command of God being violated about not eating the fruit of the tree of the knowledge of good and evil, to the ruin of himself and of all his posterity. But that sin was not of one mode and simple, but manifold, and as it were by a numerous and multiform [iniquity]...12



...iniquitatis foetu foecundissimum. Si quis enim inordinatos & pravos motus affectusque, quibus Adami mens, & animus tunc vitiatus & corruptus est, diligenti cogitatione perquirat & perpendat, minimum octo modis eum peccasse comperiet. Primum peccatum fuit superbia, natum ex verbis Evae, quae dixit ei si fructum illum comederet, fore eum Deo potestatis & scientiae praestantia simillimum. hinc animus eius inflatus est spiritu superbiae, elatusque cupiditate illius excellentiae consequendae.
...most fertile in the offspring of iniquity. For if anyone should carefully examine and weigh the disordered and depraved movements and affections by which Adam's mind and spirit were then vitiated and corrupted, he will find that Adam sinned in at least eight ways. The first sin was pride, born from Eve's words, who told him that if he ate that fruit he would become most like God in excellence of power and knowledge: hence his mind was inflated with the spirit of pride, and lifted up with desire of attaining that excellence.13



Fuisse autem primum Adami peccatum superbiam, declarat Scriptura quae Tobiae quarto, sic ait: Superbiam nunquam in tuo sensu, aut in tuo verbo dominari permittas: in ipsa enim initium sumpsit hominis perditio. Et in libro Ecclesiastici, capite decimo: Initium superbia hominis apostatare a Deo: quoniam ab eo qui fecit illum recessit cor eius: quoniam initium omnis peccati est superbia. Et haec est sententia Patrum, ut videre licet apud Augustinum libro decimoquarto, de Civitate Dei, capite decimotertio, & decimoquinto, & libro undecimo, de Genesi ad litteram, capite trigesimo, & quadragesimo secundo, in Dialogo sexagesimoquinto quaestionum, quaestione quarta, super psalmum sexagesimumoctavum, septuagesimum, & octuagesimumsecundum: Chrysostomi, Homilia decimasexta in Genesim, & Homilia undecima ad populum Antiochenum, & libro primo, de Providentia: Gregorij libro trigesimoquarto Moralium, capite decimoseptimo. Damasceni libro secundo, capite decimo. Bernardi sermone primo, de Adventu. Magistri Sententiarum, in secundo, distinctione vigesimasecunda. atque ibidem fere Scholasticorum: denique S. Thomae, in secunda secundae, quaestione centesimasexagesimatertia.
That Adam's first sin was pride, Scripture declares, which in Tobit chapter 4 says thus: 'Never let pride hold sway in your thought or in your word: for in it the destruction of man took its beginning.' And in the book of Ecclesiasticus, chapter 10: 'The beginning of man's pride is to fall away from God: because his heart departed from him who made him: for pride is the beginning of all sin.' And this is the judgment of the Fathers, as one may see in Augustine (book 14 of the City of God, chapters 13 and 15; and book 11 On Genesis according to the Letter, chapters 30 and 42; in the Dialogue of 65 Questions, question 4; on Psalm 68, 70, and 82); of Chrysostom (Homily 16 on Genesis, and Homily 11 to the people of Antioch, and book 1 On Providence); of Gregory (book 34 of the Morals, chapter 17); of Damascene (book 2, chapter 10); of Bernard (sermon 1 on Advent); of the Master of the Sentences (in book 2, distinction 22), and there nearly all the Scholastics; finally of St. Thomas (in the Secunda secundae, question 163).14



Sine causa igitur Scotus id negat in secundo, distinctione vigesimaprima, quaestione secunda, censetque primum Adami peccatum fuisse inordinatum uxoris amorem, sicut arbitrari videtur Augustinus libro undecimo, de Genesi ad litteram, capite quadragesimosecundo. Verum, ad comedendum quidem adductus est Adam nimio uxoris amore: sed eum amorem animi elatio & superbia praecesserat, ut illo ipso loco significat Augustinus. Sane per superbiam expetivisse Adamum excellentem quandam similitudinem Dei, perspicue declaravit Deus, cum de eo dixit, Ecce Adam quasi unus ex nobis factus est, sciens bonum & malum: haud dubie ipsum arguens expetitae ab eo affectataeque divinae excellentiae.
Without cause, therefore, does Scotus deny this (in book 2, distinction 21, question 2), and judge that Adam's first sin was inordinate love of his wife, as Augustine too seems to think (book 11 On Genesis according to the Letter, chapter 42). True, Adam was indeed led to eat by excessive love of his wife: but that love had been preceded by elation of mind and pride, as Augustine signifies in that very place. Surely that Adam sought through pride a certain excellent likeness to God, God clearly declared, when he said of him, 'Behold, Adam is become as one of us, knowing good and evil': doubtless charging him with the divine excellence that he had sought and affected.15



Ad id quoque probandum, non infirma suppetit ratio. Aut enim primum peccatum Adami fuit circa bona sensibilia, aut circa bona spiritualia. Non circa bona sensibilia, nam vel haec concupivit ex inordinata inclinatione appetitus sensitivi, vel appetitus rationalis, qui est voluntas: non ex illius prava inclinatione: cum enim ille tam diu subiectus rationi esset, quoad ratio subdita esset Deo, non...
For proving this too, no weak reasoning is at hand. For Adam's first sin was either about sensible goods, or about spiritual goods. Not about sensible goods, for either he coveted these from a disordered inclination of the sensitive appetite, or of the rational appetite, which is the will: not from the depraved inclination of the former; for since the sensitive appetite was subject to reason as long as reason was subject to God, it could not...16



...potuit ille depravari, nisi prius ratione depravata. Neque potuit primo Adam peccare circa bona sensibilia ex vitiosa propensione voluntatis: etenim voluntas fere non solet inordinate ac vitiose bona sensibilia expetere, nisi ab appetitu sensitivo instigata & illecta: qui tamen, ut diximus, non erat vitiatus in Adamo. Deinde, voluntas prius naturali ordine fertur in id, ad quod habet maiorem propensionem, illudque prius inordinate concupiscit: sed vehementiorem habet voluntas propensionem ad bona spiritualia, ut sunt scientia, gloria, potentia, libertas, siquidem haec sunt principalius obiectum voluntatis rationalis, quam bona sensibilia: ergo simillimum vero est, huiusmodi bona inordinate atque immodice concupiscendo, vitiatam & corruptam fuisse hominis voluntatem: talium autem bonorum immoderata cupiditas ex superbia in animis hominum exardescit.
...the sensitive appetite could be depraved unless reason was first depraved. Nor could Adam at first sin about sensible goods from a vicious propensity of the will: for the will is not usually accustomed to seek sensible goods inordinately and viciously, unless instigated and enticed by the sensitive appetite, which, as we said, was not vitiated in Adam. Next, the will by natural order is borne first to that toward which it has the greater propensity, and that it inordinately covets first: but the will has a more vehement propensity toward spiritual goods — such as knowledge, glory, power, liberty — since these are more principally the object of the rational will than are sensible goods. Therefore it is most likely true that man's will was vitiated and corrupted by inordinately and immoderately coveting goods of this kind: and the immoderate desire of such goods blazes up in the minds of men out of pride.17



Libet adscribere hoc loco, ad eorum quae de primo Adami peccato docuimus comprobationem, Augustini, Gregorij, & Bernardi verba. In libro 14. de Civitate Dei capit. 13. ita scribit Augustinus: In occulto autem mali esse coeperunt, ut in apertam inobedientiam laberentur. Non enim ad malum opus perveniretur, nisi praecessisset mala voluntas. Porro malae voluntatis initium, quod potuit esse nisi superbia? Initium enim omnis peccati superbia est. quid est autem superbia, nisi perversae celsitudinis appetitus? Perversa enim celsitudo est deserto eo cui debet animus inhaerere principio, sibi quodammodo fieri, atque esse principium. Hoc fit, cum sibi nimis placet: sibi vero ita placet, cum ab illo bono immutabili deficit, quod ei magis placere debuit, quam ipse sibi. Spontaneus est autem iste defectus quoniam si voluntas in amore superioris immutabilis boni, a quo illustrabatur ut videret, & accendebatur ut amaret, stabilis permaneret: non inde ad sibi placendum averteretur, & ex hoc tenebresceret & frigesceret, ut vel illa verum crederet dixisse serpentem, vel ille Dei mandato uxoris praeponeret voluntatem: putaretque se venialiter transgressorem esse praecepti, si vitae suae sociam non desereret etiam in societate peccati. Non ergo malum opus factum est, id est, illa transgressio, ut cibo prohibito vescerentur, nisi ab eis qui mali iam erant, Neque enim fieret ille fructus malus, nisi ab arbore mala.
I should like to add here, for confirmation of what we have taught about Adam's first sin, the words of Augustine, Gregory, and Bernard. In book 14 of the City of God, chapter 13, Augustine writes thus: 'But they began to be evil in secret, so that they slipped into open disobedience. For the evil deed would not have been reached, had not an evil will gone before. Now what could be the beginning of the evil will but pride? For pride is the beginning of all sin. And what is pride but the appetite for a perverse loftiness? For it is a perverse loftiness, when the soul, forsaking the principle to which it ought to cling, becomes and is in a manner its own principle. This happens when one is too pleased with himself: and one is so pleased with himself, when he falls away from that unchangeable good which ought to have pleased him more than himself. This defect is voluntary: for if the will had remained steadfast in the love of the higher unchangeable good, by which it was enlightened that it might see and kindled that it might love, it would not have turned away thence to please itself, and from this grow dark and cold, so that either she might believe the serpent had spoken the truth, or he might prefer his wife's will to God's command, and think himself a venial transgressor of the precept, if he did not forsake the partner of his life even in the partnership of sin. Therefore the evil deed was not done — that is, that transgression, the eating of the forbidden food — except by those who were already evil; for that fruit would not have become evil except from an evil tree.'18



Apud eundem in eiusdem libri capite decimoquinto, sic est: Quia ergo contemptus est Deus iubens, qui hominem creaverat, qui ad suam imaginem eum fecerat, qui ceteris animalibus praeposuerat, qui in Paradiso constituerat, qui rerum omnium copiam salutisque praestiterat, qui praeceptis nec pluribus nec grandibus nec difficilibus oneraverat, sed uno brevissimo atque levissimo ad obedientiae salubritatem adminiculatus fuerat, quo super eam creaturam, cui libera servitus expediret, se esse Dominum commonebat, iusta damnatio subsecuta est: talis quidem damnatio, ut homo, qui custodiendo mandatum futurus fuerat etiam carne spiritalis, fieret etiam mente carnalis: & quia sua superbia sibi placuerat, Dei iustitia, sibi donaretur: nec sicut affectabat, in sua esset omnimoda potestate, sed a seipso quoque dissentiens, sub illo, cui peccando consensit, pro libertate quam concupie...
In the same author, in chapter 15 of the same book, it goes thus: 'Because, therefore, God commanding was contemned — God who had created man, who had made him to his own image, who had set him over the other animals, who had placed him in Paradise, who had furnished an abundance of all things and of welfare, who had burdened him with precepts neither many nor great nor difficult, but with one most brief and most light had given him support toward the wholesomeness of obedience, by which he reminded him that he was Lord over that creature for whom free service was expedient — a just condemnation followed: such a condemnation indeed, that man, who by keeping the command was going to be spiritual even in his flesh, became carnal even in his mind; and because by his pride he had pleased himself, by God's justice he was given over to himself; nor, as he affected, was he in his own complete power, but, dissenting also from himself, under him to whom by sinning he consented, in place of the liberty which he coveted...'19



...he should lead a hard and miserable servitude, dying in spirit willingly, and about to die in body unwillingly: a deserter of eternal life, condemned also to eternal death, unless grace should set him free. Thus Augustine.20
cupierat, duram miseramque ageret servitutem, mortuus spiritu volens, & corpore moriturus invitus: desertor aeternae vitae, etiam aeterna, nisi gratia liberaret, morte damnatus. Sic Augustinus.



B. Gregorii in capite 17. libri 34. Moralium, locum illum Iob cap. 41. Ipse est rex super universos filios superbiae explanantis, haec sunt verba. Ut Leviathan iste, id est, diabolus, in cunctis quae superius dicta sunt caderet, sola se superbia perculit, Neque enim per tot illos vitiorum ramos aresceret, nisi per hanc prius in radice putruisset, Scriptum est namque, Omnis peccati initium superbia: per hanc enim ipse succubuit, per hanc se sequentem hominem stravit. Eo etenim telo salutem nostrae immortalitatis impetiit, quo vitam suae beatitudinis extinxit. Sed idcirco hanc Dominus fini suae locutioni inseruit, ut cum post mala omnia, Leviathan istius superbiam diceret, quid esset malis omnibus deterius indicaret. Quamvis etiam per hoc quod in imo ponitur, vitiorum radix esse monstretur. Sicut enim inferius radix tegitur, sed ab illa rami extrinsecus expanduntur: ita se superbia intrinsecus celat, sed ab illa protinus aperta vitia pullulant. Nulla quippe mala ad publicum prodirent, nisi haec mentem in occulto constringeret. Haec est quae Leviathan istius sensum fervescere sicut ollam facit: unde & humanas mentes in quodam fervore insania concutit, sed per aperta opera qualiter concussi animam evertat, ostendit. Intus namque prius ebullit in elatione, quod foris postmodum spumat in opere. Haec Gregorius.
Of St. Gregory, in chapter 17 of book 34 of the Morals, explaining that passage of Job chapter 41, 'He is king over all the children of pride,' these are the words: 'That this Leviathan, that is, the devil, might fall in all the things said above, pride alone struck him down; for he would not have withered through all those branches of vices, had he not first rotted through this in the root. For it is written, The beginning of all sin is pride: by this he himself succumbed, by this he laid low the man that followed. For with that dart he assailed the salvation of our immortality, by which he extinguished the life of his own blessedness. But the Lord inserted this at the end of his speech, so that, when after all evils he spoke of this Leviathan's pride, he might show what was worse than all evils. Though also by this, that it is placed lowest, it is shown to be the root of the vices. For as the root below is hidden, but from it the branches are spread outward: so pride hides itself within, but from it open vices at once sprout. For no evils would come forth into the open, unless this constrained the mind in secret. This is what makes this Leviathan's sense seethe like a pot: whence it shakes human minds in a kind of fervor of madness, but shows by open deeds how it overturns the soul it has shaken. For within it first boils up in elation, what afterward foams outwardly in deed.' Thus Gregory.21



Denique apud Bernardum in Sermone primo de Adventu Domini haec de Lucifero leguntur. Quid tu superbis terra & cinis? si superbientibus Angelis Deus non pepercit, quanto magis tibi, putredo & vermis? Nihil ille fecit, nihil operatus est, tantum cogitavit superbiam, & in momento, in ictu oculi irreparabiliter praecipitatus est: quia iuxta Evangelistam in veritate non stetit. Fugite superbiam, fratres mei quaeso, multum fugite. Initium omnis peccati superbia: quae tam velociter ipsum quoque sideribus cunctis clarius micantem aeterna caligine obtenebravit Luciferum: quae non modo Angelum, sed Angelorum primum in diabolum commutavit, Unde & protinus invidens homini, quam conceperat in semetipso, in eo peperit iniquitatem, suadens, ut lignum vetitum gustans, fieret sicut Deus, sciens bonum & malum. Quid enim polliceris: quid promittis miser? cum Filius Altissimi scientiae clavem habeat, immo & ipse sit clavis David qui claudit & nemo aperit: in eo sunt omnes thesauri sapientiae & scientiae absconditi: tune eos, ut homini praestes, inique furaberis: Videtis quia vere iuxta Domini sententiam mendax iste est, & pater eius: nam & mendax fuit dicens, Similis ero Altissimo: & mendacij pater, cum in hominem quoque venenatum suae falsitatis seminarium effudit, dicens, Eritis sicut Dii. Tu quoque homo, si vides furem curres cum eo? Audistis fratres, quid hac nocte lectum est in Esaia, dicente Domino, Principes tui infideles, vel ut alia translatio habet, Inobedientes, socij furum. Revera enim principes nostri Adam & Eva, principia nostrae propaginis, inobedientes & socij furum, qui quod Filij Dei est, serpentis, immo diaboli per serpentem consilio subripere tentant. Hactenus S. Bernardus.
Finally, in Bernard, in the first Sermon on the Advent of the Lord, these things are read concerning Lucifer: 'Why are you proud, O earth and ashes? If God did not spare the proud Angels, how much more you, rottenness and worm? He did nothing, wrought nothing, only thought pride, and in a moment, in the twinkling of an eye, was irreparably cast down: because, according to the Evangelist, he did not stand in the truth. Flee pride, my brothers, I beseech you, flee it greatly. The beginning of all sin is pride: which so swiftly darkened with eternal gloom even Lucifer himself, shining more brightly than all the stars; which changed not only an Angel, but the first of the Angels, into a devil. Whence, at once envying man, the iniquity which he had conceived in himself, he brought forth in him, persuading that by tasting the forbidden tree he would become as God, knowing good and evil. For what do you promise, what do you pledge, wretch? when the Son of the Most High has the key of knowledge — nay, is himself the key of David, who shuts and none opens — in whom are hidden all the treasures of wisdom and knowledge: will you wickedly steal them, to give them to man? You see that truly, according to the Lord's word, he is a liar, and the father of it: for he was a liar, saying, I will be like the Most High; and the father of lying, when into man too he poured the poisoned seedbed of his falsehood, saying, You shall be as Gods. You too, O man, if you see a thief, will you run with him? You have heard, brothers, what was read this night in Isaiah, the Lord saying, Your princes are unfaithful (or as another translation has it, Disobedient), companions of thieves. For truly our princes, Adam and Eve, the beginnings of our stock, were disobedient and companions of thieves, who attempt to steal away, by the serpent's — nay, the devil's — counsel through the serpent, what belongs to the Son of God.' Thus far St. Bernard.22



Alterum peccatum Adami fuit inordinatus affectus, & amor immo...
The second sin of Adam was an inordinate affection and love — nay, an immoderate [love of his wife]...23



immoderatus uxoris; non quidem amor concupiscentiae carnalis, qui necdum excitatus fuerat in membris eius, sed amor quidam socialis, & velut amicitiae; scilicet, ne illam contristaret, parvipendit praeceptum Dei. atque hoc amore fit saepenumero, ut Augustinus inquit libro 14. de Civitate Dei, capite 11. & libr. 11. de Genesi ad litteram 42. capite. ut offendat homo Deum, ne offendat amicum: Credendum est, inquit Augustinus, illum virum sua foemina, uni unum, hominem homini, coniugem coniugi, ad Dei legem transgrediendam, non tanquam verum loquenti credidisse seductum, sed sociali necessitudine paruisse. Et altero in loco: Noluit Adam Evam contristari, quam credebat posse sine suo solatio contabescere, si ab eius alienaretur animo, & omnino illa interire discordia. Non quidem carnis victus concupiscentia, quam nondum in membris suis senserat, sed amicali quadam benevolentia, qua plerumque fit, ut offendatur Deus, ne homo ex amico fiat inimicus: quod eum facere non debuisse, divina sententia iustus exitus indicavit.
...an immoderate love of his wife; not indeed the love of carnal concupiscence, which had not yet been aroused in his members, but a certain social love, and as it were of friendship; namely, lest he sadden her, he made little of God's command. And by this love it often happens, as Augustine says (book 14 of the City of God, chapter 11, and book 11 On Genesis according to the Letter, chapter 42), that a man offends God lest he offend a friend: 'It must be believed,' says Augustine, 'that that man, by his woman — one by one, man by man, spouse by spouse — [was led] to transgress God's law, not as though seduced into believing a speaker of truth, but yielded out of social attachment.' And in another place: 'Adam did not wish to sadden Eve, whom he believed could waste away without his consolation, if she were alienated from his mind, and altogether perish by that discord. Not indeed conquered by concupiscence of the flesh, which he had not yet felt in his members, but by a certain friendly benevolence, by which it often happens that God is offended, lest a man become an enemy out of a friend: which that he ought not to have done, the just outcome by the divine sentence showed.'24



Tertium peccatum fuit improba quaedam aviditas, & pestifera curiositas experiendi quidnam lateret in eo fructu, quem ipsi Deus tantopere interdixerat, quidque eo gustato consecuturum esset. Quartum peccatum: quia vidit Evam percepto fructu non esse mortuam, coepit dubitare de intelligentia illius sententiae Domini, In quacumque die comederis, morte morieris. utrum scilicet ea verba proprie, an figurate dicta essent, & utrum definitivam sententiam continerent, an tantum comminatoriam.
The third sin was a certain wicked eagerness and pestilent curiosity to experience what lay hidden in that fruit, which God had so greatly forbidden him, and what would follow from tasting it. The fourth sin: because he saw that Eve, having taken the fruit, had not died, he began to doubt about the meaning of that sentence of the Lord, 'On whatever day you eat, you shall die the death' — namely, whether those words were spoken properly or figuratively, and whether they contained a definitive sentence, or only a threatening one.25



Quintum peccatum: quia inexpertus erat divinae severitatis in vindicandis peccatis, existimavit fore peccatum suum excusabile, veniaque dignum; vel propter levitatem rei, quantulum enim erat unum pomulum comedisse? vel propter dignitatem personae suae, intimamque cum Deo familiaritatem; vel quia id fecerat, ut gratificaretur uxori, quam Deus ei sociam dederat. Adamus enim summo Evam amore diligebat, quod esset propter eximia corporis & animi ornamenta summe amabilis; quod unica esset mulier in toto terrarum orbe, quod sua esset uxor, ex qua prolem suscepturus, totumque genus hominum propagaturus esset; quod sibi a Deo in sociam esset data; denique quod sua esset ex carne, ossibusque formata. Putavit igitur hanc rationem satis valido futuram obtentui ad peccati admissi excusationem, & vero cernimus hac una tantum excusatione Adamum cum is a Deo increparetur esse usum, Mulier, inquit, quam dedisti mihi sociam, dedit mihi, & comedi.
The fifth sin: because he was inexperienced of the divine severity in punishing sins, he thought that his sin would be excusable and worthy of pardon; either on account of the lightness of the matter (for how little it was to have eaten one little apple?), or on account of the dignity of his person and his intimate familiarity with God, or because he had done it to gratify his wife, whom God had given him as companion. For Adam loved Eve with the highest love, because she was supremely lovable for the excellent ornaments of body and mind; because she was the only woman in the whole world; because she was his wife, from whom he was to receive offspring and propagate the whole human race; because she had been given to him by God as companion; finally because she had been formed from his own flesh and bones. He thought, therefore, that this reason would be a strong enough pretext for excusing the sin committed; and indeed we see that Adam used this one excuse alone when he was rebuked by God: 'The woman,' he said, 'whom you gave me as companion, she gave me, and I ate.'26



Sextum peccatum fuit gulae: cernens enim pulchritudinem pomi, & audiens ex uxore suavissimi esse saporis, esum eius flagrantissime concupivit. Septimum fuit peccatum inobedientiae: nam comedendo fructum sibi a Deo interdictum, inobediens fuit Deo. Non fuit tamen peccatum illud Adami formaliter & specialiter inobedientia; sed tantum materialiter & generice: hoc est non peccavit Adam vo...
The sixth sin was gluttony: for, seeing the beauty of the apple, and hearing from his wife that it was of the sweetest taste, he most ardently desired to eat it. The seventh was the sin of disobedience: for by eating the fruit forbidden him by God, he was disobedient to God. Yet that sin of Adam's was not formally and specifically disobedience, but only materially and generically: that is, Adam did not sin will[ing disobedience as such]...27



...volens esse inobediens, vel per contemptum divini praecepti, sed volens comedere fructum sibi a Deo interdictum, inobediens fuit Deo. Paulus quidem certe in capite quinto Epistolae ad Romanos disputans de peccato Adami, non aliud videtur agnoscere, quam inobedientiam, aut certe hoc maxime: nam cum dixisset propter peccatum Adami mortem intrasse in mundum, & contagione eius peccati omnes homines esse infectos, atque corruptos, quale illud fuerit peccatum declarans, subdit, Sicut per inobedientiam unius hominis peccatores constituti sunt multi: ita & per unius obeditionem iusti constituentur multi. Ac licet, quantum ad animum & affectum Adami, principale & for...
...willing to be disobedient, or through contempt of the divine command, but willing to eat the fruit forbidden him by God, he was disobedient to God. Paul indeed, certainly, disputing of Adam's sin in the fifth chapter of the Epistle to the Romans, seems to recognize nothing other than disobedience, or at least this most of all: for when he had said that through Adam's sin death entered the world, and that by the contagion of his sin all men are infected and corrupted, declaring what that sin was, he adds, 'As by the disobedience of one man many were made sinners, so also by the obedience of one many shall be made just.' And although, as regards Adam's mind and affection, the principal and for[mal]...28



...male peccatum eius fuerit superbia, siquidem ad peccandum ex obiecto superbiae motus est; attamen quantum ad offensam Dei, & ad damnum, quod ex peccato eius accidit omnibus eius posteris, principale peccatum fuit inobedientia. propterea enim Deus gravissime est offensus, quod praeceptum ipsius non custodivisset Adamus: quapropter obiurgans eum, Quia, inquit, comedisti de ligno, de quo praeceperam tibi, ne comederes, &c.
...his formal sin was pride, since he was moved to sin from the object of pride; nevertheless, as regards the offense against God, and the harm that befell all his posterity from his sin, the principal sin was disobedience. For God was most gravely offended because Adam had not kept his command: wherefore, rebuking him, 'Because,' he says, 'you have eaten of the tree, of which I had commanded you not to eat,' etc.29



Octavum peccatum eius, fuit, excusatio peccati a se commissi, quae detestabilior in eo fuit, quam in Eva; nam haec culpam in serpentem transtulit, Adamus vero in Deum, dicens, Mulier, quam dedisti mihi, sociam, dedit mihi, & comedi. quasi diceret, Tu dando mihi sociam mulierem, peccandi occasionem praebuisti. Verum de hac tam scelerata & impia excusatione Adami, plura dicemus infra.
His eighth sin was the excusing of the sin committed by him, which was more detestable in him than in Eve; for she transferred the blame onto the serpent, but Adam onto God, saying, 'The woman whom you gave me as companion, she gave me, and I ate' — as if he said, 'You, by giving me the woman as companion, provided me the occasion of sinning.' But about this so wicked and impious excuse of Adam we shall say more below.30



Non involvam silentio quod Augustinus prodidit in Sermone tertio de festo Annunciationis Domini, qui est 19. de Sanctis: significat enim, si Adam cum de peccato suo reprehensus est a Deo, non excusasset se, sed humili sceleris patrati confessione ac poenitentia veniam ab eo postulasset, futurum fuisse, ut non exularet a Paradiso. Sic autem scribit Augustinus: Cum Adam de perpetrata a Domino argueretur inobedientia, non se humiliter, ut culpa exigebat accusavit, sed auctorem superbe accusavit dicens, Mulier quam dedisti mihi, dedit mihi fructum, & comedi. Haec dicendo, se putavit excusatum: & sic accusavit creatorem mulieris, quae ad peccandum, virum traxerat in culpam. Qui si humiliter se accusasset, & in auctorem suum culpam non retorsisset, a Paradiso non exulasset: Haec Augustinus. Sed cum habitatio primi hominis in Paradiso coniuncta esset cum potestate comedendi fructum arboris vitae, haec autem cum immortalitate corporis; propterea enim Deus, ut paulo infra narrat Moses, eiecit Adamum de Paradiso; ne scilicet manens...
I will not pass over in silence what Augustine reported in the third Sermon on the feast of the Annunciation of the Lord (which is the 19th among those on the Saints): for he signifies that if Adam, when rebuked by God for his sin, had not excused himself, but with humble confession of the crime committed and with penance had sought pardon from him, it would have come about that he would not be exiled from Paradise. Augustine writes thus: 'When Adam was charged by the Lord with the disobedience he had committed, he did not humbly accuse himself, as the fault demanded, but proudly accused the author, saying, The woman whom you gave me, gave me the fruit, and I ate. By saying this, he thought himself excused: and thus he accused the creator of the woman who had drawn the man into the fault of sinning. Who, if he had humbly accused himself, and had not turned the blame back upon his author, would not have been exiled from Paradise.' Thus Augustine. But since the dwelling of the first man in Paradise was joined with the power of eating the fruit of the tree of life, and this in turn with the immortality of the body — for God, as Moses narrates a little below, cast Adam out of Paradise for this reason: lest, namely, remaining...31



...ille in Paradiso, vitalem illum fructum comedere, ac vitam in terris perpetuare posset: immortalitas porro corporis a iustitia originali, ceterorumque illius felicis status bonorum comitatu separari non posset; plane conficeretur, si Adamus, secundum Augustinum, per confessionem sui peccati remansionem in Paradiso impetrasset, similiter eum immortalitatem corporis, iustitiam originalem, ceteraque illius status bona fuisse recuperaturum. Quod ego tamen ut credam, non facile possum adduci: video enim Deum absolute Adamo dixisse, in quocumque die comederis ex ligno scientiae boni & mali, morte morieris. Fuit igitur absoluta, fixa, & immutabilis illa Dei sententia, si Adam comederet fructum vetitum, fore eum necessitati moriendi obnoxium, id est, amissurum promissam corporis immortalitatem cum qua etiam coniuncta erat ceterorum bonorum amissio, sive Adam postea de peccato suo poenitentiam ageret, sive non ageret, quanquam non levis quorundam coniectura est, sermonem illum non esse Augustini, ut neminem auctoritas eius movere admodum debeat. Haec in praesens atti...
...he, remaining in Paradise, could eat that life-giving fruit and perpetuate life on earth: and since the immortality of the body could not be separated from original justice and the company of the other goods of that happy state — it would plainly follow that if Adam, according to Augustine, had by confession of his sin obtained a remaining in Paradise, he would likewise have recovered the immortality of the body, original justice, and the other goods of that state. Which, however, I cannot easily be brought to believe: for I see that God said to Adam absolutely, 'On whatever day you eat of the tree of the knowledge of good and evil, you shall die the death.' That sentence of God was therefore absolute, fixed, and immutable — that if Adam ate the forbidden fruit, he would be subject to the necessity of dying, that is, would lose the promised immortality of the body (with which was joined also the loss of the other goods), whether Adam afterward did penance for his sin or not. Although it is no slight conjecture of some that that sermon is not Augustine's, so that his authority ought to move no one very much. These things, for the present, to have touched on...32



...gisse satis sit, quae sacrarum litterarum doctus & prudens lector subtilius & diligentius expendet, ac de nostro iudicio iudicium ipse faciet.
...let it suffice — things which the learned and prudent reader of the sacred letters will weigh more subtly and diligently, and will himself pass judgment on our judgment.33
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	Conclusion of the Augustine quotation (De Genesi ad litteram 11, final chapter). Augustine's famous view: Adam sinned not from concupiscence but from a misguided 'friendly benevolence' toward Eve. Running head misprinted '643'; true printed page 653. ↩
	FIFTH interpretation (Pererius's own, with the scholastic formal/material distinction). Marginal glosses: 'Quinta interpretatio'; 'Quomodo Adam deceptus proprie non fuerit' (How Adam was not, properly speaking, deceived); 'Mulier cur docere non debeat' (Why a woman ought not to teach; cf. 1 Tim 2:12). Gen 3:13 ('Serpens decepit me'). The disputation's conclusion: Paul's text does not prove Adam was wholly undeceived. ↩
	Returns to the lemma Gen 3:6 ('Deditque viro suo, qui comedit'). Adam's sin = the supreme crime of disobedience, and (like Eve's) manifold rather than simple. Catchword: 'iniqui' (= iniquitatis, the sentence continues on the next page); page footer signature 'NNN 3'. ↩
	Continues from page 653 (Adam's sin as manifold). The eight sins of Adam begin; the first is pride. Marginal glosses: 'Octo modis Adami animum fuisse vitiatum atque depravatum' (That Adam's mind was vitiated and depraved in eight ways); 'Primum Adami peccatum fuisse superbiam' (That Adam's first sin was pride). Running head misprinted '644'; true printed page 654. ↩
	Scriptural proofs (Tob 4:14; Sir 10:14-15, 'initium omnis peccati superbia') plus a long roll of Fathers and Scholastics holding that pride was Adam's first sin. Marginal gloss: 'Primum Adami peccatum fuisse superbiam.' ↩
	Scotus (Sentences II d.21 q.2) dissents — Adam's first sin was inordinate love of his wife (citing Augustine, De Genesi ad litteram 11.42) — but is refuted: that love was preceded by pride. Gen 3:22 ('Ecce Adam quasi unus ex nobis'). ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Primum hominis peccatum superbiam fuisse demonstratur' (That man's first sin was pride is demonstrated). A dichotomy: was the first sin about sensible or spiritual goods? Catchword: 'potuit' (the sentence continues on the next page). ↩
	Continues the argument from page 654: the first sin was not about sensible goods (the sensitive appetite was not yet corrupt) but about spiritual goods (knowledge, glory, power, liberty), the immoderate desire of which springs from pride. Running head misprinted '645'; true printed page 655. ↩
	Augustine, De Civitate Dei 14.13 (the same passage cited earlier for Eve's pride, now applied to Adam). Marginal gloss: 'Praeclara sententia B. Augustini de superbia Adami' (The excellent opinion of St. Augustine on Adam's pride). ↩
	Augustine, De Civitate Dei 14.15. Catchword: 'cupie' (= concupierat, the sentence continues on the next page). ↩
	Conclusion of the Augustine quotation (De Civitate Dei 14.15). Running head misprinted '646'; true printed page 656. ↩
	Gregory the Great, Moralia in Iob 34.17, on Job 41:25 ('Ipse est rex super universos filios superbiae'): pride as the hidden root of all vices. Marginal gloss: 'Egregia sancti Gregorij sententia de peccato superbiae.' ↩
	Bernard of Clairvaux, Sermon 1 on Advent, on Lucifer's pride and the Fall. Marginal glosses: 'Insignis de vitio superbiae Bernardi sententia'; 'Adam & Eva nostrae originis duces vere principes furum.' Scriptural references in margin: John 8:44 (the devil 'in veritate non stetit'), Sir 10, Apoc 4 / Isa 22 (the key of David), Col 2:3 ('thesauri sapientiae et scientiae absconditi'), Ps 49:18 ('si vides furem curres cum eo'), Isa 1:23 ('socii furum'), Isa 14:14 ('Similis ero Altissimo'), Gen 3 ('Eritis sicut Dii'). ↩
	The second of Adam's eight sins begins. Marginal gloss (continuing onto the next page): 'Secundum peccatum Adami, amor inordinatus uxoris.' Catchword: 'immo' (the sentence continues on the next page). ↩
	Continues from page 656. The SECOND sin of Adam: inordinate (social/friendly, not carnal) love of his wife. Augustine, De Civitate Dei 14.11 and De Genesi ad litteram 11.42 (passages cited earlier). Marginal gloss: 'Secundum peccatum Adami, amor inordinatus uxoris.' Running head misprinted '647'; true printed page 657. ↩
	Marginal glosses: 'Tertium peccatum, curiositas' (Third sin, curiosity); 'Quartum, dubietas' (Fourth, doubt). The fourth sin concerns Gen 2:17 ('In quacumque die comederis, morte morieris') — whether it was proper or figurative, definitive or merely a threat. ↩
	The FIFTH sin: presumption / contempt of God — thinking the sin excusable (the lightness of the matter; his own dignity; that he did it to please his wife). Marginal glosses: 'Quintum, contemptus Dei'; 'Cur Adamus Evam tantopere diligeret' (Why Adam loved Eve so greatly). Citation: Gen 3:12 ('Mulier quam dedisti mihi sociam, dedit mihi, et comedi'). ↩
	Marginal glosses: 'Sextum, gula' (Sixth, gluttony); 'Septimum, inobedientia' (Seventh, disobedience). The distinction: Adam's act was disobedience only 'materially and generically,' not 'formally and specifically.' Catchword: 'lens' (= volens, the sentence continues on the next page); page footer 'Com. in Gen. Tom. 1.' and signature 'OOO'. ↩
	Continues the seventh sin (disobedience) from page 657. Paul, Rom 5:19 ('Sicut per inobedientiam unius hominis...'). Catchword: 'formale' (= the sentence continues on the next page). Running head misprinted '648'; true printed page 658. ↩
	Formally Adam's sin was pride, but as regards the offense to God and the harm to posterity, the principal sin was disobedience. Citation: Gen 3:17 ('Quia comedisti de ligno...'). ↩
	The EIGHTH sin: self-excusing, more detestable than Eve's — she blamed the serpent, but Adam in effect blamed God himself. Marginal gloss: 'Octavum, excusatio peccati.' Citation: Gen 3:12. ↩
	Augustine (the attribution is later doubted by Pererius), Sermon 3 on the Annunciation (= Sermon 19 'de Sanctis'): had Adam humbly confessed instead of excusing himself, he would not have been exiled. Marginal gloss: 'Notabilis Augustini sententia excutitur, Utrum si Adamus statim humiliter confessus esset peccatum a se commissum, exulasset a Paradiso necne.' Catchword: 'ille in Paradiso' (continues on the next page). ↩
	Pererius's own doubt about the preceding view: God's sentence (Gen 2:17) was absolute and immutable; and some judge the sermon spurious (not genuinely Augustine's). Running head misprinted '649'; true printed page 659. ↩
	Closes the digression on the Annunciation sermon. ↩
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A DISPUTATION ON THE GRAVITY OF THE SIN OF THE FIRST HUMAN BEINGS.1
DISPUTATIO DE GRAVITATE peccati primorum hominum.



Sequitur altera disputatio de gravitate peccati primorum hominum tam absolute quam comparate, sed brevissime tamen tractanda. Disputandum enim est, utrum peccatum illud primorum hominum, fuerit omnium, quae postea ullo tempore, & ab ullo hominum sunt patrata gravissimum: itemque utrius hominis, Adami ne an Evae, gravius fuerit peccatum.
There follows another disputation on the gravity of the sin of the first human beings, both absolutely and comparatively, but to be treated very briefly. For it must be disputed whether that sin of the first human beings was the gravest of all that were afterward committed at any time and by any human; and likewise of which human, Adam or Eve, the sin was graver.2



Translator’s notes
	Major structural divider (set off by a horizontal rule). ↩
	Scope of the disputation: the gravity of the first sin both absolutely (the gravest of all?) and comparatively (Adam vs. Eve?). ↩




QUESTION I. Whether the sin of the first human beings was the gravest of all sins
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QUESTION I. Whether the sin of the first human beings was the gravest of all sins.1
QUAESTIO I. An primorum hominum peccatum, fuerit omnium peccatorum gravissimum.



Gravitas peccati multis ex rebus aestimari solet, vel ex ipsa specie peccati, sic adulterium gravius est simplici fornicatione: vel ex intentione affectus peccantis, ut si quis vehementiori studio & intensiori affectu rapiatur ad peccandum: vel ex effectu peccati, id est, damno, quod peccatum consequitur, sic homicidium gravius est furto, vel ex variis circumstantiis peccato adiunctis, quae gravitatem eius amplificant, ut sunt qualitas personae, locus, tempus, & id genus alia. Si spectetur igitur species peccati primorum hominum non utique fuit omnium gravissimum: gravius enim fuisset, si peccassent per blasphemiam, per infidelitatem, per contemptum, aut odium Dei. Nec...
The gravity of a sin is usually estimated from many things: either from the very species of the sin (thus adultery is graver than simple fornication); or from the intention of the sinner's affection (as when someone is carried off to sin with more vehement zeal and more intense affection); or from the effect of the sin, that is, the harm that follows the sin (thus homicide is graver than theft); or from various circumstances attached to the sin, which amplify its gravity, such as the quality of the person, the place, the time, and other things of that kind. If, therefore, the species of the sin of the first human beings be considered, it was certainly not the gravest of all: for it would have been graver if they had sinned through blasphemy, through infidelity, through contempt or hatred of God. Nor...2



dubitanter dixerim Iudam, Arium, Lutherum secundum speciem peccati gravius peccasse, quam Adamum, peccavit enim contra legem positivam, non contra legem naturalem, & contra praeceptum de re indifferenti, non de re per se mala. Nec affectus peccandi fuit in illis intensior, vehementior, praviorque quam in ullo eorum, qui postea peccaverunt. At enim gravissimum fuit illud peccatum, si penses damnum ex eo consecutum, id est, iacturam tot tantorumque bonorum...
...would I hesitatingly say that Judas, Arius, and Luther sinned more gravely, according to the species of the sin, than Adam: for he sinned against positive law, not against natural law, and against a precept concerning an indifferent thing, not concerning a thing evil in itself. Nor was the affection of sinning in them more intense, more vehement, and more depraved than in any of those who afterward sinned. But that sin was indeed the gravest, if you weigh the harm that followed from it — that is, the loss of so many and so great goods...3



...nunquam deinceps recuperandorum, & tot tantorumque malorum quae peccatum illud peperit, necessitatem. Neque damnum illud, proprium modo fuit illorum hominum, sed universi generis humani: illi enim primi parentes suo casu & ruina omnes posteros suos, quotquot deinceps fuerunt, futurique sunt, in peccati & mortis exitium pertraxerunt. Quocirca Paulus tantum hoc damnum ponderans, in cap. 5. epistolae ad Romanos, Per unum hominem, inquit, peccatum in hunc mundum intravit, & per peccatum mors: & ita in omnes homines mors pertransiit, in quo omnes peccaverunt.
...goods never afterward to be recovered, and the necessity of so many and so great evils which that sin brought forth. Nor was that harm only proper to those human beings, but to the whole human race: for those first parents, by their own fall and ruin, dragged all their posterity, however many were afterward and shall be, into the destruction of sin and death. Wherefore Paul, weighing this great harm, in the fifth chapter of the Epistle to the Romans: 'By one man,' he says, 'sin entered into this world, and by sin death: and so death passed upon all men, in whom all sinned.'4



Illud quoque valde gravat & magnificat peccatum Adami, quod is sapientia, & gratia Dei excelleret nullamque haberet ad malum proclivitatem: sed contra, acerrimam ad bonum propensionem, ita ut summa facilitate quantamlibet tentationem propulsare, omneque peccatum vitare nullo labore posset: quamobrem tanto fuit maior eius in peccando iniquitas, quanto maior erat in eo non peccandi facilitas, quemadmodum Augustinus cap. 15. lib. 14. de Civitate Dei, his verbis scribit. Si quis damnationem Adami, vel nimiam vel iniustam putat, metiri profecto nescit, quanta fuerit iniquitas in peccando, ubi tanta erat non peccandi facilitas. Idque declarat Augustinus ex contrario, scilicet ex comparatione obedientiae Abrahae, & domini nostri Iesu Christi. Sicut, inquit, obedientia Christi eo praedicabilior fuit, quia factus est obediens usque ad mortem: ita inobedientia primi hominis eo fuit detestabilior, quia factus est inobediens usque ad mortem. Ubi enim magna est inobedientia poena proposita, & res a Creatore facilis imperata: quisnam satis explicet quantum malum sit non obedire in re facili, & tantae potestatis imperio, & tanto terrenti supplicio? Sic Augustinus.
This too greatly aggravates and magnifies Adam's sin, that he excelled in wisdom and in the grace of God, and had no proclivity to evil, but on the contrary a most keen propensity to good, so that with the greatest ease he could repel any temptation whatsoever and avoid all sin without effort: wherefore his iniquity in sinning was the greater, the greater was his ease of not sinning — as Augustine writes (chapter 15, book 14 of the City of God) in these words: 'If anyone thinks the condemnation of Adam either excessive or unjust, he surely does not know how to measure how great the iniquity in sinning was, where there was so great an ease of not sinning.' And Augustine declares this by the contrary, namely from a comparison with the obedience of Abraham and of our Lord Jesus Christ. 'As,' he says, 'the obedience of Christ was the more praiseworthy because he became obedient unto death: so the disobedience of the first man was the more detestable, because he became disobedient unto death. For where the disobedience is great, the punishment set forth, and the thing commanded by the Creator easy — who could sufficiently explain how great an evil it is not to obey in an easy matter, and at the command of so great a power, and with so terrifying a punishment?' Thus Augustine.5



Locus praeterea Paradisi, quem Adamus scelere suo dehonestavit, ac dedecoravit, detestabilius fuisse peccatum eius arguit: siquidem eo loci nulla erat peccandi occasio, nullumque male agendi irritamentum: quinimo plurima & acerrima ad laudandum, colendum, & amandum Deum, eiusque iussis obtemperandum incitamenta. Quid ego dicam de circumstantia temporis, quae non parum scelus eius amplificat? talem enim Deus Adamum fecerat, ut omni tempore summa facilitate innocens, & sanctus perseverare, omneque peccatum vitare, & quantamvis tentationem daemonis nullo negotio superare posset. At ille quam facile? quam cito? tanquam inermis & imbecillis atque ignavus miles, prima hostis, minimeque gravi ad sustinendum impressione victus & prostratus est? Nimirum, quam facilis ei victoria esse poterat: tam insigne fuit ad perpetuum dedecus & ignominiam, fuisse victum.
Moreover the place of Paradise, which Adam dishonored and disgraced by his crime, argues his sin to have been the more detestable: since in that place there was no occasion of sinning and no incitement to ill-doing — nay, very many and most keen incentives to praising, worshiping, and loving God, and to obeying his commands. What shall I say of the circumstance of time, which not a little amplifies his crime? For God had made Adam such that at all times he could, with the greatest ease, persevere innocent and holy, avoid all sin, and overcome any temptation whatsoever of the demon without trouble. But he — how easily? how quickly? — like an unarmed, feeble, and cowardly soldier, was conquered and laid low by the enemy's first and least grievous assault. Surely, as easy as victory could have been for him, so signal was it, to his perpetual disgrace and ignominy, to have been conquered.6



Translator’s notes
	First Quaestio of the disputation. ↩
	Gravity of sin estimated in four ways (species, intention, effect, circumstances). By species, the first sin was not the gravest. Marginal glosses: 'Unde aestimetur gravitas peccati'; 'Quomodo peccatum primorum hominum, & fuerit, & non fuerit omnium gravissimum.' Catchword: 'dubitanter' (continues on the next page). ↩
	By the species of sin, even Judas, Arius, and Luther sinned more gravely than Adam (who sinned against positive, not natural, law, over an indifferent thing). But by its effect the first sin was the gravest. Catchword: 'nunquam' (continues on the next page); page footer signature 'OOO 2'. ↩
	The harm of the first sin = the loss of irrecoverable goods, affecting the whole race. Citation: Rom 5:12. Running head misprinted '650'; true printed page 660. ↩
	Aggravation: Adam's wisdom and ease of not sinning made his sin the greater. Augustine, De Civitate Dei 14.15. Marginal glosses: 'Peccatum Adami qua ratione ceteris gravius'; 'Augustinus.' The margin 'Phil. 1' points to Phil 2:8 ('obediens usque ad mortem'). ↩
	Further aggravating circumstances: the place (Paradise, with no occasion to sin) and the time (Adam was made able to persevere with the greatest ease) — yet he was conquered like a feeble soldier at the first assault. ↩
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QUESTION II. Whose sin was graver, Adam's or Eve's.1
QUAESTIO II. Utrius peccatum gravius fuerit, Adami ne, an Evae.



Sed age, peccatum Adami cum Evae peccato comparemus. Enimvero si ad personam utriusque & ad damnum ex utriusque peccato consecutum respectus habeatur, non est dubitandum, quin multo gravius fuerit peccatum Adami, quam Evae: etenim longe sapientior erat Adamus quam Eva, & perspicacior ad internoscendum bonum a malo, omnesque diaboli etiam occultissimas artes & fraudes dispiciendas atque discutiendas, fortior item erat ad omnes tentationes superandas, pluribusque ac maioribus Deo beneficiis obligatus cum esset, observantiore eum divinorum praeceptorum, atque obsequentiorem esse oportebat, denique constituerat eum Deus quasi caput Evae, quam scilicet, ipse ignorantem erudiret, errantem corrigeret, vacillantem confirmaret, lapsam erigeret.
But come, let us compare Adam's sin with Eve's. Indeed, if regard is had to the person of each and to the harm that followed from the sin of each, there is no doubt that Adam's sin was much graver than Eve's: for Adam was far wiser than Eve, and more perspicacious in distinguishing good from evil, and in discerning and scrutinizing all even the most hidden arts and frauds of the devil; he was likewise stronger in overcoming all temptations; and since he was bound to God by more and greater benefits, he ought to have been the more observant of the divine precepts and the more obedient; finally, God had appointed him as it were the head of Eve, whom he was to instruct when ignorant, correct when erring, confirm when wavering, and raise up when fallen.2



Iam vero, iustitiae originalis & immortalitatis amissio, necessitas moriendi, & innumerabilia mala perpetiendi, contagioque peccati in omnem transfusi posteritatem, denique totius corruptela naturae, non ob Evae, sed ob Adami peccatum consecuta sunt. Si enim Adamus non peccasset, nihil peccatum Evae, aut ipsi Adamo aut posteris eius nocuisset. Nam quod in lib. Eccl. c. 25. proditum est, Propter mulierem, id est, propter Evam, omnes homines mori: intelligendum est, sicut in scholis loquimur, occasionaliter, non causaliter seu meritorie. Eva enim occasionem Adamo praebuit peccandi, ex cuius peccato accidit mors, sicut dixit Paulus ad Ro. 5. Per unum hominem peccatum in hunc mundum intravit: & per peccatum mors. atque hoc ipsum non obscure indicatur illo ipso loco Ecclesiastici, cum prius dicitur, A muliere initium peccati: Et deinde subditur, Per illam enim omnes morimur.
Now indeed, the loss of original justice and immortality, the necessity of dying and of suffering innumerable evils, the contagion of sin transfused into all posterity, and finally the corruption of the whole nature, followed not on account of Eve's sin, but on account of Adam's. For if Adam had not sinned, Eve's sin would have harmed nothing — neither Adam himself nor his posterity. For what is reported in the book of Ecclesiasticus, chapter 25, 'On account of the woman' (that is, on account of Eve) 'all men die,' must be understood, as we say in the schools, occasionally, not causally or meritoriously. For Eve provided Adam the occasion of sinning, from whose sin death came about, as Paul said (Romans 5): 'By one man sin entered into this world, and by sin death.' And this very thing is not obscurely indicated in that same passage of Ecclesiasticus, when first it is said, 'From a woman is the beginning of sin,' and then is added, 'For through her we all die.'3



Auctor quaestionum Veteris & novi Testamenti, vulgo existimatus, sed falso, Augustinus, inter cuius scripta volumen illud fertur, in q. 83. scribit Adamum peccasse peccato idololatriae, quia voluit se Deum fieri: quod profecto falsum est. Non aliter dici potest Adamus peccasse peccato idololatriae, quam quivis hominum peccans mortaliter: ea scilicet, ratione, ut alium sibi quam Deum constituit ultimum finem, quem super omnia diligit, & ad quem sua omnia refert: quemadmodum Paulus de nonnullis dixit, Quorum Deus venter est: & alio loco avaritiam, idolorum servitutem appellavit. Non enim ita concupivit Adamus similitudinem Dei, ut Deus fieri vellet, & quasi Deus coli & adorari. S. Ambrosius in libro de Paradiso cap. 13. putat, diabolum voluisse Evam inducere ad idololatriam, iniecta animo eius multorum deorum opinione ac fide, cum dixit: Eritis sicut Dii, scientes bonum & malum.
The author of the Questions on the Old and New Testament — commonly, but falsely, thought to be Augustine, among whose writings that volume is reckoned — in question 83 writes that Adam sinned with the sin of idolatry, because he wished to make himself God: which is certainly false. Adam cannot be said to have sinned with the sin of idolatry otherwise than as anyone whatsoever who sins mortally: namely, in the sense that he set up for himself as his ultimate end something other than God, which he loves above all and to which he refers all his affairs — just as Paul said of some, 'Whose God is the belly,' and in another place called avarice 'the service of idols.' For Adam did not so covet likeness to God as to wish to become God, and to be worshiped and adored as God. St. Ambrose, in his book On Paradise, chapter 13, thinks that the devil wished to lead Eve into idolatry, by injecting into her mind the opinion and belief of many gods, when he said, 'You shall be as Gods, knowing good and evil.'4



Verba eius sic habent: In quo licet advertere, idololatriae auctorem esse serpentem, eo quod plures Deos induxisse in hominum videatur errorem, quadam serpentis astutia, &c. Verum vox illa Dii, seu ut Hebraice est אלהים Elohim, posita est pro uno & vero Deo, sumpto nempe, quod nonnunquam fit in Sacris litteris, plurali numero pro singulari, vel ad denotandas divinas personas, ad quas pertinet, quod paulo infra dixit Deus, Ecce Adam quasi unus ex nobis factus est.
His words run thus: 'In which one may note that the serpent is the author of idolatry, in that he seems to have introduced many Gods into the error of men, by a certain craft of the serpent,' etc. But that word 'Dii' (Gods), or as it is in Hebrew אלהים (Elohim), is put for the one and true God — taken, namely (as sometimes happens in the sacred letters), in the plural number for the singular, or to denote the divine Persons, to which pertains what God said a little below, 'Behold, Adam is become as one of us.'5



Hugo sancti Victoris dixit, Adamum peccato avaritiae peccasse. Sed ample sumpsit nomen avaritiae, pro immoderata videlicet cupiditate habendi quodlibet bonum plus quam oportet. Qua significatione utitur nonnunquam vocabulo avaritiae Paulus, veluti sub finem primi capitis epistolae ad Romanos, & in quarto capite epistolae ad Ephesios, quibus locis Graece est vocabulum πλεονεξία, ductum a πλεονεκτεῖν, id est, a plus habendo: significans vitium, quo sibi quis plus arrogat, vel affectat quam ius est: aut potiores partes, fraudatis ceteris, occupat, aut saltem occupare studet tam in divitiis, quam in honoribus aliisque rebus. Vocabulum autem πλεονεξία, Latinus interpres alicubi vertit rapinam, aliubi fraudem, saepe avaritiam. De ea voce legendus est commentarius Hieronymi super illis verbis Pauli, capitis quarti epistolae ad Ephesios, In operatione omnis immunditiae, in avaritia: & rursus, Nec avaritia dominetur in vobis. Patet igitur quemadmodum Adami peccatum, quam Evae gravius fuerit.
Hugh of St. Victor said that Adam sinned with the sin of avarice. But he took the name 'avarice' broadly, namely for the immoderate desire of having any good whatever more than one ought. Paul sometimes uses the word 'avarice' with this signification, as toward the end of the first chapter of the Epistle to the Romans, and in the fourth chapter of the Epistle to the Ephesians — in which places the Greek word is πλεονεξία (pleonexia), derived from πλεονεκτεῖν (pleonektein), that is, from 'having more': signifying the vice by which one arrogates or affects to himself more than is right, or seizes the better portions, defrauding others, or at least strives to seize, as much in riches as in honors and other things. Now the Latin translator renders the word πλεονεξία in one place as 'rapine,' in another as 'fraud,' often as 'avarice.' On that word the commentary of Jerome should be read, on those words of Paul (Ephesians 4): 'In the working of all uncleanness, in avarice'; and again, 'Nor let avarice rule among you.' It is plain, therefore, how much graver Adam's sin was than Eve's.6



Peccatum autem Evae Caietanus leve admodum facit: explanans enim illa verba tertij capitis, Tulit mulier de fructu arboris, & comedit: affirmat primum illud Evae peccatum fuisse minimum, tum ex radice, hoc est, affectu libertatis: tum ex ratione peccandi, appetitu, scilicet similitudinis divinae: tum ex re appetita, quae fuit scientia boni & mali, tum ex specie actus exterioris, qui fuit comedere fructum pulchrum oculis, & ad vescendum suavem: tum ex causa peccandi, nimirum seductione serpentis: tum denique ex conditione peccantis, quia mulier erat. sic Caietanus.
But Cajetan makes Eve's sin quite light: for, explaining those words of the third chapter, 'The woman took of the fruit of the tree, and ate,' he affirms that that first sin of Eve was very small — both from its root (that is, the affection of liberty); from the reason of the sinning (namely the appetite of divine likeness); from the thing desired (which was the knowledge of good and evil); from the species of the external act (which was to eat a fruit beautiful to the eyes and sweet to eat); from the cause of sinning (namely the seduction of the serpent); and finally from the condition of the sinner, because she was a woman. Thus Cajetan.7



Veruntamen, si peccatum utriusque parentis nostri simpliciter & absolute pensemus, non modo grave fuisse peccatum Evae, sed etiam tribus de causis gravius quam Adami intelligemus. Primo enim peccavit infidelitate, id est, contra fidem, quae est virtus supernaturalis & Theologica: credens serpenti falsa, & impia de Deo loquenti, quinetiam mendacij, atque invidiae Deum insimulanti. Peccavit item ingenti stultitia & vaecordia, sperans se scientiam boni & mali, ac similitudinem Dei per esum fructus corporalis posse consequi. Denique peccavit in virum suum, blandis eum verbis & importunis precibus ad comedendum fructum vetitum illiciens atque impellens. Itaque prima omnis peccati & mortis, quae universum genus humanum pervasit occasio, ex Eva fuit.
Nevertheless, if we weigh the sin of each of our parents simply and absolutely, we shall understand not only that Eve's sin was grave, but even that for three reasons it was graver than Adam's. For first she sinned by infidelity, that is, against faith, which is a supernatural and theological virtue: believing the serpent as he spoke false and impious things about God — indeed, accusing God of lying and of envy. She sinned likewise with enormous folly and madness, hoping that she could attain the knowledge of good and evil, and likeness to God, by eating a bodily fruit. Finally she sinned against her own husband, enticing and impelling him with flattering words and importunate entreaties to eat the forbidden fruit. And so the first occasion of all sin and death, which pervaded the whole human race, was from Eve.8



Si quis autem propterea contendat, peccatum primorum hominum fuisse gravissimum omnium, quod gravissima poena sit mulctatum, id est, tot tantorumque bonorum amissione, & necessitate tot tantisque malis animi & corporis subiaciendi: sciat is eiusmodi poenam non respondisse peccato Adami secundum quantitatem propriae speciei, sic enim respondit poena aeterna inferni, quae non erat omnium maxima: sed ea duntaxat ratione, ut fuit primum peccatum, per quod, scilicet, sublata est iustitia originalis, & felix ille status innocentiae deperditus: cui malo, necessario cetera damna consequentia & connexa erant. Lege B. Thomam in 2.2. quaestione 165. articul. 3.
But if anyone should on that account contend that the sin of the first human beings was the gravest of all, because it was punished with the gravest penalty — that is, the loss of so many and so great goods, and the necessity of being subjected to so many and so great evils of soul and body — let him know that such a penalty did not correspond to Adam's sin according to the magnitude of its own species (for in that respect the eternal penalty of hell corresponds, which was not the greatest of all), but only in this respect, that it was the first sin, through which, namely, original justice was taken away and that happy state of innocence lost: to which evil the other consequent and connected harms were necessarily attached. Read St. Thomas in the Secunda secundae, question 165, article 3.9



Translator’s notes
	Second Quaestio of the disputation (set off by a horizontal rule). Catchword: 'Sed' (the answer begins on the next page). ↩
	QUAESTIO II answered: Adam's sin was graver — he was wiser, stronger, more obligated, and was appointed head of Eve. Marginal gloss: 'Peccatum Adami fuit gravius peccato Evae.' Running head misprinted '651'; true printed page 661. ↩
	The ruin of the race followed from Adam's sin, not Eve's. Sirach 25:33 ('Propter mulierem... omnes homines mori'; 'A muliere initium peccati... per illam omnes morimur') is read 'occasionally, not causally.' Rom 5:12. Marginal gloss: 'Si Adamus non peccasset, peccatum Evae non nobis nocuisset.' ↩
	Pseudo-Augustine (Quaestiones Veteris et Novi Testamenti, q.83) wrongly claims Adam sinned by idolatry; refuted (he sinned by idolatry only in the sense any mortal sin sets up a false ultimate end: Phil 3:19 'Quorum Deus venter est'; Col 3:5 avarice = idolatry). Ambrose, De paradiso 13. Marginal glosses: 'Adam non peccavit... peccato idololatriae'; 'Philipp. 3.' ↩
	Ambrose (De paradiso 13) on the serpent as author of idolatry, refuted: 'Dii' / אלהים (Elohim) denotes the one true God in the plural of majesty, or the divine Persons (cf. Gen 3:22, 'Ecce Adam quasi unus ex nobis'). HEBREW GLYPH verified by magnification: reads right-to-left א-ל-ה-י-ם = אלהים (Elohim, 'God'); printed immediately followed by its Latin transliteration 'Elohim' (the same word seen earlier on printed p. 639). Marginal gloss: 'Ambrosius censuit serpentem voluisse inducere Evam in errorem & impietatem idololatriae.' Catchword: 'HUGO'; page footer signature 'OOO 3'. ↩
	QUAESTIO II continued. Hugh of St. Victor held Adam sinned by 'avarice' (taken broadly = Greek πλεονεξία, covetousness), as in Paul (Rom 1:29; Eph 4:19; cf. Eph 5:3). GREEK GLYPHS verified by magnification: πλεονεξία (pleonexia, π-λ-ε-ο-ν-ε-ξ-ί-α, 'covetousness/greed', appears twice) and the verb πλεονεκτεῖν (the print shows the early-modern form πλεονεχτεῖν, 'to have more'). Marginal glosses: 'Hugo S. Victoris, quomodo dixerit Adamum peccasse per avaritiam'; 'Πλεονεξία quid' (What pleonexia is). Jerome on Eph 4:19 / 5:3. Running head misprinted '652'; true printed page 662. ↩
	Cajetan (Thomas de Vio), on Gen 3:6, judged Eve's first sin very light, on six counts (root, reason, object, species, cause, condition). Marginal gloss: 'Caietanus de levi peccato Evae cur existimet.' ↩
	Against Cajetan: considered simply and absolutely, Eve's sin was graver than Adam's in three respects — (1) infidelity (against the theological virtue of faith), (2) enormous folly, (3) corrupting her husband. Eve was the first occasion of all sin and death. Marginal gloss: 'Tripliciter gravius peccatum Evae, quam Adami.' (Note: this nuances QUAESTIO II — by person and effect Adam's sin was graver, but considered in itself Eve's was graver in these three ways.) ↩
	The penalty's severity reflects not the species of the sin but that it was the FIRST sin (which removed original justice and entailed all the consequent harms). Citation: Aquinas, Summa 2a2ae q.165 a.3. Marginal gloss: 'Peccatum primorum hominum cur non fuerit omnium gravissimum, gravissima tamen poena sit mulctatum.' Catchword: 'Aperti' (the next lemma begins on the next page). ↩




Their eyes were opened, and they knew that they were naked. (Verse 7.)

LatineEnglish


Their eyes were opened, and they knew that they were naked. (Verse 7.)1
Aperti sunt oculi eorum, & cognoverunt se esse nudos. VERS. 7.



Non sunt aperti eis oculi, quasi antea fuissent clausi: nam quomodo Adamus clausis oculis vidisset animalia ad se adducta, & mulierem ex latere suo formatam? quomodo mulier vidisset serpentem, fructum arboris vetitae pulchrum esse oculis? Nec aperti sunt eis oculi, quasi tunc primum usu rationis, ac liberi arbitrij pollere coeperint: quae enim antea dixisse Adamum & Evam legimus, satis declarant eos perfecto fuisse rationis usu. Nec propterea tunc oculi dicuntur eis aperti, quod per esum fructus vetiti, ut significat Iosephus, maius ingenij acumen, acrioremque vim ad intelligendum sint adepti: siquidem neque id per esum eius fructus potuit effici: neque si factum esset, damno eis, sed magno lucro esus illius fructus fuisset. Nec probanda est Rabbi Salomonis sententia, antea primos illos homines solius boni cognitionem tenuisse: post illius autem fructus esum, etiam mali notitiam eis contigisse: namque contrariorum eadem est disciplina. Itaque bonum & malum, tam ante quam post cognoverunt, dissimili tamen ratione. Ante noverant bonum per possessionem, malum vero ex boni oppositione: postea bonum noverunt per privationem, malum per experientiam, infelici nempe & execranda cognitione.
Their eyes were not opened as if they had previously been closed: for how would Adam, with closed eyes, have seen the animals brought to him, and the woman formed from his side? How would the woman have seen the serpent, and that the fruit of the forbidden tree was beautiful to the eyes? Nor were their eyes opened as if they had then for the first time begun to be strong in the use of reason and free will: for what we read that Adam and Eve said before sufficiently declares that they had the perfect use of reason. Nor are their eyes said to have been opened then because, by eating the forbidden fruit, they had (as Josephus signifies) acquired greater sharpness of wit and a keener power of understanding: since neither could that be brought about by eating that fruit, nor, if it had been, would the eating of that fruit have been to their harm, but to their great gain. Nor is the opinion of Rabbi Solomon to be approved, that those first human beings before held the knowledge of good only, but after eating that fruit the knowledge of evil also befell them: for the discipline of contraries is one and the same. And so they knew good and evil both before and after, but in a different manner. Before, they knew good by possession, and evil by its opposition to good; afterward they knew good by privation, and evil by experience — by an unhappy and execrable knowledge, indeed.2



Quomodo igitur Moses dixit tunc fuisse apertos eis oculos? Nimirum tunc primum advertere coeperunt nuditatem corporis sibi turpem & ignominiosam esse, propter inordinatos & obscoenos carnis adversus rationem rebellantis motus, statim enim ut peccarunt, mutua exarserunt libidine, quam per membra corporis contra iudicium & voluntatem rationis immoderate sese efferentem, & comprimendam iudicabant, & comprimere tamen non valebant: quapropter maiorem in modum erubescebant, & illas corporis partes quamprimum occultare & velare satagebant. At nuditas quidem earum partium ante peccatum non magis pudori eis fuerat, quam est nobis vel manus, vel oris nuditas. Ergo accidit eis similiter quodammodo ut pueris, qui priusquam ad rationis usum perveniant, de nuditate earum partium minime verecundantur: ubi autem ratio vim discernendi bonum a malo exercere, & ipsi libero arbitrio uti coeperint: continuo de earum partium nuditate erubescunt. quod igitur pueris propter aetatem contingit, hoc illis propter iustitiae originalis praesentiam vel absentiam evenit.
How, then, did Moses say that their eyes were then opened? Namely, then for the first time they began to notice that the nakedness of the body was base and shameful to them, on account of the disordered and obscene motions of the flesh rebelling against reason. For as soon as they sinned, they burned with mutual lust, which, raising itself immoderately through the bodily members against the judgment and will of reason, they judged ought to be suppressed, yet could not suppress: wherefore they blushed exceedingly, and hastened to hide and veil those parts of the body. But the nakedness of those parts before the sin had been no more a cause of shame to them than the nakedness of our hand or face is to us. Therefore it happened to them somewhat as to children, who, before they reach the use of reason, are not at all ashamed of the nakedness of those parts; but when reason begins to exercise its power of discerning good from evil, and they begin to use free will, at once they blush at the nakedness of those parts. What therefore befalls children on account of their age, this befell them on account of the presence or absence of original justice.3



Hanc interpretationem, ut alia permulta, ex fontibus hausimus Augustini, apud quem in libro 14. de Civitate Dei capite. 17. sic est: Nudi erant, & non confundebantur: non quod eis sua nuditas esset incognita, sed turpis nondum erat, quia nondum libido membra illa praeter arbitrium commo...
This interpretation, like very many others, we have drawn from the sources of Augustine, in whom, in book 14 of the City of God, chapter 17, it goes thus: 'They were naked, and were not confounded: not because their nakedness was unknown to them, but because it was not yet shameful, since lust did not yet move those members beyond the will...'4



commovebat: nondum ad hominis inobedientiam redarguendam, sua inobedientia caro quodammodo testimonium perhibebat. Neque enim caeci creati erant, ut imperitum vulgus opinatur: quandoquidem & ille vidit animalia, quibus nomina imposuit, & de illa legitur, Vidit mulier quia bonum est lignum in escam, & quia placet oculis ad videndum. Patebant ergo oculi eorum, sed adhuc non erant aperti, hoc est, non attenti ut cognoscerent quid eis indumento gratiae praestaretur, quando membra eorum voluntati repugnare nesciebant. Qua gratia remota, ut poena reciproca inobedientia plecteretur, extitit in motu corporis quaedam impudens novitas, & fecit attentos, reddiditque confusos. Hinc est quod posteaquam mandatum Dei aperta transgressione violarunt, scriptum est de illis, Et aperti sunt oculi amborum, & cognoverunt quia nudi erant, & consuerunt folia fici, & fecerunt sibi campestria. Aperti sunt, inquit, oculi amborum non ad videndum, nam & antea videbant, sed ad discernendum inter bonum, quod amiserant, & malum in quod ceciderant. unde & ipsum lignum eo quod istam faceret dignoscentiam, si ad vescendum contra vetitum tangeretur, ex ea re nomen accepit, ut appellaretur lignum scientiae boni & mali. Experta enim morbi molestia, evidentior fit etiam iucunditas sanitatis. Cognoverunt ergo quia nudi erant: nudati scilicet ea gratia qua fiebat, ut nuditas corporis nulla eos lege peccati membris eorum repugnante confunderet. Hoc itaque cognoverunt quod felicius ignorarent, si Deo credentes & obedientes non committerent, quod eos cogere, experiri, infidelitas & inobedientia quid nocerent. Sic Augustin.
'...moved them: not yet, to convict man's disobedience, did the flesh by its own disobedience in some way bear witness. For they were not created blind, as the ignorant crowd supposes: since he saw the animals, on which he imposed names, and of her it is read, The woman saw that the tree was good for food, and that it was pleasing to the eyes to behold. Their eyes therefore were open, but not yet opened — that is, not attentive to recognize what was furnished them by the garment of grace, when their members did not know how to resist their will. When that grace was removed, so that the disobedience might be punished by a reciprocal penalty, there arose in the motion of the body a certain shameless novelty, and it made them attentive and rendered them confused. Hence it is that, after they had violated God's command by open transgression, it is written of them: And the eyes of both were opened, and they knew that they were naked, and they sewed fig leaves, and made themselves aprons. The eyes of both were opened, he says, not to seeing — for they saw before too — but to discerning between the good which they had lost and the evil into which they had fallen. Whence the tree itself, because it would produce that discernment if it were touched for eating against the prohibition, took its name from that fact, so that it was called the tree of the knowledge of good and evil. For having experienced the trouble of illness, the pleasantness of health becomes the more evident. They knew, therefore, that they were naked: stripped, namely, of that grace by which it came about that the nakedness of the body did not confound them, no law of sin resisting in their members. This, then, they came to know, which they would more happily have been ignorant of, had they, believing and obedient to God, not committed what forced them to experience what infidelity and disobedience harm.' Thus Augustine.5



Horum simillima reperiet lector apud eundem Augustinum in libro undecimo de Genesi ad litteram, capite trigesimo primo, Quomodo ait, aperti sunt oculi amborum, nisi ad invicem concupiscendum? Neque enim clausis oculis facti erant, neque in Paradiso deliciarum caeci palpantesque oberrabant, ut vetitum lignum etiam nescientes attingerent, palpantesque fructus prohibitos ignorando decerperent. Quomodo enim animalia adducta sunt ad Adamum, ut videret quid vocaret ea, si non videbat? Quomodo mulier ad virum ducta est, ut de illa quam non videbat diceret, Hoc nunc os de ossibus meis, & caro de carne mea? Quomodo vidit mulier fructum illum esse pulchrum oculis, si clausi erant eius oculi? & tamen apertos dicit Scriptura eorum oculos, translato verbo & figurata narratione utens, apertos utique ad aliquid intuendum, & cogitandum, quod antea nunquam adverterant. Ubi enim ad transgrediendum praeceptum audax curiositas mota est, avida experiri latentia quidnam tacto fructu vetito sequeretur, & noxia libertate habenas prohibitionis rumpere delectata, probabilius existimavit non esse mortem, quam timuerat secuturam. Mox ergo ut praeceptum transgressi sunt, intrinsecus gratia deserente omnino nudati, quam typo quodam & superbo amore suae potestatis offenderant, in sua membra oculos iniecerunt, eaque motu, quem non noverant, concupiverunt. Ad hoc igitur aperti sunt oculi, ad quod antea non patebant, quamvis ad alia paterent.
The reader will find very similar things in the same Augustine, in book 11 On Genesis according to the Letter, chapter 31: 'How,' he says, 'were the eyes of both opened, except to coveting one another? For they were not made with closed eyes, nor did they wander blind and groping in the Paradise of delights, so as to touch the forbidden tree even unknowingly, and, groping, pluck the prohibited fruits in ignorance. For how were the animals brought to Adam, that he might see what he would call them, if he did not see? How was the woman brought to the man, that he might say of her, whom he did not see, This now is bone of my bones, and flesh of my flesh? How did the woman see that fruit to be beautiful to the eyes, if her eyes were closed? And yet Scripture says their eyes were opened, using a transferred word and a figurative narration — opened, namely, to looking at and thinking of something which they had never before noticed. For when bold curiosity was moved to transgress the command, eager to experience what hidden thing would follow upon touching the forbidden fruit, and delighting with harmful liberty to break the reins of the prohibition, it more probably judged that the death which it had feared would not follow. Soon therefore, as they transgressed the command, inwardly deserted by grace — which by a certain pride and proud love of their own power they had offended — completely stripped, they cast their eyes upon their own members, and coveted them with a motion which they had not known. To this, therefore, their eyes were opened, to which before they were not open, although they were open to other things.'6



Idem Augustinus lib. 1. Locutionum in Genesim, numero 9. Quod scriptum demum est de Adam & Eva, Aperti sunt oculi eorum, cum absurde credatur eos in Paradiso caecos, vel oculis clausis prius oberrasse, locutionis est, qua etiam de Agar scriptum est, Aperuit oculos suos, & vidit puteum, neque enim clausis prius oculis sedebat. Et quod in fractione panis aper...
The same Augustine, in book 1 of the Locutions on Genesis, number 9: 'What is finally written of Adam and Eve, Their eyes were opened — since it would be absurd to believe that they wandered blind in Paradise, or with eyes previously closed — is a manner of speaking, the same by which it is also written of Hagar, She opened her eyes, and saw a well; for she was not sitting with eyes previously closed. And as for what at the breaking of bread was open[ed]...'7



'...were opened the eyes of those who recognized the Lord after the resurrection. For they were not walking along the way with him with closed eyes.' Thus Augustine.8
nis aperti sunt oculi eorum, qui cognoverunt Dominum post resurrectionem. Neque enim per viam cum illo clausis oculis ambulabant. Sic Augustinus.



Illud praeterea posset dici apertos fuisse eis oculos, quia tunc clare viderunt, quod antea libidine peccandi obcaecati non viderant: Deum scilicet veracem esse, diabolum vero mendacem ac fallacem. Simulque illud, quam verum esset cognoverunt, quod multis post saeculis David cecinit, Mihi adhaerere Deo bonum est, ponere in domino Deo spem meam. & Illud, Qui elongant se a te peribunt: perdidisti omnes, qui fornicantur abs te. Et illud videbant, quam non leve sit nec parvipendendum Dei non obtemperare voluntati.
It could moreover be said that their eyes were opened, because they then clearly saw what before, blinded by the lust of sinning, they had not seen: namely, that God is truthful, but the devil a liar and deceiver. And at the same time they knew how true was that which David sang many ages later, 'It is good for me to adhere to God, to put my hope in the Lord God'; and that, 'They who go far from you shall perish: you have destroyed all who fornicate away from you.' And they saw this, how not light a thing it is, nor to be slighted, to fail to obey the will of God.9



Fit quidem quotidie, ait Serapion scriptor Graecus, in nobis, quod in primis illis hominibus factum est quando peccamus, tunc caeci sumus: ubi peccavimus, tunc demum agnoscimus, quantum mali admisimus, nostrique facti nos pudet, taedet, ac poenitet. Divina Scriptura, inquit Theodoretus, apertionem oculorum, vocat sensum peccati, & pudorem sceleris admissi: nam patrato flagitio insurgit continuo adversus nos conscientia, nosque vehementer obiurgat & condemnat. unde est illud Pauli, Quem fructum habuistis in his, in quibus nunc erubescitis?
'It happens indeed daily,' says Serapion, the Greek writer, 'in us, what happened in those first human beings: when we sin, then we are blind; when we have sinned, then at last we recognize how much evil we have committed, and we are ashamed, wearied, and repentant of our deed.' 'Divine Scripture,' says Theodoret, 'calls the opening of the eyes the sense of sin and the shame of the crime committed: for when the disgrace has been perpetrated, conscience at once rises against us, and vehemently rebukes and condemns us.' Whence is that saying of Paul, 'What fruit had you in those things, of which you are now ashamed?'10



Volo ut etiam lector cognoscat, quemadmodum hunc ipsum locum interpretatus sit Rupertus, scilicet pie admodum, graviter, ac diserte. Nam in libro tertio de Trinitate & eius operibus, capite decimo, hoc modo scribit: Quomodo tandem dictum est, Et aperti sunt oculi amborum? Numquid caeci erant antequam comederent, & comedendo illuminati sunt? Non utique, iam enim & mulier viderat, quod bonum esset lignum ad vescendum, & pulchrum oculis, aspectuque delectabile. Iam & ad Adam adduxerat Dominus cuncta animantia, ut videret quid vocaret ea. Non ergo exteriores, sed interiores, quos contra Deum clauserant aperti sunt oculi amborum: quia scilicet veracem Deum, serpentem vero in sua miseria falsissimum cognoverunt. Namque protinus sequitur, Cumque cognovissent se esse nudos, consuerunt folia ficus, & fecerunt sibi perizomata. Ergo id quod dictum est, Et aperti sunt oculi amborum, duplicem constat habere sensum. Nam si ad expectationem illorum respicias, quam ex promissione serpentis conceperant dicentis, Aperientur oculi vestri, & eritis sicut Dii, scientes bonum & malum, acerba nimis ironia est, & gemebunda conquestio scriptoris dicentis, & aperti sunt oculi amborum: quod idem est, ac si diceretur, & non iuxta promissum serpentis aperti sunt oculi amborum: nisi quod acerbius nunc sub affirmatione ironica dicitur, quasi aperta voce negaretur. Porro si verum eventum expectes, magna confusionis demonstratio vel agnitio est, de qua & protinus subinfertur quod iam dictum est, Cumque cognovissent se esse nudos, &c. Cum, inquit, nudos se esse cognovissent: id est, cum se honore in quo positi erant & conditi, spoliatos & iumentis comparatos, sine omni protectione Dei nudatos esse animadvertissent. Nam tale est & illud quod item Scriptura haec veridica, quae veris nominibus res appellat & congruis acta verbis, prout oportet enunciat, Videns igitur Moses populum quod esset nudatus, spoliaverat enim eum Aaron.
I wish the reader also to know how Rupert interpreted this very passage, namely quite piously, gravely, and eloquently. For in book 3 On the Trinity and its works, chapter 10, he writes in this manner: 'How, finally, was it said, And the eyes of both were opened? Were they blind before they ate, and by eating were they illuminated? Not at all, for the woman had already seen that the tree was good for food, and beautiful to the eyes, and delightful to behold. And the Lord had already brought all living things to Adam, that he might see what he would call them. Therefore not the exterior, but the interior eyes of both — which they had closed against God — were opened: namely, because they recognized God as truthful, but the serpent, in his misery, as most false. For at once it follows, And when they knew that they were naked, they sewed fig leaves, and made themselves aprons. Therefore what was said, And the eyes of both were opened, clearly has a double sense. For if you look to their expectation, which they had conceived from the serpent's promise saying, Your eyes shall be opened, and you shall be as Gods, knowing good and evil — it is too bitter an irony, and the groaning complaint of the writer saying, and the eyes of both were opened: which is the same as if it were said, and not according to the serpent's promise were the eyes of both opened — except that it is now said more bitterly under an ironic affirmation, as if it were denied with an open voice. But if you await the true outcome, it is a great demonstration or recognition of confusion, about which there is at once subjoined what was already said, And when they knew that they were naked, etc. When, he says, they knew that they were naked: that is, when they perceived themselves to be despoiled of the honor in which they had been placed and created, and compared to the beasts, stripped naked without any protection of God. For such also is that which this same truthful Scripture — which calls things by their true names and recounts deeds in fitting words, as is proper — declares: Moses, therefore, seeing the people that it was naked, for Aaron had stripped it.'11



propter ignominiam sordis, & inter hostes constituerat nudum, &c. Igitur duplex quidem sensus, in eo quod dictum est, Et aperti sunt oculi amborum. Sed verus utrobique gemitus, magnum undique est mutuae confusionis opprobrium, Deus iratus, diabolus risu & cachinno dilatatus, uterque sexus ignominia percussus, & inter haec omnia reorum & animi torquebantur, & oculi confundebantur. Statim namque genitalis pars corporis utrumque peccatorem ob superbiae meritum, iniussis motibus similiter colaphizare incepit. Ignominiam huius passionis pudendam esse natura sponte cognoscit, sine doctore intelligit, ultronea fuga confitetur. Cur hoc? quia rationali creaturae inesse non debuit, sed ab offenso Deo, non intelligenti honorem suum imposita est, ut compararetur iumentis. Quicquid enim homini a Deo sive propitio sive irato institutum est, hoc omnino natura hominis nescire non potest. Idcirco sicut ratione, quam propitius Deus dedit carere non potest, sic istam passionem libidinis confusibilem esse, nescire illi impossibile est. Erubescit in ipsis coniugibus, & mutuum alterutra nuditatis refugit intuitum, sicut & isti coniuges primi, qui nondum habentes quod erubescerent, nisi se metipsos qui erant caro una, consuerunt folia ficus, & fecerunt sibi perizomata, id est, succinctoria. Hactenus sunt verba Ruperti.
'...because of the ignominy of dishonor, and had set the people naked among their enemies,' etc. There is therefore indeed a double sense in what was said, 'And the eyes of both were opened.' But the true groan in both is the great reproach, on every side, of their mutual confusion: God angry, the devil expanded with laughter and cackling, each sex struck with ignominy; and amid all these, the souls of the guilty were tormented, and their eyes confounded. For at once the genital part of the body began, with unbidden motions, to buffet each sinner alike, on account of the desert of pride. That the ignominy of this passion is shameful, nature recognizes of its own accord, understands without a teacher, and confesses by spontaneous flight. Why is this? Because it ought not to have been in a rational creature, but was imposed by God, offended, upon man who did not understand his own honor, so that he might be compared to the beasts. For whatever has been appointed for man by God, whether propitious or angry, the nature of man cannot at all be ignorant of. Therefore, just as he cannot lack the reason which propitious God gave, so it is impossible for him to be ignorant that this passion of lust is confounding. It blushes in the spouses themselves, and each flees the mutual gaze of nakedness — just as those first spouses, who, having nothing yet to blush at except their very selves, who were one flesh, sewed fig leaves and made themselves aprons, that is, girdles. Thus far the words of Rupert.12



Translator’s notes
	New lemma: Genesis 3:7. Running head misprinted '653'; true printed page 663. ↩
	Three wrong readings of 'their eyes were opened' rejected: (1) not literal prior blindness; (2) not that they then first got reason, nor (against Josephus, Antiquities 1.1) sharper wit; (3) not Rabbi Solomon's (Rashi's) view that they knew only good before and evil after. They knew good and evil both before and after, differently. Marginal glosses: 'Quomodo intelligendum sit apertos fuisse primis hominibus oculos'; 'Iosephus lib. 1. Antiquit. c. 1.' ↩
	The true sense: at the Fall they first perceived their nakedness as shameful, through the now-rebellious concupiscence of the flesh — like children before the age of reason, but here owing to the presence or absence of original justice. Marginal gloss: 'Quomodo Adamus & Eva se nudos esse cognoverint.' ↩
	Augustine, De Civitate Dei 14.17 (quotation begins). Marginal gloss: 'Augustinus.' Catchword: 'commovebat' (continues on the next page). ↩
	Conclusion of the Augustine quotation (De Civitate Dei 14.17). Running head misprinted '654'; true printed page 664. ↩
	Augustine, De Genesi ad litteram 11.31: 'their eyes were opened' is a figurative expression; they plainly saw before (Adam named the animals, Gen 2:23 'Hoc nunc os de ossibus meis'). Marginal gloss: 'Augustinus.' ↩
	Augustine, De Locutionibus in Genesim 1.9: 'their eyes were opened' is an idiom, the same as Hagar's 'she opened her eyes and saw a well' (Gen 21:19), and the Emmaus disciples (Luke 24:31). Marginal glosses: 'Gen. 21'; 'Luc. 24.' Catchword: 'aperti' (continues on the next page). ↩
	Conclusion of the Augustine quotation (De Locutionibus in Genesim 1.9), referring to the Emmaus disciples (Luke 24:31). Marginal gloss: 'Luc. 24.' Running head misprinted '655'; true printed page 665. ↩
	A further sense of 'their eyes were opened': they then saw clearly that God is truthful and the devil a liar. Citations: Ps 72:28 ('Mihi adhaerere Deo bonum est'); Ps 72:27 ('Qui elongant se a te peribunt'). Marginal glosses: 'Quomodo aperti sunt eorum oculi'; 'Psal. 72.' ↩
	Two further authorities: Serapion (a Greek writer) and Theodoret (Quaestiones in Genesim, q.33) — 'the opening of the eyes' = the awakened sense of sin and the shame of conscience (Rom 6:21). Marginal glosses: 'Theodoretus q. 33. in Genesim'; 'Rom. 6.' ↩
	Rupert of Deutz, De Trinitate (et operibus eius) III.10, on the 'double sense' of 'their eyes were opened': (1) bitter irony against the serpent's promise (Gen 3:5); (2) a true recognition of their being stripped of honor and confounded — likened to Israel stripped naked by Aaron (Exod 32:25). Catchword: 'pro'; page footer 'Comm. in Gen. Tom. 1.' and signature 'PPP'. ↩
	Conclusion of the Rupert of Deutz quotation (De Trinitate III.10). The closing allusion is to Exod 32:25 (Israel set naked among enemies, stripped by Aaron). Running head misprinted '656'; true printed page 666. ↩




GENESIS, chapter 3, verse 7. And when they knew that they were naked, they sewed fig leaves, and made themselves aprons

LatineEnglish


GENESIS, chapter 3, verse 7. And when they knew that they were naked, they sewed fig leaves, and made themselves aprons.1
GEN. cap. 3. VERS. 7. Cumque cognovissent se esse nudos, consuerunt folia ficus, & fecerunt sibi perizomata.



Cur Deus primos illos homines in Paradiso nudos esse voluit? Nimirum illi vestibus nec ad iniurias coeli propulsandas, neque ad ullam corporis turpitudinem & obscoenitatem velandam eguerunt. Siquidem erant illi corpore impassibiles, & animo pariter, atque corpore, omni libidinis motu, sensuque plane carentes. Audi quae Basilius hac de re disputans, in homilia quae inscribitur, Quod Deus non sit auctor malorum, hoc modo scribit: Comederunt, inquit, & aperti sunt oculi eorum, cognoveruntque quod nudi essent. Oportebat enim se nudos minime cognovisse, ne mens hominis ad eorum cupiditatem qua deesse viderentur, traheretur. Amictum namque nuditatis, defensionem solativam esse existimavit: & omnino per carnis curam ab observantia Dei ab...
Why did God want those first human beings to be naked in Paradise? Namely, they needed no garments, either to ward off the injuries of the sky, or to veil any baseness and obscenity of the body. For they were impassible in body, and likewise in soul and in body wholly lacking all motion and sense of lust. Hear what Basil, disputing on this matter, writes in this manner, in the homily entitled 'That God is not the author of evils': 'They ate,' he says, 'and their eyes were opened, and they knew that they were naked. For they ought by no means to have known themselves naked, lest the mind of man be drawn to the desire of those things in which they seemed to be lacking. For he reckoned the covering of nakedness to be a consoling defense; and altogether, through care of the flesh, he was [drawn] away from the observance of God...'2



...stractus est. Cur, inquis, non statim eis ab initio amictus sunt praeparati? Quoniam haec nec naturalia esse, neque ex arte decebat. Nam naturalia propria sunt brutorum, ut penna, seta, pellium crassitudines, quae & rigoribus resistunt, & aestus ferunt, in quibus nihil alterum ab altero distat, aequali omnibus natura existente. Homini autem secundum proportionem in Deum charitatis, bonorum distributio conveniebat. Quae vero ex arte sunt opera, negotium generant: quod ut maxime homini noxium, vitandum erat. Quamobrem Deus nos ad Paradisum vitam revocans, ex animalibus nostris curas evellere conatur dicens, Nolite anima vestra cogitare quid edatis, aut corpori quid induamini. Neque igitur ei ex natura, neque ex arte conveniebat, sed alia parata erant, si virtutem custodivisset homo, insignia, quae ex gratia Dei erant illum illustratura, utpote fulgores quidam, quales sunt Angelorum, qui omnem florum varietatem, omnem astrorum claritatem superarent. Hac igitur de causa non vestes ei statim praebita, quoniam virtutis praemia in illis reposita erant, quae consequi vis diabolica tentationis non permisit. Haec Basilius.
'...drawn away. Why, you ask, were garments not prepared for them at once from the beginning? Because it was fitting that these be neither natural nor produced by art. For natural coverings are proper to the brutes — such as feather, bristle, the thicknesses of skins, which both resist cold and bear heat, in which one does not differ from another, the nature being equal in all. But to man, according to the proportion of his charity toward God, the distribution of goods was fitting. But works that come from art generate toil, which, as most harmful to man, was to be avoided. Wherefore God, recalling us to the life of Paradise, tries to pluck cares from our living, saying, Be not solicitous for your soul what you shall eat, or for your body what you shall put on. Therefore it was fitting for him neither from nature nor from art; but other things were prepared, if man had kept virtue: marks which, by the grace of God, were to make him resplendent — as it were certain splendors, such as those of the Angels, which would surpass all the variety of flowers and all the brightness of the stars. For this cause, then, garments were not at once provided him, since the rewards of virtue were stored up in those things, which the diabolical force of temptation did not permit him to attain.' Thus Basil.3



Ad explanationem eorumdem verborum spectant verba illa Ambrosij, quae sunt in 13. capite libri eius de Paradiso. Et antea, inquit, nudi erant, sed non sine virtutum integumentis. Nudi erant propter morum simplicitatem, & quod amictum fraudis natura nesciret: Nunc autem multis simulationum involucris mens humana velatur. Ergo postquam spoliatos se illa sinceritate & simplicitate viderunt integra incorruptaque natura, quaerere mundana & manufacta coeperunt, quibus nuda sua mentis operirent, delectationes delectationibus, & mundi huius umbratiles voluptates velut folia folijs assuentes, quibus obumbrarent genitale secretum. Nam quomodo clausos oculos corporis habuit Adam, qui omnia animantia ita vidit ut his & nomen imponeret: Quomodo cognoverunt, id est, interiore, & altiore scientia, non tunicam sibi, sed virtutum deesse velamina. Sic Ambrosius.
To the explanation of the same words pertain those words of Ambrose, which are in chapter 13 of his book On Paradise: 'And before,' he says, 'they were naked, but not without the coverings of the virtues. They were naked because of the simplicity of their manners, and because nature knew no garment of deceit. But now the human mind is veiled with many wrappings of dissimulation. Therefore, after they saw themselves, with nature whole and uncorrupted, stripped of that sincerity and simplicity, they began to seek worldly and manufactured things with which to cover the nakedness of their mind — sewing delights to delights, and the shadowy pleasures of this world like leaves to leaves, with which to overshadow the genital secret. For how did Adam have the eyes of his body closed, who saw all living things so as to impose a name upon them? How then did they know — that is, by an interior and higher knowledge — that not a tunic, but the veils of the virtues, were lacking to them?' Thus Ambrose.4



Sed cur ex folijs ficus, velandae turpitudini, quam tunc primum senserunt, potius quam aliunde tegumentum sibi compararunt? Non sane, quod illa fuerit arbor scientiae boni & mali, ut visum est quibusdam, id quod superius a nobis in tertio volumine quod est de Paradiso, cum de ea arbore ageremus confutatum est: sed forte ob amplitudinem foliorum, sunt enim, inquit Plinius libro 16. latissima ei arbori folia: vel quod illis conscientia patrati sceleris, & inusitato libidinis sensu vehementer animo commotis ac perturbatis, prior illa occurrit arbor: magisque ad manum eis fuit. Neque enim arbitror, inquit, Augustinus libro 11. de Genesi ad litteram capit. 32. Cogitasse eos aliquid in illis folijs ficus, quod talibus congrueret contegi iam membra prurientia: sed occulto instinctu ad hoc compulsi, in illa perturbatione ut etiam talis poena sua significatio a nescientibus fieret quae peccatorem factum convinceret, & doceret Scriptura lectorem. Magister Historiae scolasticae in historia Geneseos, capite 23. tradit, folia ficus si terantur, eorumque succo caro hominis inungatur, statim excitari quandam voluptatis pruriginem: quare illo facto significatum esse, primos illos homines post peccatum pruriginem voluptatis in sua carne sensisse.
But why did they procure a covering for the baseness they had then first felt from fig leaves, rather than from elsewhere? Not, indeed, because that was the tree of the knowledge of good and evil (as it seemed to some) — which was refuted by us above, in the third volume, which is On Paradise, when we treated of that tree — but perhaps because of the size of the leaves; for, says Pliny (book 16), the leaves of that tree are very broad: or because, to them — vehemently moved and perturbed in mind by the consciousness of the crime committed, and by the unwonted sense of lust — that tree first occurred, and was more at hand to them. 'For I do not think,' says Augustine (book 11 On Genesis according to the Letter, chapter 32), 'that they thought anything about those fig leaves, that it was fitting that their now-itching members be covered by such things; but, compelled to this by a hidden instinct, in that perturbation, so that even such a penalty might become its own signification — produced by those who did not know it — which would convict the man become a sinner, and Scripture would teach the reader.' The Master of the Scholastic History (Peter Comestor), in the history of Genesis, chapter 23, hands down that if fig leaves are rubbed, and the flesh of a man is anointed with their juice, a certain itch of pleasure is at once aroused: wherefore by that deed it was signified that those first human beings, after sin, felt an itch of pleasure in their flesh.5



At Irenaeus censet eos non temere, aut casu incurrisse in eam arborem, nec sine consilio & ratione tegumentum sibi ex foliis eius confecisse: sed id fecisse eos, quo manifestam darent significationem poenitentiae, quam ipsi de patrato scelere & animo agebant, & corporis etiam macerationem declarare volebant. Folia enim ficus admota carni, pungunt & affligunt eam, & illud quidem indumentum tan...
But Irenaeus thinks that they did not rashly or by chance come upon that tree, nor without counsel and reason make themselves a covering from its leaves; but that they did it in order to give a manifest signification of the penitence which they were performing in their mind for the crime committed, and that they also wished to declare the mortification of the body. For fig leaves, applied to the flesh, prick and afflict it; and that garment indeed, [like a hairshirt]...6



quam cilicium perpetuo Adamus humilitatis & poenitentiae causa gestasset, nisi Dominus, qui est misericors, & suavis, & benignus, pro aspero indumento ficulneo, tunicas pelliceas, utiliorem nempe ac molliorem amictum eis dedisset. Verba Irenaei in cap. 37. lib. 3. adversus haereses haec sunt: Per succinctorium, quod sibi Adamus circumdedit, ipso facto ostendit suam poenitentiam, foliis ficulneis semetipsum contegens, existentibus & aliis foliis multis, quae minus corpus eius vexare potuissent: condignum tamen inobedientiae amictum fecit conterritus timore Dei, & retundens petulantem carnis impetum: quoniam indolem & puerilem amiserat sensum, & in cogitationem peiorem venerat. frenum continentiae sibi & uxori suae circundedit, timens Deum, & adventum eius expectans, & velut tale quid significans. Quoniam, inquit, quam habui a spiritu sanctitatis stolam amisi per inobedientiam, & nunc cognosco quoniam sim dignus tali tegumento, quod delectationem quidem nullam praestat: mordet autem & pungit corpus. Et hoc videlicet semper habuisset indumentum, humilians semetipsum, nisi Dominus, qui est misericors, tunicas pelliceas pro folijs ficulneis induisset eos. Sic Irenaeus.
...like a hairshirt, Adam would have worn perpetually for the sake of humility and penitence, had not the Lord, who is merciful and sweet and benign, given them, in place of the rough fig-garment, tunics of skin — namely, a more useful and softer covering. The words of Irenaeus in chapter 37 of book 3 Against Heresies are these: 'By the girdle which Adam put about himself, he showed by the very deed his penitence, covering himself with fig leaves, though there were many other leaves which could have vexed his body less. Yet, terrified by the fear of God, he made a covering befitting his disobedience, and blunting the wanton impulse of the flesh; because he had lost his disposition and childlike sense, and had come into a worse thinking. He put a bridle of continence about himself and his wife, fearing God and awaiting his coming, and signifying as it were something of this kind: Since (he says) the stole which I had from the Spirit of holiness I have lost through disobedience, and now I recognize that I am worthy of such a covering, which affords indeed no delight, but bites and pricks the body. And he would indeed have kept this garment forever, humbling himself, had not the Lord, who is merciful, clothed them with tunics of skin instead of fig leaves.' Thus Irenaeus.7



Verum alij Patres, tegumentum illud ficulneum Adami ad tropologicam intelligentiam traducentes, multa eo facto peccasse Adamum disputant. Primo, voluit per semetipsum tegere peccatum suum, sed frustra: neque enim a quoquam alio, nisi a Deo potest tegi, hoc est, deleri, testante Davide, Beati quorum tecta sunt peccata. sed a quo declarat ipse mox subiungens, Beatus vir cui non imputavit Dominus peccatum. Deinde, in eo quoque errarunt, quod foliis peccatum suum tegi posse existimarunt. Foliis tegunt peccata qui ea vel negant, vel excusant, vel occultant, vel propria vi & potestate deleri ea posse arbitratur. Verum haec non modo peccatum non tollunt, sed illud etiam magis augent. Quocirca Dominum apud Matthaeum, cap. 21. arbori ficus nihil habenti praeter folia, legimus maledixisse.
But other Fathers, carrying that fig-covering of Adam over to a tropological understanding, argue that Adam sinned in many ways by that deed. First, he wished to cover his sin by himself, but in vain; for it can be covered — that is, blotted out — by no other than God, as David testifies, 'Blessed are they whose sins are covered'; but by whom, he himself declares, immediately adding, 'Blessed is the man to whom the Lord has not imputed sin.' Then, they also erred in this, that they supposed their sin could be covered with leaves. They cover their sins with leaves who either deny them, or excuse them, or hide them, or judge that they can be blotted out by their own force and power. But these things not only do not take away sin, but even augment it the more. Wherefore we read that the Lord (in Matthew 21) cursed the fig tree that had nothing but leaves.8



Praeclara est apud Ambrosium huius loci mystica interpretatio, quam hic non adscribere nefas duxi. Sic ille ait in libro de Paradiso, cap. 13. Et assuerunt folia ficus & fecerunt sibi succinctoria. Ficum hoc loco, pro qua specie debeamus accipere divinarum nos docet series lectionum. Quandoquidem sanctos esse qui sub vite & ficu requiescunt, Scriptura memoraverit: & Paulus dixerit, Quis plantat ficum, & de fructu eius non manducat? Et Dominus ad ficum venerit, sed ideo sit offensus quod non invenerit fructum, sed folia tantum. Docet ergo me Adam quid sint folia, qui posteaquam peccavit, de folijs ficus fecerit sibi succinctorium, qui de fructibus magis eius gustare debuerit. Iustus fructum eligit, folia peccator. Quis est fructus? Fructus, inquit spiritus, est charitas, gaudium, pax, patientia, benignitas, modestia, continentia, dilectio. Non habebat fructum, qui gaudium non habebat. Non habebat fidem, qui praevaricatus erat mandatum Dei. Non habebat continentiam, qui de interdicto sibi gustaverat ligno. Ergo quicumque praevaricatur mandatum Dei, spoliatur atque nudatur, & fit ipse sibi turpis. Vult se operire quibusdam ficus foliis, fortassis quibusdam inanibus & umbratilibus sermonibus, quos compositis mendacijs assuens, & verbum de verbo struens, ad operi...
Excellent is the mystical interpretation of this passage in Ambrose, which I have thought it wrong not to set down here. Thus he says in his book On Paradise, chapter 13: 'And they sewed fig leaves and made themselves girdles. For what species we ought to take the fig here, the series of the divine readings teaches us. Since Scripture has recorded that they are holy who rest under the vine and the fig; and Paul said, Who plants a fig, and does not eat of its fruit? And the Lord came to the fig, but was offended because he found no fruit, but only leaves. Adam, therefore, teaches me what leaves are, who, after he sinned, made himself a girdle from fig leaves — he who ought rather to have tasted of its fruits. The just man chooses the fruit, the sinner the leaves. What is the fruit? The fruit, says the Spirit, is charity, joy, peace, patience, kindness, modesty, continence, love. He had not the fruit, who had not joy. He had not faith, who had transgressed God's command. He had not continence, who had tasted of the tree forbidden him. Therefore whoever transgresses God's command is despoiled and made naked, and becomes base to himself. He wishes to cover himself with certain fig leaves — perhaps with certain empty and shadowy speeches, which, sewing together with composed lies, and building word upon word, [he weaves] to cover...'9



riendam conscientiam suae mentis, factique velamen peccator intexit, ut pudenda sua contegat. Iacit enim contra se folia, qui culpam velare desiderans, aut diabolum delicti memorat auctorem aut carnis praetendit illecebras, aut alium quempiam persuasorem prodit erroris. Et de Scripturis divinis frequenter ponit exempla, quibus iustos in culpam perhibet incidisse, dicens, si forte in stupris fuerit deprehensus. Et Abraham cum ancilla concubuit, & David alienam adamavit, & sibi asciuit uxorem. Affuit enim sibi quaedam exempla de propheticarum serie Scripturarum, fructum earum non putat requirendum. Nonne tibi videntur etiam Hebraei folia assuere, dum legis spiritalis verba corporaliter interpretantur? Quorum interpretatio fructum omnem viriditatis amittit, damnata maledicto ariditatis aeternae. Bona igitur interpretatio, hoc est, spiritualis ficus est fructuosa, sub qua iusti sanctique requiescunt. Quam qui plantaverit in animis singulorum, sicut Paulus ait, Ego plantavi, Apollo rigavit, &c. manducabit ex ea fructum. Mala autem interpretatio fructum ferre, viriditatem servare non poterit. Quod igitur gravius est, hac se Adam interpretatione succinxit eo loco, ubi fructu magis castitatis se succingere debuisset. In lumbis enim quibus praecingimur, quaedam semina generationis esse dicuntur. Et ideo male ibi succinctus est Adam folijs inutilibus, ubi futura generationis non fructum futurum, sed quaedam peccata signaret, quae manserunt usque in adventum Domini Salvatoris. Ceterum posteaquam Dominus advenit, ficum invenit incultam, rogatus ne eam iuberet excidi, ut coleretur permisit. Et ideo iam non folijs, sed divino succingimur sermone, quia ipse Dominus ait, Sint lumbi vestri praecincti, & lucernae ardentes, &c. unde etiam pecuniam in zonis nostris portare prohibet: non enim secularia, sed aeterna debet zona nostra servare. Haec Ambrosius.
'...to cover the conscience of his mind, the sinner weaves a veil for the deed, that he may cover his shame. For he casts leaves against himself, who, desiring to veil his fault, either names the devil as the author of the offense, or pretends the enticements of the flesh, or betrays some other persuader of his error. And from the divine Scriptures he frequently puts forward examples by which he alleges that the just fell into fault, saying — if perchance he be caught in debaucheries — And Abraham lay with the handmaid, and David loved another man's wife, and took her to himself as wife. For certain examples from the series of the prophetic Scriptures were at hand to him; he does not think their fruit should be sought. Do not the Hebrews too seem to you to sew leaves, while they interpret the words of the spiritual law carnally? Whose interpretation loses all the fruit of its greenness, condemned by the curse of eternal dryness. The good interpretation, therefore — that is, the spiritual fig — is fruitful, under which the just and holy rest. Whoever plants it in the souls of individuals (as Paul says, I planted, Apollo watered, etc.) shall eat fruit from it. But a bad interpretation cannot bear fruit, cannot keep its greenness. What therefore is more grievous, Adam girded himself with this interpretation in that place where he ought rather to have girded himself with the fruit of chastity. For in the loins, with which we are girded, certain seeds of generation are said to be. And therefore Adam was ill girded there with useless leaves, where he signified not the future fruit of generation, but certain sins, which remained until the coming of the Lord and Savior. But after the Lord came, he found the fig untilled, and, being asked not to order it cut down, he permitted that it be tilled. And therefore now we are girded not with leaves, but with the divine word, since the Lord himself says, Let your loins be girded, and your lamps burning, etc. Whence he also forbids carrying money in our girdles: for our girdle ought to keep not secular things, but eternal.' Thus Ambrose.10



Caeterum, illud quo usi sunt LXX. Interpretes Graecum vocabulum περιζώματα, Latine significat succinctoria, vel subligacula. Nam licet universe significet omne id quod ambit & circumcingit, proprie tamen hic significat succinctoria lumborum. Latina translatio quam habuit Augustinus, pro succinctoriis hoc loco habebat campestria. Sic enim ille scribit libro 14. de Civitate Dei. cap. 17. Et fecerunt sibi campestria genitalium: nam quidam Interpretes succinctoria posuerunt. Porro autem campestria, Latinum quidem verbum est, sed ex eo dictum, quod iuvenes, qui nudi exercebantur in campo, pudenda operiebant: unde qui ita succincti sunt, campestratos vulgus appellat. Quod itaque adversus damnatam culpam inobedientiae, voluntatem libido inobedienter movebat, verecundia prudenter tegebat. Ex hoc omnes gentes, quoniam ab illa stirpe procreatae sunt, usque adeo tenent insitum pudenda velare, ut quidam Barbari illas corporis partes nec in balneis nudas habeant, sed cum earum tegumentis laventur. Per opacas quoque Indiae solitudines cum quidam nudi philosophentur, unde Gymnosophistae nominantur, adhibent tamen genitalibus tegumenta, quibus per cetera membrorum carent. Sic Augustinus.
Moreover, that Greek word περιζώματα (perizomata), which the Seventy translators used, signifies in Latin 'girdles' or 'loincloths.' For although it universally signifies everything that surrounds and girds about, here it properly signifies girdles of the loins. The Latin translation which Augustine had, in this place had 'campestria' (aprons) instead of 'girdles.' For thus he writes (book 14 of the City of God, chapter 17): 'And they made themselves campestria for their genitals: for some translators put girdles.' Now 'campestria' is indeed a Latin word, but so called from this, that young men who exercised naked in the field (campus) covered their shameful parts; whence those who are so girt the common people call 'campestrati.' And so, what the libido was moving disobediently — against the condemned fault of disobedience — modesty prudently covered. From this, all nations, since they are descended from that stock, hold it so deeply implanted to veil the shameful parts, that some Barbarians do not have those parts of the body naked even in the baths, but are washed with their coverings. Also, through the shady solitudes of India, when certain men philosophize naked (whence they are named Gymnosophists), they nevertheless apply coverings to the genitals, which they go without for the other members. Thus Augustine.11



Testatur etiam Cicero lib. 1. Officiorum, tantum fuisse apud Romanos pudoris studium & observantiam, ut ne scenici quidem in publicum sine subligaculis prodirent. Scenicorum quidem, inquit, mos...
Cicero also testifies (book 1 of the Offices) that there was among the Romans so great a zeal and observance of modesty, that not even actors came forth in public without loincloths. 'The custom of actors, indeed,' he says, 'is...'12



mos tantam habet a vetere disciplina verecundiam, ut in scenam sine subligaculis prodeat nemo. Verentur enim, ne si quo casu evenerit, ut corporis partes quaedam aperiantur, aspiciantur non decorae. Neque barbarissimis etiam gentibus non magna & religiosa velandi pudenda fuit cura. Nicolaus Damascenus apud Strabonem libr. 15. Antiochiae se affirmat vidisse Legatos Pori Indorum regis potentissimi ad Augustum missos cum litteris & muneribus. In his erant octo servi toto corpore nudi, praeter pudenda subligaculis obtecta. Diodorus Siculus lib. 4. de Aethiopibus scribens, narrat eos cetero quidem corpore nudos ingredi, pudenda tamen vel caudis vulpinis, vel ex capillis subligaculis contectis velare.
...the custom [of actors] has so much modesty from ancient discipline, that no one comes onto the stage without loincloths. For they fear, lest, if it should by any chance happen that certain parts of the body be uncovered, they be seen unbecoming. Nor, even among the most barbarous nations, was there no great and scrupulous care of veiling the shameful parts. Nicolaus of Damascus, in Strabo book 15, affirms that he saw at Antioch the ambassadors of Porus, the most powerful king of the Indians, sent to Augustus with letters and gifts. Among them were eight servants naked in the whole body, except the shameful parts covered with loincloths. Diodorus Siculus, writing of the Ethiopians in book 4, narrates that they go about naked indeed in the rest of the body, yet veil the shameful parts either with fox-tails, or with loincloths woven from hair.13



Videtur igitur haec tegendorum pudendorum cura, ex illo primorum parentum exemplo velut hereditaria quadam & naturali disciplina ad omnes gentes permanasse. Iulius Pollux tradit tres olim fuisse hominis partes, quas pudendas & idcirco velandas censebant, & suum cuique earum fuisse proprium tegumentum: sed priora duo fuisse mulierum, tertium vero virorum aeque ac foeminarum. Unum erat, mulierum, cingens mammas, appellatum fascia: alterum, ventrem tegens, dictum περίζωμα sive velamen: tertium, quo pudenda velabatur. Ferunt nonnulli perizomatum usum invaluisse apud Assyrios exemplo Semiramidis reginae, quae muliebrem pertaesa sexum, virilemque ut animum sic habitum induens, non modo tiara caput tegere, sed etiam cruribus velamenta circumdare coepit: quod & suos facere iussit, ne quid ipsa novo habitu sola occultare videretur, ut tradit Iustinus libro primo.
It seems, therefore, that this care of covering the shameful parts spread to all nations from that example of the first parents, as it were by a certain hereditary and natural discipline. Julius Pollux hands down that there were once three parts of the human body which they reckoned shameful and therefore to be veiled, and that each of them had its own proper covering: but the first two were of women, the third indeed of men as well as of women. One, of women, girding the breasts, was called fascia (a band); another, covering the belly, was called περίζωμα (perizoma) or 'veil'; the third, by which the shameful parts were veiled. Some report that the use of perizomata prevailed among the Assyrians by the example of Queen Semiramis, who, weary of the womanly sex and putting on a manly habit as a manly mind, began not only to cover her head with a tiara, but also to put coverings about her legs; which she also ordered her people to do, lest she alone should seem to conceal anything by the new habit, as Justin hands down (book 1).14



Translator’s notes
	Continuation of the Gen 3:7 lemma (set off by a horizontal rule). Marginal reference 'Gen. c. 3. / vers. 7.' ↩
	A new question: why did God will the first humans to be naked in Paradise? They needed no clothing, being impassible and free of all lust. Basil of Caesarea, homily 'Quod Deus non sit auctor malorum' (quotation begins). Marginal gloss: 'Cur in Paradiso nudi fuerint primi homines.' Catchword: 'abstractus' (continues on the next page). ↩
	Conclusion of Basil's homily ('Quod Deus non sit auctor malorum'). Citation: Matt 6:25 ('Nolite... cogitare quid edatis'; the margin labels it 'Matth. 7'). Running head misprinted '657'; true printed page 667. ↩
	Ambrose, De paradiso 13: they were naked in the simplicity that knows no deceit; after the Fall they sought worldly coverings for the nakedness of their minds. ↩
	Why fig leaves? Not because it was the tree of knowledge (refuted in Pererius's third volume On Paradise); perhaps the broad leaves (Pliny, Nat. Hist. 16), or because nearest at hand. Augustine (De Gen. ad litt. 11.32): a hidden instinct, not deliberation. Peter Comestor (Historia Scholastica, Genesis ch. 23): fig juice causes an itch, signifying the post-Fall itch of pleasure. Marginal gloss: 'Cur primi homines folijs ficus potius, quam aliarum arborum verenda sua tegere voluerint.' ↩
	Irenaeus held the fig-covering was deliberate — a sign of penitence and bodily mortification (the leaves prick the flesh). Marginal gloss: 'Succinctorii ficulnei Irenaeus putat fuisse signum poenitentiae Adami.' Catchword: 'quam' (= the simile 'tanquam cilicium,' continues on the next page); page footer signature 'PPP 2'. ↩
	Irenaeus, Adversus Haereses 3.37: the fig-girdle was a deliberate sign of penitence and a 'bridle of continence'; God later mercifully replaced it with softer tunics of skin (Gen 3:21). Running head misprinted '658'; true printed page 668. ↩
	A tropological reading: covering sin 'with leaves' = denying, excusing, hiding, or presuming to blot it out oneself — which only augments it; sin is covered (blotted out) by God alone (Ps 31:1-2, 'Beati quorum tecta sunt peccata'). Cf. the cursed barren fig tree, Matt 21:19. Marginal glosses: 'Psalm. 31'; 'Tegere folijs peccatum quid sit.' ↩
	Ambrose, De paradiso 13 (mystical interpretation): the fig's FRUIT = the fruit of the Spirit (Gal 5:22-23, charity, joy, peace...); Adam, lacking the fruit, chose mere leaves (empty words and lies). Scriptural allusions: Mic 4:4 (resting under vine and fig); 1 Cor 9:7 ('Quis plantat ficum...'); Matt 21:19 (the leaf-only fig). Marginal glosses: 'B. Ambrosius'; 'Corint. 9'; 'Galat. 5'; 'Quicumque mandatum Dei praevaricatur, spoliatur.' Catchword: 'riendam' (= operiendam, continues on the next page). ↩
	Conclusion of Ambrose, De paradiso 13. Covering 'with leaves' = excusing one's fault (blaming the devil or the flesh, or citing the falls of the just); even the Hebrews 'sew leaves' by interpreting the spiritual law carnally. The fruitful fig = a sound (spiritual) interpretation (1 Cor 3:6, 'Ego plantavi, Apollo rigavit'); the unfruitful fig is given a reprieve to be tilled (Luke 13:6-9); now we are girded with the divine word (Luke 12:35, 'Sint lumbi vestri praecincti'). Marginal glosses: '1. Cor. 1'; 'Luc. 23'; 'Luc. 12.' Running head misprinted '659'; true printed page 669. ↩
	The Greek περιζώματα is the Septuagint word for the 'aprons' of Gen 3:7 = succinctoria / subligacula (girdles/loincloths). GREEK GLYPH verified by magnification: περιζώματα (perizomata, π-ε-ρ-ι-ζ-ώ-μ-α-τ-α, 'aprons/girdles'), printed immediately glossed in Latin as 'succinctoria, vel subligacula.' Augustine's Latin text had the variant 'campestria' (De Civitate Dei 14.17, quoted); the universal custom of veiling the shameful parts (even Barbarians and the naked Indian Gymnosophists). Marginal glosses: 'De vocabulo Perizomata'; 'Cur pudenda velare omnibus etiam Barbaris insitum.' ↩
	Cicero, De officiis 1 (the Roman actors' modesty). Catchword: 'mos' (continues on the next page); page footer signature 'PPP 3'. ↩
	Continuation of the Cicero quotation (De officiis 1, the modesty of actors) from page 669, with ethnographic examples of veiling the body: Nicolaus of Damascus (in Strabo, Geography 15; the Indian envoys of Porus to Augustus); Diodorus Siculus (Bibliotheca 4, on the Ethiopians). Running head misprinted '660'; true printed page 670. ↩
	The care of veiling spread to all nations from the first parents (a hereditary, natural discipline). Julius Pollux's three coverings: fascia (breast-band), περίζωμα/velamen (belly), and a third (the genitals). GREEK GLYPH verified by magnification: περίζωμα (perizoma, π-ε-ρ-ι-ζ-ώ-μ-α, 'girdle/wrapper'; the singular of περιζώματα seen on p.669), glossed 'sive velamen' (or veil). The custom of perizomata traced to Semiramis (Justin, Epitome 1). Marginal gloss: 'Tres hominis partes velandae.' ↩




GENESIS, chapter 3, verse 8. And when they heard the voice of the Lord God walking in Paradise at the breeze after midday, Adam and his wife hid themselves from the face …

LatineEnglish


GENESIS, chapter 3, verse 8. And when they heard the voice of the Lord God walking in Paradise at the breeze after midday, Adam and his wife hid themselves from the face of the Lord God in the midst of the tree[s] of Paradise.1
GEN. cap. 3. VERS. 8. Et cum audissent vocem Domini Dei deambulantis in Paradiso ad auram post meridiem, abscondit se Adam & uxor eius a facie Domini Dei in medio ligni Paradisi.



Vocem Dei, qua perterritus Adamus abdidit se in nemus Paradisi, permulti putant eam fuisse, qua eum Deus compellavit dicens, Adam ubi es? verum non recte: cum enim hoc dixit Deus, iam erat Adamus absconditus, idcirco enim ita Deus locutus est, siquidem per hanc vocem non modo Adamus non est absconditus, sed potius cum esset absconditus, ex latibulo suo processit in apertum, & in Dei conspectum venit. Verisimile igitur est eam vocem non fuisse aliud quam ingentem quendam terrificumque sonitum ac fragorem, quo Deus adventum suum Adamo praesignificare voluit. Solet enim Scriptura ingentes aliquos sonos appellare voces: ut cum ait, Vox aquarum, vox Cataractarum, vox nubis, vox tonitru, vox tubae: sicut videre licet in Apocalypsi non semel, & in Psal. 28. 41, 46. 76. & aliis in locis. Ergo Deus qui antea pacate & blande Adamo consueverat apparere, tunc ei se praesen...
The voice of God, by which Adam, terrified, hid himself in the grove of Paradise — very many think it was that by which God addressed him saying, 'Adam, where are you?' But not rightly: for when God said this, Adam was already hidden; for God spoke thus precisely because by this voice not only was Adam not hidden, but rather, being hidden, he came forth from his hiding place into the open, and came into God's sight. It is therefore likely that that voice was nothing other than a certain huge and terrific sound and crash, by which God wished to presignify his coming to Adam. For Scripture is wont to call certain huge sounds 'voices': as when it says, 'the voice of the waters, the voice of the cataracts, the voice of the cloud, the voice of thunder, the voice of the trumpet' — as may be seen in the Apocalypse more than once, and in Psalms 28, 41, 46, 76, and other places. Therefore God, who before had been wont to appear to Adam peacefully and gently, then presented himself to him...2



praesentavit formidabilem & terribilem, & quasi peregre advenientem, ac velut ira tumente, tuentemque, & suo ingressu concutientem terram, ipsasque Paradisi arbores pressis vestigiis tremefaciente, scilicet, ut illi ea re perturbati & pavidi, scelus suum agnoscerent, atque confiterentur, Deique misericordiam & veniam implorarent.
...presented himself formidable and terrible, and as if coming from abroad, and as it were swelling with anger and watching, and shaking the earth by his entrance, and making the very trees of Paradise tremble with his pressing footsteps — namely, so that they, perturbed and fearful by that thing, might recognize their crime, and confess it, and implore God's mercy and pardon.3



Illud porro Ad auram post meridiem, varie legitur: quidam enim codices Latini, quos citat Hieronymus, & secutus est Augustinus, habebant tantum Ad vesperam, alij Post meridiem. Verba Hieronymi sunt haec, in quaestionibus Hebraicis in Genesim: In plerisque codicibus Latinorum pro eo quod hic posuimus, Ad vesperas, Post meridiem, habetur: quia τὸ δειλινόν, Graecum sermonem ad verbum transferre non possumus: pro quo in Hebraico scriptum est, לרוח היום Leruah haiom: quod Aquila interpretatus est, ἐν τῷ ἀνέμῳ τῆς ἡμέρας, id est, In vento diei: Symmachus vero, διὰ πνεύματος ἡμέρας, id est, Per spiritum diei. Porro Theodotion manifestius, ἐν τῷ πνεύματι πρὸς κατάψυξιν τῆς ἡμέρας, ut meridiano calore transacto, refrigerium aurae spirantis ostenderet. Haec Hieronymus.
But that phrase, 'At the breeze after midday,' is variously read: for some Latin codices, which Jerome cites and Augustine followed, had only 'At evening,' others 'After midday.' Jerome's words, in the Hebrew Questions on Genesis, are these: 'In most codices of the Latins, for that which we here put, At evening, After midday is found: because we cannot translate to the word the Greek expression τὸ δειλινόν (to deilinon, the late-day time); for which in Hebrew is written לרוח היום (Leruah haiom): which Aquila interpreted ἐν τῷ ἀνέμῳ τῆς ἡμέρας, that is, In the wind of the day; but Symmachus, διὰ πνεύματος ἡμέρας, that is, Through the breath of the day. And Theodotion more clearly, ἐν τῷ πνεύματι πρὸς κατάψυξιν τῆς ἡμέρας, so as to show, the midday heat being past, the refreshment of the breathing breeze.' Thus Jerome.4



Paraphrasis Chaldaica habet, Ad quietem diei, haud dubie vesperam significans: videlicet eo tempore incipit diei aestus quiescere, ac remitti. Pagninus & Vatablus habent, Ad auram diei, id est, sub vesperam: nam eo tempore ventus spirare solet, praesertim autem Zephyrus. Dicitur autem ventus diei, qui post meridiem & ante solis occasum in locis maritimis spirare solet. Aegyptus enim, terraque Chanaan, in quibus Hebraei, ad quos volumen hoc scripsit Moses, habitaverant & habitaturi erant, sunt regiones maritimae, a latere Occidentis terminatae clausaeque mari Mediterraneo: in quibus regionibus ex vespertino solis accessu, quotidie ventus seu aura ex mari excitari & spirare consuevit: quem ventum, Hebraei ventum diei nominabant. Est igitur periphrasis pomeridiani seu vespertini temporis, quo tempore Deus in Paradisum venit. Sunt praeterea, qui existiment, significari his verbis ventum quendam antecessisse quasi praenuncium Dei adventus, sicut Eliae contigit in monte Horeb.
The Chaldaic Paraphrase has 'At the rest of the day,' doubtless signifying evening: namely, at that time the heat of the day begins to rest and slacken. Pagninus and Vatablus have 'At the breeze of the day,' that is, toward evening: for at that time the wind is wont to blow, especially the Zephyr. Now the 'wind of the day' is so called, which after midday and before sunset is wont to blow in maritime places. For Egypt and the land of Canaan, in which the Hebrews — to whom Moses wrote this volume — had dwelt and were to dwell, are maritime regions, bounded on the West side and enclosed by the Mediterranean sea; in which regions, from the evening approach of the sun, daily a wind or breeze from the sea was wont to be stirred up and to blow: which wind the Hebrews named 'the wind of the day.' It is therefore a periphrasis of the afternoon or evening time, at which time God came into Paradise. There are besides those who think these words signify that a certain wind went before, as it were a herald of God's coming, as happened to Elijah on Mount Horeb.5



Nec mysterio vacat, quod Deus ad increpandum Adami peccatum, & ad eius peccati delendi auctorem, redemptoremque promittendum, venerit post meridiem & ad vesperam, scilicet ea re adumbrare voluit adventum Christi ad redimendum genus humanum, ad mundi vesperam futurum: sicut interpretatur Irenaeus libro quinto adversus haereses. Ad vesperam quoque columba reversa est ad Noe, quae virentem oleae frondem ore gestans aquarum diluvij cessationem nunciavit. Gregorius lib. 28. Moralium, cap. 2. eleganti interpretatione mystica hunc locum explanans sic ait: Quid est quod post peccatum hominis, in Paradiso Dominus iam non stat, sed deambulat, nisi quod irruente culpa, se a corde hominis motum demonstrat? Quid est quod ad auram post meridiem, nisi quod lux ferventior veritatis abscesserat, & peccatricem animam culpa sua frigora constringebant? Increpavit ergo Adam deambulans, ut caecis mentibus nequitiam suam non solum sermo...
Nor is it void of mystery that God came — to rebuke Adam's sin, and to promise the author of blotting out that sin and the Redeemer — after midday and at evening: namely, by that thing he wished to adumbrate the coming of Christ to redeem the human race, which would be at the evening of the world, as Irenaeus interprets (book 5 Against Heresies). At evening too the dove returned to Noah, which, carrying a green olive branch in its mouth, announced the cessation of the flood of waters. Gregory (book 28 of the Morals, chapter 2), explaining this passage with an elegant mystical interpretation, says thus: 'What is it that, after the sin of man, the Lord no longer stands in Paradise, but walks about, except that, the fault rushing in, he shows himself moved away from the heart of man? What is it that He came at the breeze after midday, except that the more fervent light of truth had departed, and her own fault was binding the sinful soul with cold? He rebuked Adam, therefore, by walking about, so that to blind minds he might reveal their own wickedness not only by words...'6



nibus, sed etiam rebus aperiret: quatenus peccator homo, & per verba, quod fecerat audiret: & per deambulationem, amisso aeternitatis statu, mutabilitatis suae inconstantiam cerneret: & per auram, fervore charitatis expulso torporem suum animadverteret: & per declinationem solis, cognosceret quod ad tenebras propinquaret. Idem 33. Moralium, cap. 3. Primus homo, inquit, post culpam, inter arbores Paradisi ad auram post meridiem absconsus invenitur. Quia enim meridianum charitatis calorem perdiderat, iam sub peccati umbra quasi sub frigore aura torpebat. Iste igitur Behemoth, quia in illis quasi quandam requiem invenit, quos a veri solis ardore subtrahendo frigidos fecit: sub umbra dormire a sancto Iob perhibetur. Sic Gregorius.
'...but reveal it even by things: insofar as sinful man might both hear through words what he had done, and through the walking-about — the state of eternity being lost — perceive the inconstancy of his mutability, and through the breeze — the fervor of charity being expelled — notice his own torpor, and through the declining of the sun, know that he was drawing near to darkness.' The same (Morals 33, chapter 3): 'The first man, after the fault, is found hidden among the trees of Paradise at the breeze after midday. For because he had lost the midday heat of charity, he now, under the shadow of sin, grew torpid as under a cold breeze. This Behemoth, therefore, because in them he found as it were a certain rest — those whom, by withdrawing them from the heat of the true sun, he made cold — is said by holy Job to sleep under the shade.' Thus Gregory.7



Quod autem Adamus voluerit se abscondere a facie Dei, id nonnulli malam in partem interpretantur, quasi putaverit aliquid Deum latere posse. Non est fugiendum a Deo, sed confugiendum est ad Deum: peccator autem si fieri posset, vellet se suaque omnia scelera Deo esse abscondita & occulta. At vero Augustinus libro undecimo de Genesi ad litteram, cap. 33. scribit fecisse id Adamum, vehementer animo turbatum, prae nimio pudore ac metu nescientem quid ageret: turbati enim homines interdum quaedam faciunt similia dementibus. Augustini haec sunt verba: Cum Deus avertit intrinsecus faciem suam, & fit homo conturbatus: non miremur haec fieri, quae similia sunt dementiae, per nimium pudorem ac timorem. Illo quoque occulto instinctu non quiescente, ut ea nescientes facerent, quae aliquid significarent quandoque scituris posteris, propter quos ista conscripta sunt. Hoc modo Augustinus.
But that Adam wished to hide himself from the face of God, some interpret in a bad sense, as if he thought something could be hidden from God. One must not flee from God, but flee to God; but the sinner, if it could be done, would wish himself and all his crimes to be hidden and concealed from God. But Augustine (book 11 On Genesis according to the Letter, chapter 33) writes that Adam did this, vehemently disturbed in mind, through excessive shame and fear, not knowing what he was doing: for disturbed men sometimes do certain things similar to the insane. Augustine's words are these: 'When God turns away his face inwardly, and a man becomes disturbed: let us not wonder that these things happen which are similar to madness, through excessive shame and fear. That hidden instinct also not resting, so that they unknowingly did things which would signify something one day to posterity, who would come to know them, on whose account these things were written.' Thus Augustine.8



Irenaeus tamen fugam illam & abscondendi se conatum Adami bonam in partem accipit, referens ad pium quendam & salutarem humilis & poenitentis animi metum & pavorem. Nam libro tertio adversus haereses, cap. 37. hunc in modum scribit: Ab altero seductus Adamus sub occasione immortalitatis, statim timore corripitur & absconditur: non quasi posset effugere Deum, sed confusus quoniam transgressus erat praeceptum Dei, indignum se putavit venire in conspectum & colloquium eius. Timor autem Domini, initium est intelligentiae: intellectus vero transgressionis fecit poenitentiam. Haec Irenaeus.
Irenaeus, however, takes that flight and Adam's attempt to hide in a good sense, referring it to a certain pious and salutary fear and dread of a humble and penitent mind. For in book 3 Against Heresies, chapter 37, he writes in this manner: 'Adam, seduced by another under the pretext of immortality, is at once seized with fear and hides himself: not as if he could escape God, but, confounded because he had transgressed God's command, he thought himself unworthy to come into his sight and conversation. But the fear of the Lord is the beginning of understanding; and the understanding of the transgression produced penitence.' Thus Irenaeus.9



Ea quae fecit Adamus post admissum scelus, cum animo meo cogitantem atque reputantem subit recordatio eius, quod Paulus scribit ad Romanos, cap. 6. Quem ergo fructum, inquit, habuistis tunc in illis, in quibus nunc erubescitis? nam finis illorum mors est. Verissime hoc dictum esse Adami exemplum, & quotidiana experimenta confirmant. Sed in Adami exemplo videor mihi animadvertere quinque peccati fru...
As I think over and reflect in my mind upon the things which Adam did after the crime was committed, there comes the recollection of that which Paul writes (Romans 6): 'What fruit therefore had you then in those things, of which you are now ashamed? for the end of those things is death.' That this was most truly said, the example of Adam and daily experience confirm. But in the example of Adam I seem to myself to notice five fruits of sin...10



fructus, atque eos quidem omnes amarissimos & perniciosissimos. Primus peccati fructus est apertio oculorum: ante peccatum enim, vel etiam in peccando plane caecus est homo, quantum mali in peccato sit nequaquam cernens: at continuo post peccatum aperiuntur ei oculi, clarissime enim videt, pro exigua & brevi peccati voluptate maximum & sempiternum malum sibi comparatum. Alter fructus est nuditas: propter peccatum enim spoliamur plurimis & maximis Dei ornamentis, & pretiosissimis virtutum coelestium vestibus. Legitur Exod. 32. Hebraeum populum post adorationem vituli nudum fuisse, Spoliaverat enim eum Aaron, inquit Scriptura, propter ignominiam sordis, & inter hostes nudum constituerat. Quocirca Deus in Apocalypsi, capite tertio, cuidam peccatori dixit, Nescis quia tu es miser & miserabilis, & pauper, & caecus, & nudus: suadeo tibi emere a me aurum ignitum, probatum, ut locuples fias, & vestimentis albis induaris, ut non appareat confusio nuditatis tuae. Et Ioel, Nudans, inquit, spoliavit eam, & proiecit. Apud Oseam vero, cap. 2. loquens peccatrici animae Deus, Ne forte, inquit, expoliem eam nudam, & statuam eam secundum diem nativitatis suae, & ponam eam quasi solitudinem, & statuam eam velut terram inviam, & interficiam eam siti.
...fruits, and all of them indeed most bitter and most pernicious. The first fruit of sin is the opening of the eyes: for before sin, or even in sinning, man is plainly blind, by no means seeing how much evil is in sin; but immediately after the sin his eyes are opened, for he sees most clearly that for a slight and brief pleasure of sin he has procured for himself the greatest and everlasting evil. The second fruit is nakedness: for because of sin we are despoiled of very many and the greatest ornaments of God, and of the most precious garments of the heavenly virtues. We read (Exod 32) that the Hebrew people, after the adoration of the calf, was naked: 'For Aaron had stripped it,' says Scripture, 'because of the ignominy of dishonor, and had set it naked among the enemies.' Wherefore God in the Apocalypse, chapter 3, said to a certain sinner: 'You know not that you are wretched and miserable, and poor, and blind, and naked: I counsel you to buy from me gold tried by fire, that you may become rich, and be clothed with white garments, that the confusion of your nakedness may not appear.' And Joel: 'Stripping,' he says, 'it has despoiled it, and cast it down.' But in Hosea, chapter 2, God, speaking to the sinful soul: 'Lest perchance,' he says, 'I strip her naked, and set her according to the day of her birth, and make her like a solitude, and set her like a pathless land, and kill her with thirst.'11



Tertius fructus est pudor & confusio animi, & ad supprimendum dolorem ex peccato contractum, ad inanes mundi consolationes perfugium: hoc enim est consuere sibi ex ficulneis foliis pudendorum subligacula. Atque hunc de plurimis unum peccati fructum supradicto loco Paulus expressit, Quem, inquit, fructum habuistis tunc in iis, in quibus nunc erubescitis? Huc etiam spectat illud, quod est apud Hier. c. 33. postquam convertisti me egi poenitentiam: & postquam ostendisti mihi, percussi femur meum. Confusus sum & erubui, quoniam sustinui opprobrium adolescentiae meae.
The third fruit is shame and confusion of mind, and a refuge to the empty consolations of the world, to suppress the pain contracted from sin: for this is to sew oneself loincloths for the shameful parts from fig leaves. And this one fruit of sin, among very many, Paul expressed in the aforesaid place: 'What fruit had you then in those things, of which you are now ashamed?' To this also pertains that which is in Jeremiah, chapter 31: 'After you converted me, I did penance; and after you showed me, I struck my thigh. I was confounded and blushed, because I bore the reproach of my youth.'12



Quartus fructus est iudicium ac testimonium conscientiae, vehementer hominem patrati sceleris accusantis & condemnantis: id quod apparuit in Adamo & Eva, qui, ut narrat Moses, cum audissent vocem Domini Dei, absconderunt se a facie eius: & Paulus ad Romanos, cap. 2. Testimonium, inquit, reddente illis conscientia ipsorum, & inter se invicem cogitationum accusantium, aut etiam defendentium. Quae conscientiae vexatio, & ut vocant, morsus, licet gravis homini poena sit, utilis tamen ei & salutaris est: alioquin in plura scelera rueremus: retrahit enim nos a peccando, & ad agendam poenitentiam stimulat.
The fourth fruit is the judgment and testimony of conscience, vehemently accusing and condemning a man of the crime committed: which appeared in Adam and Eve, who, as Moses narrates, when they had heard the voice of the Lord God, hid themselves from his face; and Paul, to the Romans, chapter 2: 'Their conscience bearing testimony to them, and their thoughts between themselves mutually accusing, or also defending.' This vexation of conscience, and (as they call it) the gnawing, although it is a grave penalty to a man, is nevertheless useful and salutary to him: otherwise we would rush into more crimes; for it draws us back from sinning, and stimulates us to do penance.13



Quintus fructus est pavor & trepidatio, divinique iudicij & vindictae metus: quod significatur de Adamo & Eva illis verbis, Absconderunt se a facie domini Dei in medio ligni paradisi. Nam ut scriptum est in libro Sapientiae, cap. 17. Improbi homines frequenter praeoccupant pessima, redarguente conscientia. Cum sit enim timida nequitia, dat testimonium commendationis: semper enim praesumit saeva perturbata conscientia. Atque hic perpetuus conscientiae stimulus & cruciatus, tanta est poena, ut etiam Philosophi ac Poetae tradiderint, quamvis nulla peccatum alia consequeretur poena, hanc unam tamen videri debere gravissimam & acerbissimam, ut millies profecto mors praeoptanda peccato sit, quod tanta plectatur poena. Unde est illud Iuvenalis, Satyra 13. Exemplo quodcumque male committitur, ipsi Displicet auctori, prima est haec ultio, quod se Iudice, nemo nocens absolvitur. Notus est ex Graecis tragicis, Orestes ille matricida, quem scelus in matrem admissum, nullam quietis partem capere, nullo loco consi...
The fifth fruit is fear and trembling, and the dread of divine judgment and vengeance: which is signified of Adam and Eve by those words, 'They hid themselves from the face of the Lord God in the midst of the tree[s] of paradise.' For as it is written in the book of Wisdom, chapter 17: 'Wicked men frequently anticipate the worst, conscience reproving them. For since wickedness is timid, it gives testimony of its own condemnation; for a savage, disturbed conscience always presumes the worst.' And this perpetual stimulus and torment of conscience is so great a penalty that even Philosophers and Poets have handed down that, although no other penalty followed sin, this one alone ought to seem the gravest and most bitter — so that truly death would be a thousand times preferable to a sin which is chastised with so great a penalty. Whence is that of Juvenal, Satire 13: 'By whatever example anything is wickedly committed, it displeases the author himself; this is the first vengeance, that with himself as judge, no guilty man is acquitted.' Known from the Greek tragedians is that Orestes the matricide, whom the crime committed against his mother [caused] to take no part of rest, to be able to stand still in no place...14



stere, nusquam respirare sinebat, sed cruentae matris species, & flammivomi oculi per magnam orbis partem vagum, & profugum, & velut exulem agebant. Idem quoque infra narrat Moses de Cain qui post fratricidium, totam vitam pavidus, trepidus, ac profugus vixit.
...to stand still, nowhere let him breathe, but the appearance of his bloody mother, and her flame-vomiting eyes, drove him wandering and fugitive, and as it were an exile, through a great part of the world. The same thing Moses also narrates below of Cain, who after the fratricide lived his whole life fearful, trembling, and a fugitive.15



Non celabo lectorem hoc loco, quod Rupertus lib. 2. de Victoria verbi Dei, cap. 14. hunc ipsum Mosis locum, quem nunc versamus pertractans, egregie scripsit. Ponam hic integrum eius locum: Paululum, inquit, quasi dormitaverat Dominus Deus, dum res interim accidit qua se victorem esse serpens ille, id est, propositum Dei avertisse putabat. Nisi enim quodammodo dormitasset, nihil adversarius eius efficere potuisset. Hoc ipsum, videlicet eum dormisse dormitione quadam propter quam solemus dicere, Exurge, quare obdormis Domine? Scriptura innuit, cum dicit, Et cum audissent vocem domini Dei ambulantis in Paradiso ad auram post meridiem. Post meridiem namque deambulare ad auram, consuetudinis humanae est, ut post calidum soporem, quispiam qui forte crapulatus obdormierat, in aura tepida respiret, & corpus suum refrigeret ac relevet. Dormierat ergo quadam dormitione, id est, taciturnitate, permittendo serpentem accedere, mulierem colloqui cum serpente, virum quoque mori pariter per inobedientiam morte animae. Porro ut sic dormiret Deus, culpa hominum extitit, quia Deum neque gratias agendo, neque invocando excitavit: Quid igitur a diabolo factum fuerat, nisi quoddam latrocinium? Quomodo gloriari solet fur cum furatus recesserit, sic ille deceptor, ad horam gloriari pro scelere suo potuit. Verum sicut tempore longe posteriori factum & scriptum est, Et excitatus est tanquam dormiens Dominus, & tanquam potens crapulatus a vino, & percussit inimicos suos, ita & de illo tempore recte dici potest. Excitatus enim est tunc tanquam potens crapulatus a vino, id est, tanquam negligens factus hominis propter ausum superbiae qua Deo fieri similis ambierat homo. Excitatus, inquam, est, id est, requisivit perditum, & percussit inimicos suos, videlicet serpentem, virum, & mulierem. Quo percussit eos? nimirum verbo suo, verbo victorioso, singulos quidem pro meritis, sed non eadem animadversione percussit. Nam quo modo percutit quis inimicum suum ut interficiat illum ita percussit serpentem antiquum, ut damnaret, immo ut damnationis sententiam confirmaret super eum. Et quomodo percutit quis filium vel servum suum, ut corripiat eum, ita percussit superbientem hominem, ut ad humilitatem qua initium salutis est, reduceret eum. Sic Rupertus.
I will not hide from the reader here what Rupert wrote excellently (book 2, On the Victory of the Word of God, chapter 14), treating this very passage of Moses which we are now handling. I will put his whole passage here: 'For a little while,' he says, 'the Lord God had, as it were, slept, while meanwhile a thing happened by which that serpent thought himself the victor — that is, thought he had thwarted God's purpose. For unless he had in some way slept, his adversary could have effected nothing. This very thing, namely that he slept with a certain sleep — on account of which we are wont to say, Arise, why do you sleep, O Lord? — Scripture intimates when it says, And when they heard the voice of the Lord God walking in Paradise at the breeze after midday. For to walk about at the breeze after midday is a human custom, that after a warm nap someone who had perhaps fallen asleep surfeited may breathe in the warm breeze, and cool and relieve his body. He had therefore slept with a certain sleep, that is, with silence, by permitting the serpent to approach, the woman to converse with the serpent, and the man too likewise to die by disobedience with the death of the soul. Now that God should so sleep came from the fault of men, because they did not rouse God either by giving thanks or by invoking him. What, then, had been done by the devil, but a certain robbery? As a thief is wont to boast when he has departed after stealing, so that deceiver could boast for an hour over his crime. But as, at a far later time, it was done and written, And the Lord was awakened as one sleeping, and as a mighty man surfeited with wine, and he struck his enemies — so also of that time it can rightly be said. For then he was awakened as a mighty man surfeited with wine, that is, as having become negligent of man on account of the daring of pride by which man had aspired to become like God. He was awakened, I say — that is, he sought out the lost, and struck his enemies, namely the serpent, the man, and the woman. With what did he strike them? Namely with his word, his victorious word, each indeed according to their merits, but he did not strike them with the same severity. For as one strikes his enemy to kill him, so he struck the ancient serpent, so as to condemn — nay, to confirm the sentence of condemnation upon him. And as one strikes his son or servant to correct him, so he struck the proud man, so as to lead him back to the humility which is the beginning of salvation.' Thus Rupert.16



Translator’s notes
	New lemma: Genesis 3:8. ↩
	The 'voice of God' Adam heard was not 'Adam, where are you?' (Gen 3:9, which came after he hid) but a terrific crash announcing God's coming; Scripture calls great sounds 'voices' (waters, cataracts, cloud, thunder, trumpet; Apocalypse; Pss 28, 41, 46, 76). Marginal glosses: 'Vox Dei, qua Adamus perterritus se abscondit, qua fuerit'; 'Vox pro sono saepe in Scriptura usurpatur.' Catchword: 'praesentavit' (continues on the next page). ↩
	Continued from page 670: God presented himself terrible and earth-shaking, to drive Adam and Eve to confess. Running head misprinted '661'; true printed page 671. ↩
	Jerome, Quaestiones Hebraicae in Genesim, on the textual variants of Gen 3:8 ('At the breeze after midday'). GLYPHS verified by magnification: Hebrew לרוח היום (Leruah haiom, 'at the wind/breeze of the day'; read right-to-left, lamed-resh-vav-chet / he-yod-vav-mem); Greek τὸ δειλινόν (the Septuagint phrase, 'in the late-day/evening'); Aquila's ἐν τῷ ἀνέμῳ τῆς ἡμέρας ('in the wind of the day'); Symmachus's διὰ πνεύματος ἡμέρας ('through the breath of the day'); Theodotion's ἐν τῷ πνεύματι πρὸς κατάψυξιν τῆς ἡμέρας ('in the breath, toward the cooling of the day'). Marginal glosses: 'Aquila Ponticus'; 'Symmachus'; 'Theodotion.' ↩
	Further renderings: the Chaldaic (Targum) Paraphrase, Pagninus, and Vatablus ('the breeze of the day') — the evening sea-breeze (Zephyr) of maritime Egypt and Canaan, called by the Hebrews 'the wind of the day.' Some take the wind as a herald of God's coming (Elijah at Horeb, 1 Kings 19). Marginal glosses: 'Aura diei quid sit'; '3. Reg. 19.' ↩
	Mystical sense: God's coming at evening foreshadows Christ's coming at the world's evening (Irenaeus, Adversus Haereses 5); the dove returning to Noah at evening (Gen 8:11). Gregory the Great, Moralia 28.2 (quotation begins). Marginal glosses: 'Interpretatio mystica. Genes. 8'; 'D. Gregorij Moralis horum verborum expositio.' Catchword: 'sermonibus' (continues on the next page). ↩
	Conclusion of the Gregory quotations (Moralia 28.2 and 33.3): the mystical reading of God walking 'at the breeze'; the Behemoth (the devil) resting in souls made cold by sin (Job 40:21). Running head misprinted '662'; true printed page 672. ↩
	Why Adam hid: some read it in a bad sense (as if hiding from God were possible — vain); Augustine (De Genesi ad litteram 11.33): he acted in disturbed shame and fear, 'like the insane.' Marginal gloss: 'Cur Adamus voluerit se abscondere a facie Dei.' ↩
	Irenaeus (Adversus Haereses 3.37) takes Adam's hiding in a GOOD sense — the salutary fear of a humble, penitent mind (Ps 110:10, 'the fear of the Lord is the beginning of understanding'). Marginal gloss: 'B. Irenaeus.' ↩
	Pererius's own analysis: reflecting on Adam's deeds after the Fall, he recalls Rom 6:21 ('What fruit had you...; the end is death') and finds FIVE fruits of sin in Adam's example. Catchword: 'fructus'; the marginal gloss begins 'Quinque a-' (continues on the next page). ↩
	The five fruits of sin (continued): the FIRST = the opening of the eyes (seeing too late the everlasting evil bought for brief pleasure); the SECOND = nakedness (being despoiled of God's ornaments — Exod 32:25; Apoc 3:17-18; Joel 1:7; Hosea 2:3). Marginal glosses: '...mari & pestilentes peccati fructus'; 'Primus est apertio oculorum'; 'Secundus, nuditas'; 'Ioel 2.' Running head misprinted '663'; true printed page 673. ↩
	The THIRD fruit = shame and confusion of mind, and flight to the world's empty consolations (= sewing the fig-leaf loincloths). Citations: Rom 6:21; Jer 31:19 (the margin reads 'Hier. c. 33,' but the text is Jer 31:19). Marginal gloss: 'Tertius pudor.' ↩
	The FOURTH fruit = the judgment and testimony of conscience accusing the sinner (Rom 2:15). The 'gnawing' (morsus) of conscience, though a grave penalty, is salutary, drawing us from sin to penance. Marginal gloss: 'Quartus, conscientiae testimonium.' ↩
	The FIFTH fruit = fear and trembling, the dread of divine judgment (Wisd 17:10-11). The perpetual torment of conscience is so great that even the philosophers and poets held death preferable; Juvenal, Satire 13 ('prima est haec ultio, quod se iudice nemo nocens absolvitur'); and Orestes the matricide from the Greek tragedians. Marginal glosses: 'Quintus, est pavor & trepidatio'; 'Iuvenalis.' Catchword: 'consistere'; page footer signature 'QQQ.' ↩
	Conclusion of the fifth fruit of sin (from page 673): Orestes hounded by the bloody image of his murdered mother; Cain the fugitive fratricide (Gen 4:12-14). Running head misprinted '664'; true printed page 674. ↩
	Rupert of Deutz, De Victoria Verbi Dei 2.14, quoted at length: God 'slept' (kept silence) while the serpent triumphed like a boasting thief, then 'awoke as a mighty man' and struck his enemies with his victorious word — the serpent to condemn, the man to correct and lead to humility. Scriptural allusions: Ps 43:23 ('Exurge, quare obdormis Domine?'); Ps 77:65 ('excitatus est tanquam dormiens Dominus'). Marginal gloss: 'Explanatio huius loci secundum Rupertum.' ↩




Verse 9. And the Lord God called Adam, and said to him, Where are you?

LatineEnglish


Verse 9. And the Lord God called Adam, and said to him, Where are you?1
VERS. 9. Vocavitque Dominus Deus Adam, & dixit ei, Ubi es?



Sic primum homo sistitur ante tribunal & iudicium Dei, ut qui Deum non coluit, ut patrem, ut iudicem, ac vindicem experiatur. Quam sit autem formidabile iudicium Dei subire, satis David indicavit illis verbis, Domine, non intres in iudicium cum servo tuo: quia non iustificabitur in conspectu tuo omnis vivens: & Iob inquit, Si voluerit homo contendere cum eo, non respondebit ei unum pro mille. Absconderat se Adamus a facie Dei, sed eius vocatu in publicum extrahitur, ut appareat quam verum sit illud, ...
Thus, for the first time, man is set before the tribunal and judgment of God, so that he who did not worship God as a father may experience him as a judge and avenger. How formidable it is to undergo the judgment of God, David sufficiently indicated by those words: 'Lord, enter not into judgment with your servant: for no living thing shall be justified in your sight'; and Job says, 'If a man wishes to contend with him, he cannot answer him one for a thousand.' Adam had hidden himself from the face of God, but by his summons he is drawn into the open, that it may appear how true is that saying: ...2



illud, Nihil est opertum, quod non reveletur, & occultum, quod non sciatur: & Amos capite 9. Non erit, inquit, fuga eis. Fugient, & non salvabitur ex eis, qui fugerit. Si descenderint usque ad infernum, inde manus mea educet eos: & si ascenderint usque in coelum, inde detraham eos. Sed verissime dictum est a propheta Habacuc capite 3. Cum iratus fueris, misericordiae recordaberis, & a Davide Psalm. 76. Nunquid in aeternum obliviscetur misereri Deus? aut continebit in ira sua misericordias suas? Nam in hoc ipso Dei iudicio misericordia eius mirabiliter eluxit; quod non, ut diabolum, statim Adamum condemnavit ac perdidit, sed tempus & locum dedit poenitendi: quod prior quaesivit eum, & ad petendam veniam provocavit: quod non nimis dure & aspere eum tractavit, sed ei pudore simul & metu perturbato & consternato, loquendi & obsecrandi fiduciam dedit. Verissimum igitur est quod ipse dixit per Ezechielem 18. Nolo mortem peccatoris, sed ut magis convertatur & vivat. Discant hoc exemplo Christiani iudices, praesertim autem Ecclesiastici, non esse nimium veloces ad condemnandum, nec asperis & minacibus verbis reos terrere, neminemque non ante citatum vel auditum damnare; ac quantum in ipsis fuerit, procliviores esse ad miserendum quam ad puniendum.
...that saying: 'Nothing is covered that shall not be revealed, and hidden that shall not be known'; and Amos, chapter 9: 'There shall be no flight for them,' he says. 'They shall flee, and he that flees of them shall not be saved. If they descend even to hell, thence my hand shall bring them out; and if they ascend even to heaven, thence I will draw them down.' But most truly it was said by the prophet Habakkuk, chapter 3: 'When you are angry, you will remember mercy'; and by David, Psalm 76: 'Will God forget to be merciful forever? or will he in his anger shut up his mercies?' For in this very judgment of God his mercy wonderfully shone forth: because he did not, as he did the devil, immediately condemn and destroy Adam, but gave time and place for repenting; because he first sought him out, and provoked him to seek pardon; because he did not treat him too harshly and roughly, but, to one perturbed and dismayed with shame and fear at once, he gave the confidence of speaking and beseeching. Most true, therefore, is what he himself said through Ezekiel 18: 'I do not wish the death of the sinner, but rather that he be converted and live.' Let Christian judges learn by this example — but especially ecclesiastical ones — not to be too swift to condemn, nor to terrify the accused with harsh and menacing words, nor to condemn anyone not first summoned or heard; and, as much as in them lies, to be more inclined to mercy than to punishing.3



Verum pensemus quemadmodum Deus Adamum appellaverit. Adam, inquit, ubi es? Non sunt haec verba ignorantis, ubinam locorum Adamus esset: In omni enim loco oculi Domini contemplantur bonos & malos; sed invitantis ad fidenter comparendum, & intrepide colloquendum. Sunt patris quaerentis filium suum perditum. Sunt medici requirentis ab aegroto locum vulneris, ut ei congruentem ac salutare applicet medicinam: nam licet corporalis medicina aegroto etiam nescienti nec volenti adhiberi & prodesse queat; non tamen medicina spiritalis.
But let us weigh how God addressed Adam. 'Adam,' he says, 'where are you?' These are not the words of one ignorant of where in the world Adam was — for in every place the eyes of the Lord behold the good and the evil — but of one inviting him to appear confidently and to converse intrepidly. They are the words of a father seeking his lost son. They are the words of a physician asking the sick person the place of the wound, that he may apply to it the fitting and salutary medicine; for although bodily medicine can be applied and be of profit to a sick person even unknowing and unwilling, spiritual medicine cannot.4



Sunt verba declarantis, Adamum propter scelus admissum, de numero eorum esse quibus dicet Dominus, Nescio vos unde sitis. & de iis, qui longe sunt a Deo, de quibus dixit David, Longe a peccatoribus salus: & rursus, Qui elongant se a te, peribunt. Sunt verba indicantis, Adamum non esse in loco suo: namque ut lapidis locus naturalis est centrum, sic hominis Deus, extra quem scilicet nusquam homini bene est. Per peccatum enim fit homo vagus, profugus, nulloque loco consistens. Unde est illud Iuvenalis Satyra 13. Mobilis & varia est ferme natura malorum. Cum scelus admittunt.
They are the words of one declaring that Adam, because of the crime committed, is of the number of those to whom the Lord will say, 'I know not whence you are'; and of those who are far from God, of whom David said, 'Salvation is far from sinners,' and again, 'They who go far from you shall perish.' They are the words of one indicating that Adam was not in his place: for as the natural place of a stone is the center, so of man it is God, outside of whom nowhere is it well with man. For through sin man becomes wandering, fugitive, standing still in no place. Whence is that of Juvenal, Satire 13: 'Changeable and various is generally the nature of the wicked, when they commit a crime.'5



Denique verba sunt reducentis in memoriam Adamo, qualis tunc esset, & quantum mutatus ab illo, qui fuerat ante peccatum, videlicet ex quanta felicitate in quantam deiectus miseriam. Quasi diceret, Ubi nunc sunt illa tam magnifica serpentis promissa? ubi est prima illa tua tranquillitas mentis? securitas animi? pax conscientiae; tot, tantorumque bonorum possessio? omniumque malorum vacuitas? Audiat lector Ambrosium in libro de Paradiso, cap. 14. haec in eandem sententiam scribentem: Dicendo autem ubi es? non locum...
Finally the words are of one recalling to Adam's memory what he then was, and how much changed from him who he had been before sin — namely, from how great a felicity he had been cast down into how great a misery. As if he said: 'Where now are those so magnificent promises of the serpent? Where is that former tranquility of your mind? the security of your soul? the peace of conscience? the possession of so many and so great goods? and the freedom from all evils?' Let the reader hear Ambrose, in his book On Paradise, chapter 14, writing these things to the same purpose: 'But by saying, Where are you? he does not seek the place...'6



quaerit, qui novit arcanum, neque enim Deus clausos oculos habebat, ut non videret latentem. Denique ideo dixit, Factus est Adam tanquam unus ex nobis, quia aperuit oculos. Et hic quidem aperuit oculos, ut culpam suam videret, quam vitare non potuit, Magis enim postquam peccavimus, nescio quomodo nostra delicta cognoscimus: & tunc peccatum esse intelligimus, quod antequam peccaremus, non putabamus esse peccatum. Certe non quasi peccatum putabamus esse damnandum, nam si damnaremus, non admitteremus. Deus autem omnium videt culpas, & omnium delicta cognoscit: super omnem animam super omnium occulta oculos habet. Quid est ergo Adam ubi es? id est, non in quo: sed in quibus es? Non ergo interrogatio est, sed increpatio. De quibus, inquit, bonis, de qua beatitudine, de qua gratia, in quam miseriam incidisti? Dereliquisti vitam aeternam: & attumulatus es morti, consepultus errori. Ubi est illa tua bene sibi conscia confidentia? Timor iste culpam fatetur: latebra praevaricationem. Ubi ergo es? hoc est, non in quo loco quaero, sed in quo statu. Quo te deduxerunt peccata tua, ut fugias Deum tuum: quem ante quaerebas? Haec Ambrosius.
'...he seeks, who knew the secret; for God did not have his eyes closed, so as not to see him hiding. Finally, therefore, he said, Adam is become as one of us, because he opened his eyes. And here indeed he opened his eyes, to see his own fault, which he could not avoid; for after we have sinned, somehow we recognize our offenses the more, and then we understand that to be a sin which, before we sinned, we did not think to be a sin. Certainly we did not think it, as it were, a sin to be condemned; for if we condemned it, we would not commit it. But God sees the faults of all, and knows the offenses of all: over every soul, over the hidden things of all, he has his eyes. What, then, is, Adam, where are you? That is: not in what place, but in what things are you? It is therefore not a question, but a rebuke. From what goods, he says, from what beatitude, from what grace, into what misery have you fallen? You have forsaken eternal life, and are heaped up for death, buried with error. Where is that confidence of yours, so well conscious of itself? That fear confesses the fault; the hiding-place, the transgression. Where, then, are you? that is, I ask not in what place, but in what state. Whither have your sins led you, that you flee your God, whom before you sought?' Thus Ambrose.7



Caeterum quod narrat Moses hoc loco, Deum vocasse Adamum & dixisse ei, Ubi es? & mox subtexit variam Dei sermocinationem cum Eva & serpente: quaestionem habet silentio in praesens minime obruendam, quemadmodum intelligere oporteat locutum esse Deum, an spiritali tantum & intellectuali modo: num per voces humanas in aere formatas: an potius per semetipsum, aut per Angelum aliquem, sub humana tamen specie & figura. Neque vero huius tantum loci interpretationem haec attingit quaestio, sed latissime patens ad plurimos pertinet divinae Scripturae locos, quibus Deum vel cum Angelis, vel cum hominibus locutum esse legimus. Tractavit eam quaestionem Sanctus Augustinus cum aliis libris, tum non semel in libris de Genesi ad litteram.
But, that Moses narrates in this place that God called Adam and said to him, 'Where are you?' and soon weaves in the various discourse of God with Eve and the serpent — this involves a question by no means to be crushed with silence at present: namely, how one ought to understand that God spoke. Whether only in a spiritual and intellectual manner? Whether through human voices formed in the air? Or rather through himself, or through some Angel, yet under a human appearance and figure? Nor indeed does this question touch the interpretation of this passage only, but, extending very widely, it pertains to very many passages of divine Scripture in which we read that God spoke either with Angels or with men. St. Augustine treated that question both in other books, and more than once in the books On Genesis according to the Letter.8



In cuius operis undecimo volumine cap. trigesimotertio, ad hunc modum scribit: Et audierunt vocem domini Dei ambulantis in paradiso ad vesperam. Ea quippe hora eos iam convenerat visitare, qui defecerant a luce veritatis. Fortassis enim in aliis intrinsecus vel ineffabilibus modis Deus cum illis antea loquebatur, sicut etiam cum Angelis loquitur ipsa incommutabili veritate illustrans mentes eorum, ubi est, intellectus nosse simul quaecumque etiam per tempora non fiunt simul. Forte, inquam, sic cum eis loquebatur, etsi non tanta participatione divinae sapientiae quantum capiunt Angeli: tamen pro humano modulo quantumlibet minus sed ipso genere visitationis & locutionis, fortassis etiam illo qui fit per creaturam, sive in ecstasi spiritus corporalibus imaginibus: sive ipsis sensibus corporis aliqua specie praesentata vel ad videndum, vel audiendum, sicut in Angelis suis solet videri Deus, vel sonare per nubem. Nunc tamen, quod audierunt vocem Dei ambulantis in paradiso ad vesperam, non nisi per creaturam visibiliter factum est: ne substantia illa invisibilis, & ubique tota, quae est Patris & Filij & Spiritus sancti, corporalibus eorum sensibus, locali & temporali motu apparuisse credatur. Sic Augustinus.
In the eleventh volume of that work, chapter 33, he writes in this manner: 'And they heard the voice of the Lord God walking in paradise at evening. For at that hour it had now suited him to visit them, who had fallen from the light of truth. For perhaps in other inward or ineffable ways God spoke with them before, as he also speaks with the Angels, illustrating their minds by that very immutable truth, where there is an understanding to know at once whatever things, even through times, do not happen at once. Perhaps, I say, he spoke with them thus, though not with so great a participation of divine wisdom as the Angels receive; yet according to the human measure, however much less, but by that very kind of visitation and speech — perhaps even by that which is made through a creature, whether in an ecstasy of the spirit by bodily images, or by some appearance presented to the bodily senses themselves, either for seeing or for hearing, as God is wont to be seen in his Angels, or to sound through a cloud. Now, however, that they heard the voice of God walking in paradise at evening was done only through a creature, visibly, lest that invisible substance, wholly everywhere, which is of the Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit, be believed to have appeared to their bodily senses with local and temporal motion.' Thus Augustine.9



Sed cogitanti mihi & memoria repetenti, quae Patres de modo...
But as I think, and recall to memory, the things which the Fathers [handed down] about the manner...10



do, quo Deus loquitur creaturae intellectuali prodiderunt, succurrit, eximie sanctum Gregorium ea de re in libro 28. Moralium, capite 2. & sequentibus usque ad 7. disseruisse. Ac nisi me aut memoria fallit aut iudicium, nullus Patrum de hac quaestione vel diligentius, vel enucleatius, vel disertius, vel sacris exemplis & argumentis copiosius atque luculentius, quam Gregorius disputavit. Equidem reor nec alienum, nec supervacaneum, nec molestum lectori visum iri, si tanti Patris tam egregiam doctrinam compluribus nempe divinarum litterarum locis illustrandis utilissimam iisdem quibus ab eo exposita verbis est, in praesentia exponam. Longiuscula est, fateor, ea Gregorij disputatio, & ob id fortasse, aliquorum iudicio, his commentariis nequaquam inserenda: sed inseretur tamen: nam (si qua est) prolixitas orationis, abundanter doctrinae gravitate & utilitate, necnon dictionis pietate, ac iucunditate compensatur.
...the manner by which God speaks to the intellectual creature, it comes to mind that St. Gregory discoursed excellently on this matter in book 28 of the Morals, chapter 2 and the following ones up to chapter 7. And unless my memory or my judgment deceives me, none of the Fathers disputed on this question either more diligently, or more clearly, or more eloquently, or more copiously and brilliantly with sacred examples and arguments, than Gregory. Indeed, I think it will seem neither alien, nor superfluous, nor troublesome to the reader if I set forth at present the so excellent doctrine of so great a Father — most useful for illustrating very many passages of the divine letters — in the same words in which it was set forth by him. That disputation of Gregory is somewhat long, I confess, and for that reason perhaps, in the judgment of some, by no means to be inserted in these commentaries; but it will be inserted nonetheless: for the prolixity of the discourse (if there be any) is abundantly compensated by the gravity and utility of the doctrine, and also by the piety and pleasantness of the diction.11



Explanans igitur Gregorius verba illa Iob quae sunt in cap. 38. Respondens autem Dominus Iob de turbine dixit, super his verbis ad hunc modum disputat: Sciendum est, quia duobus modis locutio divina distinguitur; Aut per semetipsum namque Dominus loquitur, aut per creaturam angelicam eius ad nos verba formantur. Sed cum per semetipsum loquitur, sola nobis vis interna inspirationis aperitur. Cum per semetipsum loquitur, de verbo eius sine verbis ac syllabis cor docetur: quia virtus eius, intima quadam sublevatione cognoscitur: ad quam mens plena suspenditur, vacua gravatur. Pondus enim quoddam est quod omnem animam, quam replet, levet. Incorporeum lumen est, quod & interiora repleat, & repleta exterius circumscribat. Sine strepitu sermo est, qui & auditum aperit, & audire sonitum nescit.
Explaining, therefore, those words of Job which are in chapter 38, 'But the Lord, answering Job from the whirlwind, said,' Gregory disputes upon these words in this manner: 'It must be known that divine speech is distinguished in two modes: for either the Lord speaks through himself, or his words are formed to us through an angelic creature. But when he speaks through himself, the internal force of inspiration alone is opened to us. When he speaks through himself, the heart is taught of his word without words and syllables, because his power is known by a certain inward lifting-up — to which the full mind is suspended, the empty is weighed down. For there is a certain weight which lifts up every soul that it fills. It is an incorporeal light, which both fills the inner parts and, having filled them, circumscribes them without. It is speech without noise, which both opens the hearing and knows not how to hear a sound.'12



Post haec expendens Gregorius in Actis Apostolorum capite octavo, & decimo, spiritum dixisse quaedam Philippo & Petro, subiungit: Spiritum enim Dei quasi quaedam nobis verba dicere, est occulta vi ea quae agenda sunt intimare, & cor hominis ignarum, non debito strepitu & tarditate sermonis, peritum repente de absconditis reddere. Nam quia auditus ea quae ad se fiunt, non simul omnia dicta comprehendit, quippe qui & causas per verba, & particulatim verba per syllabas percipit, visus autem noster in eo, quod se dirigit, totum subito & simul apprehendit. Dei locutio ad nos intrinsecus facta videtur potius quam audiatur, quia dum semetipsum sine mora sermonis insinuat, repentina luce nostrae ignorantiae tenebras illustrat. Unde & Baruch Neriae filius cum requisitus exponeret: quemadmodum verba Hieremiae prophetantis audisset, ait, Ex ore suo loquebatur quasi legens, & ego scribebam. Qui vero legens loquitur, alio intendit, sed alio verbum facit, quia quod videt dicit. Prophetae ergo Dei quia eius verba vident potius in corde, quam audiunt: quasi legentes loquuntur.
After these things, Gregory, weighing that in the Acts of the Apostles, chapters 8 and 10, the Spirit said certain things to Philip and to Peter, adds: 'For the Spirit of God, as it were saying certain words to us, is to intimate by a hidden power the things that are to be done, and to render the ignorant heart of man suddenly expert about hidden things, without the due noise and slowness of speech. For since the hearing does not comprehend at once all the things that are said to it — inasmuch as it perceives both the causes through words, and words piecemeal through syllables — whereas our sight, in that to which it directs itself, apprehends the whole suddenly and at once. God's speech to us seems rather to be made inwardly than to be heard, because, while he insinuates himself without delay of speech, he illuminates the darkness of our ignorance with a sudden light. Whence Baruch the son of Neriah, when, being asked, he explained how he had heard the words of Jeremiah prophesying, said, From his mouth he spoke as if reading, and I wrote. But he who speaks while reading attends to one thing, yet makes a word of another, because what he sees, he says. The prophets of God, therefore, because they see his words in the heart rather than hear them, speak as if reading.'13



Cum vero per Angelum voluntatem suam Dominus indicat, aliquando eam verbis, aliquando rebus demonstrat: aliquando simul verbis & rebus: aliquando imaginibus cordis oculis ostensis, aliquando imaginibus, & ante corporeos oculos ad tempus ex aere assumptis, aliquando caelestibus substantijs, aliquando terrenis, aliquando simul terrenis & caelestibus. Nonnunquam vero etiam per Angelum humanis cordibus ita loquitur Deus, cum...
'But when the Lord indicates his will through an Angel, sometimes he shows it by words, sometimes by things; sometimes by words and things at once; sometimes by images shown to the eyes of the heart; sometimes by images assumed for a time from the air before the bodily eyes; sometimes by heavenly substances, sometimes by earthly, sometimes by earthly and heavenly at once. But sometimes God even speaks to human hearts through an Angel, when...'14



cum nil in imagine ostenditur, sed superna verba locutionis audiuntur, sicut dicente Domino: Pater clarifica nomen tuum protinus respondetur, Et clarificavi, & iterum clarificabo. Neque enim Deus, qui sine tempore vi impulsionis intima clamat, in tempore per suam substantiam illam vocem edidit, quam circumscriptam tempore per humana verba distinxit: sed nimirum de coelestibus loquens, verba sua, quae ab hominibus audiri voluit, rationali creatura administrante formavit. Aliquando rebus per Angelos loquitur Deus, cum nil verbo dicitur: sed ea quae futura sunt, assumpta de elementis imagine nunciantur: sicut Ezechiel nil verborum audiens, electri speciem in medio ignis vidit, ut videlicet dum solam speciem aspiceret, quae essent in novissimis ventura sentiret. Electrum quippe ex auri argentique metallo miscetur, in qua permixtione argentum quidem clarius redditur, sed tamen fulgor auri temperatur. Quid ergo in electro, nisi mediator Dei & hominum demonstratur? qui dum semetipsum nobis ex divina atque humana natura composuit: & humanam per deitatem clariorem reddidit, & divinam per humanitatem nostris aspectibus temperavit. Quia enim virtute divinitatis eius tot miraculis humanitas fulsit, ex auro crevit argentum, & quod per carnem Deus cognosci potuit, quodque per carnem tot adversa toleravit, quasi ex argento temperatum est aurum. Quod bene, & in medio ignis ostenditur: quia incarnationis eius mysterium subsequentis iudicij flamma comitatur. Scriptum quippe est, Pater non iudicat quenquam, sed omne iudicium dedit filio.
'...when nothing is shown in an image, but the supernal words of the speech are heard, as when the Lord said, Father, glorify your name, it is at once answered, And I have glorified it, and I will glorify it again. For God, who without time cries in the innermost parts by the force of impulse, did not in time by his own substance utter that voice which, circumscribed by time, he distinguished through human words; but, doubtless speaking of heavenly things, he formed his words, which he wished to be heard by men, with a rational creature administering. Sometimes God speaks by things through Angels, when nothing is said by word, but the things which are to come are announced by an image assumed from the elements: as Ezekiel, hearing nothing of words, saw the appearance of electrum in the midst of the fire, so that, namely, while he looked at the appearance alone, he might perceive what things would come in the last days. For electrum is mixed from the metal of gold and silver, in which mixture the silver is indeed made brighter, yet the brightness of the gold is tempered. What, then, in the electrum, but the Mediator of God and men is shown? who, when he composed himself for us of divine and human nature, both made the human brighter through the deity, and tempered the divine to our sight through the humanity. For because by the power of his divinity the humanity shone with so many miracles, from the gold grew the silver; and because God could be known through the flesh, and through the flesh endured so many adversities, the gold was as it were tempered from silver. Which is also well shown in the midst of the fire, because the flame of the following judgment accompanies the mystery of his incarnation. For it is written, The Father judges no one, but has given all judgment to the Son.'15



Aliquando per Angelos verbis simul & rebus loquitur Deus, cum quibusdam motibus insinuat hoc quod sermonibus narrat. Neque enim Adam post culpam in divinitatis substantia videre Dominum potuit, sed increpationis verba per Angelum audivit, de quo scriptum est. Cum audisset vocem domini Dei deambulantis in Paradiso ad auram post meridiem, abscondit se inter ligna Paradisi. Aliquando imaginibus, cordis oculis ostensis per Angelos loquitur Deus: sicut Iacob subnixam coelo scalam dormiens vidit: sicut Petrus linteum reptilibus & quadrupedibus plenum in ecstasi raptus aspexit, qui nisi in corporeis oculis haec cerneret, in ecstasi non fuisset: sicut Paulo in visione noctis vir Macedo apparuit, qui transire eum in Macedoniam rogavit.
Sometimes God speaks through Angels by words and things at once, when by certain motions he insinuates that which he narrates by words. For Adam, after the fault, could not see the Lord in the substance of divinity, but heard the words of rebuke through an Angel, of which it is written: When he heard the voice of the Lord God walking in Paradise at the breeze after midday, he hid himself among the trees of Paradise. Sometimes God speaks through Angels by images shown to the eyes of the heart: as Jacob, sleeping, saw a ladder leaning against heaven; as Peter, caught up in ecstasy, beheld a sheet full of reptiles and quadrupeds — who, unless he perceived these with bodily eyes, would not have been in ecstasy; as to Paul in a vision of the night a Macedonian man appeared, who asked him to cross over into Macedonia.16



Aliquando imaginibus & ante corporeos oculos ad tempus ex aere assumptis per Angelos loquitur Deus: sicut Abraham non solum tres viros videre potuit, sed etiam habitaculo terreno suscipere: & non solum suscipere, sed eorum usibus etiam cibos adhibere. Nisi enim, Angeli quaedam nobis interna nunciantes, ad tempus ex aere corpora sumerent, exterioribus profecto nostris obtutibus non apparerent: nec cibos cum Abraham caperent: nisi propter nos solidum aliquid ex coelesti alimento gestarent: Nec mirum: quod illi ipsi qui suscepti sunt, modo Dominus, modo Angeli vocantur: quia Angelorum vocabulo exprimuntur, qui exterius ministrabant, & appellatione Domini ostenditur, qui eis interius praeerat: ut per hoc praesidentis imperium, & per illud claresceret officium ministrantium.
Sometimes God speaks through Angels by images assumed for a time from the air before the bodily eyes: as Abraham could not only see three men, but also receive them in an earthly dwelling; and not only receive them, but even apply food to their use. For unless the Angels, announcing certain inward things to us, took bodies for a time from the air, they would certainly not appear to our outward gazes, nor would they take food with Abraham — unless, for our sake, they carried something solid from the heavenly nourishment. Nor is it a wonder that those very ones who were received are called now Lord, now Angels: because they are expressed by the name of Angels, who ministered externally, and by the appellation of Lord is shown he who presided over them internally — so that by the former the command of the one presiding, and by the latter the office of the ministers, might shine forth.17



Aliquando coelestibus substantijs per Angelos loquitur Deus: sicut baptizato Domino scriptum est, quia de nube vox sonuit dicens, Hic est Filius meus dilectus in quo mihi bene complacui. Aliquando terrenis substantijs per Angelos loquitur Deus: sicut cum Balaam corripuit, in ore...
Sometimes God speaks by heavenly substances through Angels: as, when the Lord was baptized, it is written that a voice sounded from the cloud, saying, This is my beloved Son, in whom I am well pleased. Sometimes God speaks by earthly substances through Angels: as when he rebuked Balaam, in the mouth [of the ass]...18



ore asinae humana verba formavit. Aliquando simul & terrenis & coelestibus substantiis per Angelos loquitur Deus: sicut ad Mosen in monte, cum iussionis suae verba edidit, ignem rubumque sociavit, atque aliud superius, aliud inferius iunxit. Quod tamen tunc solum agitur, cum ex ipsa aliquid coniunctione signatur: nam per succensum rubum Mosen alloquens quid aliud ostenditur, nisi quod eius populi ductor fieret, qui & legis flammam perciperet, & tamen peccati spinam nequaquam vitaret? vel quod ex illo populo exiret, qui in igne deitatis carnis nostrae dolores quasi rubi spinas susciperet, & inconsumptam humanitatis nostrae substantiam, etiam in ipsa divinitatis flamma servaret?
...in the mouth of the ass he formed human words. Sometimes God speaks through Angels by earthly and heavenly substances at once: as to Moses on the mountain, when he uttered the words of his command, he joined fire and bush, and linked the one above, the other below. Which, however, is only then done, when something is signified by that very conjunction: for by speaking to Moses through the kindled bush, what else is shown, but that he would become the leader of that people, who would both receive the flame of the law, and yet by no means avoid the thorn of sin? or that from that people would come forth he who, in the fire of the deity, would take up the pains of our flesh like the thorns of the bush, and would preserve the unconsumed substance of our humanity even in that very flame of divinity?19



Nonnunquam vero humanis cordibus etiam per Angelos Deus, secreta eorum praesentia, virtutem suae adspirationis infundit. Unde & Zacharias ait, Et dixit ad me Angelus qui loquebatur in me. Dum ad se quidem, sed in se tamen loqui Angelum dicit, liquido ostendit, quod is qui ad ipsum verba faceret, per corpoream speciem extra non esset. Unde & paulo post subdidit, Et ecce Angelus qui loquebatur in me egrediebatur. Saepe enim non exterius apparent, sed sicut sunt angelici spiritus, voluntatem Dei Prophetarum sensibus innotescunt, atque eos ita ad sublimia sublevant, & quaeque in rebus futura sunt, in causis originalibus praesentia demonstrant. Humanum namque cor ipso carnis corruptibilis pondere gravatum, hanc ipsam corpulentiam suam quasi obicem sustinens, interna non penetrat: & grave exterius iacet, quia levantem manum interius non habet. Unde fit, sicut dictum est, ut Prophetarum sensibus ipsa, ut est subtilitas, angelica virtutis appareat, eorumque mens quo subtili spiritu tangitur levetur: & non iam pigra torpensque in imis iaceat, sed repleta intimis afflatibus ad superna conscendat, atque inde quasi de quodam rerum vertice, quae infra se ventura sunt videat.
But sometimes God, even through Angels, by their secret presence, infuses into human hearts the power of his inspiration. Whence Zechariah says, And the Angel who spoke in me said to me. While he says the Angel spoke indeed to him, but yet in him, he plainly shows that he who made the words to him was not outside through a bodily appearance. Whence a little after he added, And behold, the Angel who spoke in me went forth. For often they do not appear externally, but, as they are angelic spirits, they make known the will of God to the senses of the Prophets, and so lift them up to sublime things, and demonstrate the things that are to come in things, as present in their original causes. For the human heart, weighed down by the very weight of corruptible flesh, sustaining this its own corpulence as it were an obstacle, does not penetrate inner things, and lies heavy externally, because it has not within a hand lifting it up. Whence it comes about, as was said, that to the senses of the Prophets the angelic power itself, as it is a subtlety, appears, and their mind is lifted up by the subtle spirit by which it is touched, and no longer lies sluggish and torpid in the depths, but, filled with inmost inspirations, ascends to the heavenly things, and thence, as from a certain summit of things, sees what is to come below it.20



Sed ne quis in praedictis Zachariae verbis, Angeli designatum nomine vel Patrem vel Filium, vel Spiritum sanctum putet, si textum Scripturae sacrae considerat, quod sentit velociter emendat, quae nunquam Patrem, nunquam Spiritum sanctum, & non nisi per incarnationis suae praedicationem, Filium Angelum vocat. Unde & in eiusdem Zachariae verbis aperte ostenditur, quod in illo vere Angelus, id est, creatura loqueretur, cum diceret, Et ecce Angelus qui loquebatur in me egrediebatur. Statimque subiungitur, Et alius Angelus egrediebatur in occursum eius, & dixit ad eum: Loquere ad puerum istum dicens, Absque muro habitabitur Hierusalem. Non est itaque Deus Angelus qui mittitur, cui verba ab Angelo, quae dicere debeat, iubentur. Sed quia in conspectu conditoris angelica ministeria ordinata, graduum positione distincta sunt, ut & pro communi felicitate beatitudinis opificem suum simul videntes gaudeant, & tamen pro dispositione dignitatis aliis alij subministrent, ad Prophetam Angelus Angelum mittit: & quem secum de Deo gaudere communiter conspicit, & docet & dirigit: quia eum & per superiorem scientiam virtute cognitionis, & per praestantiorem gratiam culmine potestatis excedit. Haec igitur dicta sunt, ut quibus modis loquatur Deus hominibus, demonstraretur. Et hactenus quidem fuere S. Gregorij verba.
But lest anyone, in the aforesaid words of Zechariah, should think the Father or the Son or the Holy Spirit designated by the name of Angel: if he considers the text of sacred Scripture, it quickly corrects what he thinks — for it never calls the Father, never the Holy Spirit, and only through the preaching of his Incarnation calls the Son an Angel. Whence in those same words of Zechariah it is openly shown that in that prophet truly an Angel — that is, a creature — spoke, when he said, And behold, the Angel who spoke in me went forth. And at once it is added, And another Angel went forth to meet him, and said to him: Speak to this boy, saying, Jerusalem shall be inhabited without a wall. And so the Angel who is sent, to whom the words that he must say are commanded by an Angel, is not God. But because in the sight of the Creator the angelic ministries are ordered, distinguished by the disposition of grades — so that both, for the common felicity of blessedness, seeing their Maker at once they may rejoice, and yet, according to the disposition of dignity, some may serve others — an Angel sends an Angel to a Prophet; and him whom it beholds rejoicing in common with itself about God, it both teaches and directs, because it exceeds him both by superior knowledge in the power of cognition, and by more excellent grace in the height of power. These things, therefore, have been said, that it might be demonstrated by what modes God speaks to men. And thus far, indeed, have been the words of St. Gregory.21



Translator’s notes
	New lemma: Genesis 3:9. ↩
	Adam is set before God's tribunal — he who did not worship God as father now experiences him as judge (Ps 142:2, 'non intres in iudicium'; Job 9:3). Yet (as the next page shows) God's judgment is joined with mercy. Marginal glosses: 'Dei iudicium... sed cum misericordia coniunctum'; 'Psal. 142.' Catchword: 'illud' (continues on the next page). ↩
	Nothing is hidden from God (Matt 10:26; Amos 9:1-4); yet his judgment is joined with mercy (Hab 3:2; Ps 76:10; Ezek 18:23) — he gave Adam time to repent, sought him first, treated him gently. A lesson for judges (especially ecclesiastical) to lean to mercy. Marginal glosses: 'Iob. 9'; 'Matt. 12.' Running head misprinted '665'; true printed page 675. ↩
	'Where are you?' is not ignorance (Prov 15:3, 'In omni loco oculi Domini') but an invitation — a father seeking his lost son, a physician asking the wound's place (spiritual medicine requires the patient's will). Marginal gloss: 'Quid significaverit Deus, dicens Adamo, Ubi es? Proverb. 15.' ↩
	'Where are you?' declares Adam among those to whom God will say 'I know not whence you are' (Luke 13:27), far from God (Ps 118:155, 'Longe a peccatoribus salus'; Ps 72:27); man's natural 'place' is God, outside whom he wanders (Juvenal, Satire 13). Marginal glosses: 'Luc. 13. & Matt. 25'; 'Psalm. 18'; 'Psalm. 72.' ↩
	'Where are you?' recalls Adam's change from felicity to misery ('Where now are the serpent's promises?'). Ambrose, De paradiso 14 (quotation begins). Catchword: 'quaerit'; page footer signature 'QQQ 2.' ↩
	Conclusion of Ambrose, De paradiso 14: 'Where are you?' is a rebuke, not a question — 'not in what place, but in what state; whither have your sins led you?' Marginal gloss: 'Peccata magis cognoscimus postquam peccavimus.' Running head misprinted '666'; true printed page 676. ↩
	The question of HOW God 'spoke' (spiritually? through human voices in the air? through himself, or an Angel in human form?) — pertaining to many Scripture passages. Augustine treated it (De Genesi ad litteram). Marginal gloss: 'Quemadmodum oporteat intelligi, Deum esse locutum cum Adamo, Eva, & serpente.' ↩
	Augustine, De Genesi ad litteram 11.33: God perhaps spoke to them before by ineffable inward ways (as to the Angels); but here 'the voice walking in paradise at evening' was done only 'through a creature, visibly,' lest the invisible Trinity be thought to move with local and temporal motion. Marginal glosses: 'Deus loquitur modis ineffabilibus'; 'Deus locutus est per creaturam.' ↩
	Pererius begins his survey of the Fathers' views on the mode of God's speaking. Catchword: 'do' (= modo, continues on the next page). ↩
	Continued from page 676. Pererius names Gregory (Moralia 28.2-7) as the best patristic treatment of how God speaks, and will quote it at length despite its length. Running head misprinted '667'; true printed page 677. ↩
	Gregory the Great, Moralia 28 (on Job 38:1, 'Respondens Dominus de turbine'): divine speech is in two modes — through himself, or through an angelic creature. Speaking through himself: the heart is taught without words or syllables, by 'an incorporeal light' and 'speech without noise.' Marginal gloss: 'Valde notabilis & observanda B. Gregorij doctrina de variis modis, quibus Deus creaturis suis loqui solet.' ↩
	Gregory (continued): the Spirit 'speaking' (Acts 8:29, 10:19, to Philip and Peter) = intimating by hidden power, illuminating with a sudden light; the prophets 'see' God's words in the heart (Baruch on Jeremiah, Jer 36:18). Marginal glosses: 'Quid sit spiritum dicere'; 'Hier. 36.' ↩
	Gregory (continued): the SECOND mode — through an Angel: by words, by things, by images (of the heart, or assumed from air before the eyes), by heavenly or earthly substances. Catchword: 'cum' (continues on the next page); page footer signature 'QQQ 3.' ↩
	Gregory the Great, Moralia 28 (continued): God speaking through himself (John 12:28, 'Pater clarifica nomen tuum'); through Angels by 'things'/images — Ezekiel's 'electrum' in the fire (Ezek 1:4) read as the Mediator, gold (divinity) tempered with silver (humanity); John 5:22 ('Pater non iudicat quenquam'). Marginal glosses: 'Ioan. 12'; 'Ezechiel. 1'; 'Expositio visionis Ezechielis'; 'Ioannis 5.' Running head misprinted '668' (= true 678 minus 10); true printed page 678. ↩
	Gregory (continued): God speaks by words and things (Adam heard the rebuke through an Angel, Gen 3:8); by images shown to the heart's eyes (Jacob's ladder, Gen 28:12; Peter's sheet, Acts 10:11; Paul's Macedonian, Acts 16:9). Marginal glosses: 'Gen. 3'; 'Genes. 28'; 'Actor. 10'; 'Actor. 16.' ↩
	Gregory (continued): God speaks by images assumed from the air (Abraham's three visitors, Gen 18 — why Angels take bodies; called now 'Lord,' now 'Angels'). Marginal glosses: 'Gen. 18'; 'Angeli cur assumant corpora.' ↩
	Gregory (continued): God speaks by heavenly substances (the baptismal voice from the cloud, Matt 3:17); by earthly substances (Balaam's ass, Num 22:28). Marginal gloss: 'Matth. 3.' Catchword: 'ore' (continues on the next page). ↩
	Gregory (continued): God speaks by earthly and heavenly substances at once (Balaam's ass, Num 22:28; the burning bush, Exod 3:2 — a type of Christ's Incarnation, the flame not consuming the bush). Marginal glosses: 'Num. 22'; 'Exodi 3'; 'Expositio loci Exodi.' Running head misprinted '669' (= true 679 minus 10); true printed page 679. ↩
	Gregory (continued): God infuses inspiration into human hearts through the Angels' secret presence (Zechariah, Zech 2:3, 'the Angel who spoke in me' — hence internally, not through a bodily form). Marginal gloss: 'Zach. 2.' ↩
	Conclusion of the Gregory quotation (Moralia 28): the 'Angel' in Zechariah is a creature, not God (the Father and Holy Spirit are never called 'Angel' in Scripture, only the Son by reason of his Incarnation; Zech 2:4); the ordered angelic hierarchy — an Angel sends an Angel to a Prophet. Marginal gloss: 'Pater & Spiritus sanctus nunquam Angeli in Scripturis vocantur, nec filius nisi ratione susceptae humanitatis.' Catchword: 'Vocem' (the next lemma begins on the next page). ↩




Verse 10. I heard your voice, Lord, in Paradise, and I feared, because I was naked, and I hid myself

LatineEnglish


Verse 10. I heard your voice, Lord, in Paradise, and I feared, because I was naked, and I hid myself.1
VERS. 10. Vocem tuam Domine audivi in Paradiso, & timui, eo quod nudus essem, & abscondi me.



Dicet aliquis, Nonne priusquam audisset vocem Dei Adamus, iam subligaculis ficulneis pudenda contexerat? quomodo igitur dixit se Dei voce commotum ac perculsum, eo quod nudus esset, timuisse, ac se abscondisse? Respondent quidam, Adamum non se operuisse, nisi postquam audivit Dei vocem. Sed hoc manifeste adversatur contextui verborum Mosis, & ordini narrationis, quae habet, statim post admissum scelus, Adamum conspecta nuditate sua operuisse eam. Deinde, si cum Adamus Dei vocem audivit, nudus erat; profecto eius adventu & praesentia perterritus, non potuisset subligacula sibi conficere, partim ob temporis angustias, partim nimia perturbatione animi, & terrore consternatus. Ergo dicendum est, Adamum opertis etiam pudendis erubuisse in conspectum Dei venire; tum quod cetero corpore nudus esset; tum quod erubesceret apparere coram Deo nudus, sicut prius solebat ante peccatum commissum, itaque verecundabatur coram Deo ob eam rem, propter quam sibi nuditatem corporis velandam iudicaverat.
Someone will say: Had not Adam already covered his shameful parts with fig-leaf loincloths before he heard God's voice? How, then, did he say that he, moved and struck by God's voice, feared because he was naked, and hid himself? Some respond that Adam did not cover himself until after he heard God's voice. But this manifestly contradicts the context of Moses's words and the order of the narration, which has it that immediately after the crime was committed, Adam, his nakedness being perceived, covered it. Then, if when Adam heard God's voice he was naked, surely, terrified by his coming and presence, he could not have made himself loincloths — partly because of the shortness of the time, partly dismayed by the excessive perturbation of mind and by terror. Therefore it must be said that Adam, even with his shameful parts covered, blushed to come into God's sight; both because he was naked in the rest of his body, and because he blushed to appear before God naked, as he formerly used to before the sin was committed; and so he was ashamed before God on account of that very thing, for the sake of which he had judged that the nakedness of his body must be veiled.2



Quod autem causam timoris sui Adamus non assignat peccato suo, sed nuditati corporis, satis indicavit se nondum flagitij sui gravitatem agnovisse: scilicet propter eam magis erubescere, ac dolere, quam propter corporis nuditatem debebat. Sic usu venit, ut homines de factis a se sceleribus angantur, non tam propter Dei offensam, aut coelestium bonorum amissionem, quam propter incommoda, & mala fortunae aut corporis, quae illis ex peccato acciderunt: exempli causa, propter publicum dedecus, vel infamiam; propter offensionem hominum, apud quos gratiosi esse cupiunt; denique propter detrimentum rei familiaris, aut damnum aliquod corporis.
But that Adam assigns the cause of his fear not to his sin, but to the nakedness of his body, sufficiently indicated that he had not yet recognized the gravity of his crime — namely, that he ought to blush and grieve more on account of that [sin] than on account of the nakedness of his body. So it happens by experience, that men are anguished about the crimes done by them, not so much on account of God's offense, or the loss of the heavenly goods, as on account of the inconveniences and evils of fortune or of the body that befell them from sin: for example, on account of public disgrace or infamy; on account of the offense of men, among whom they wish to be in favor; finally, on account of the detriment of the family estate, or some harm of the body.3



Translator’s notes
	New lemma: Genesis 3:10 (set off by a horizontal rule). Running head misprinted '670' (= true 680 minus 10); true printed page 680. ↩
	How could Adam fear his nakedness if he was already covered? Not (as some say) that he covered himself only after hearing God's voice — that contradicts Moses's order, and terror would have prevented it. Rather: even covered, he blushed to appear before God as he never had before the sin. Marginal gloss: 'Adamus cur nudus in Dei conspectum venire ausus non fuerit.' ↩
	By assigning his fear to his nakedness rather than his sin, Adam showed he had not yet grasped the sin's gravity — as men commonly grieve more over worldly harms (disgrace, loss of favor, estate, bodily harm) than over God's offense. ↩




Verse 12. And Adam said, The woman whom you gave me as companion, she gave me of the tree, and I ate

LatineEnglish


Verse 12. And Adam said, The woman whom you gave me as companion, she gave me of the tree, and I ate.1
VERS. 12. Dixitque Adam, Mulier quam dedisti mihi sociam, dedit mihi de ligno, & comedi.



Exemplo Adami & Evae liquido cernitur, quale sit discrimen inter virum iustum & iniustum. Iustus enim, ut scriptum est Proverb. 18. prior est accusator sui. Nam initium bonorum, quae daturus est Deus homini, ut quodam loco dixit Augustinus, confessio malorum est, quae commisit homo. Negatio autem, vel excusatio, & defensio peccati, ...
By the example of Adam and Eve it is clearly seen what the difference is between a just man and an unjust one. For the just man, as it is written in Proverbs 18, is first the accuser of himself. For the beginning of the goods which God is to give to man — as Augustine said in a certain place — is the confession of the evils which man has committed. But the denial, or the excuse and defense, of sin, ...2



peccati non modo nulla est elevatio, vel diminutio sceleris, sed contra, detestabilior eius aggravatio & exaggeratio. Audi quae Augustinus scribat lib. 14. de Civitate Dei, cap. 14. Peior est, inquit, damnabiliorque superbia, qua etiam in peccatis manifestis suffugium excusationis inquiritur, sicut illi primi homines, quorum & illa dixit, Serpens seduxit me, & manducavi: & ille dixit, Mulier quam dedisti mihi, haec mihi dedit de ligno, & edi: nusquam hic sonat petitio veniae, nusquam imploratio medicinae. Nam licet isti non sicut Cain, quod commiserunt negent, adhuc tamen superbia quaerit in alium referre, quod perperam fecit: superbia mulieris in serpentem, superbia viri in mulierem. Sed accusatio potius quam excusatio vera est, ubi mandati divini est aperta transgressio. Neque enim hoc propterea non fecerunt, quia id mulier serpente suadente, vir muliere impertiente commisit, quasi quicquam Deo cui vel crederetur, vel cederetur, anteponendum fuit.
...of sin, there is not only no lightening or diminution of the crime, but on the contrary a more detestable aggravation and exaggeration of it. Hear what Augustine writes, book 14 of the City of God, chapter 14: 'Worse and more damnable,' he says, 'is the pride by which, even in manifest sins, a refuge of excuse is sought — as those first human beings, of whom she said, The serpent seduced me, and I ate, and he said, The woman whom you gave me, she gave me of the tree, and I ate: nowhere here does a petition for pardon sound, nowhere an imploring of the medicine. For although these do not, like Cain, deny what they committed, yet still pride seeks to refer to another what it did wrongly: the pride of the woman onto the serpent, the pride of the man onto the woman. But it is rather an accusation than a true excuse, where there is an open transgression of the divine command. For they did not fail to do this because the woman committed it at the serpent's persuasion, and the man at the woman's imparting — as if anything were to be preferred to God, to whom either it should be believed, or yielded.'3



Verum hanc sententiam, atque hunc Mosis locum, gravissimis & disertissimis verbis tractavit B. Gregorius in lib. 22. Moralium, cap. 13. Haec sunt, inquit, vera humilitatis testimonia, & iniquitatem suam quemque cognoscere, & cognitam voce confessionis aperire. At contra, usitatum humani generis vitium est, & latendo peccatum committere, & commissum negando abscondere, & convictum defendendo multiplicare. Ex illo quippe lapsu primi hominis haec augmenta nequitiae ducimus, ex quo ipsam radicem traximus culpae. Sic namque ille dum lignum vetitum contigisset, abscondit se a facie Domini inter ligna paradisi. In qua absconsione scilicet, quia Deum latere non poterat, non latendi effectus describitur, sed affectus notatur. Qui cum argueretur a Domino quod de ligno vetito contigisset, illico respondit, Mulier quam dedisti mihi sociam, ipsa mihi dedit de ligno, & comedi. Ipsa quoque mulier inquisita respondit dicens, Serpens decepit me, & comedi. Ad hoc quippe requisiti fuerant, ut peccatum quod transgrediendo commiserant, confitendo delerent: unde & serpens ille persuasor, qui non erat revocandus ad veniam, non est de culpa requisitus. Interrogatus est itaque homo ubi esset, ut perpetratam culpam respiceret & confitendo cognosceret quam longe a conditoris sui facie abesset: sed adhibere sibimet utrique defensionis solatia, quam confessionis elegerunt. Cumque excusare peccatum voluit vir per mulierem, mulier per serpentem, auxerunt culpam, quam tueri conati sunt: oblique Adam Dominum tangens, quod ipse peccati eorum auctor extiterit, qui mulierem fecit: & Eva culpam ad Dominum referens qui serpentem in paradiso posuisset. Qui enim ore diaboli fallentis audierant, Eritis sicut Dii: quia Deo esse similes in divinitate nequiverunt, ad erroris sui cumulum, Deum sibi facere similem in culpa conati sunt. Sic ergo reatum suum dum defendere moliuntur: addiderunt ut culpa eorum atrocior discussa fieret, quam fuerat perpetrata.
But this thought, and this passage of Moses, St. Gregory treated with most grave and eloquent words in book 22 of the Morals, chapter 13: 'These are the true testimonies of humility,' he says, 'both that each recognize his own iniquity, and, having recognized it, open it by the voice of confession. But on the contrary, it is the accustomed vice of the human race both to commit sin by hiding, and to hide the committed sin by denying, and to multiply the convicted sin by defending. For from that lapse of the first man we derive these increases of wickedness, from whom we drew the very root of fault. For thus he, when he had touched the forbidden tree, hid himself from the face of the Lord among the trees of paradise. In which hiding — because he could not hide from God — not the effect of hiding is described, but the affection is noted. Who, when he was reproved by the Lord that he had touched the forbidden tree, at once responded, The woman whom you gave me as companion, she gave me of the tree, and I ate. The woman too, when questioned, responded, saying, The serpent deceived me, and I ate. For to this end had they been questioned, that the sin which they had committed by transgressing, they might blot out by confessing; whence that serpent, the persuader, who was not to be recalled to pardon, was not questioned about the fault. Man was therefore asked where he was, that he might look upon the perpetrated fault, and by confessing recognize how far he was from the face of his Creator; but they chose to apply to themselves, both of them, the solaces of defense rather than of confession. And when the man wished to excuse the sin by the woman, the woman by the serpent, they increased the fault which they tried to protect: Adam obliquely touching the Lord, that he himself was the author of their sin, who made the woman; and Eve referring the fault to the Lord, who had placed the serpent in paradise. For those who had heard from the mouth of the deceiving devil, You shall be as Gods — because they could not be like God in divinity, to the heap of their error they tried to make God like themselves in fault. So therefore, while they strive to defend their guilt, they added [to it], so that their fault, when examined, became more atrocious than it had been when perpetrated.'4



Unde nunc quoque humani generis rami ex hac adhuc radice amaritudinem trahunt, ut cum de vitio suo quisque arguitur, sub defensionum verba quasi sub quaedam se arborum folia abscondat, & velut ad quaedam excusationis suae opera secreta, faciem conditoris fugiat, dum non vult cognosci quod facit. In qua videlicet occultatione non se Domino, sed Dominum abscondit sibi. Agit quippe, ne omnia videntem videat, non autem ne ipse videatur. Quo contra...
'Whence now also the branches of the human race still draw bitterness from this root, so that when anyone is reproved for his vice, he hides himself under the words of defenses as if under certain leaves of trees, and, as if to certain secret works of his own excuse, flees the face of the Creator, while he does not want what he does to be known. In which hiding, namely, he hides not himself from the Lord, but the Lord from himself. For he acts so that he may not see the all-seeing One, but not so that he himself may not be seen. Against which...'5



cuique peccatori, iam exordium illuminationis est humilitas confessionis: quia sibimet ipsi iam parcere renuit, qui malum non erubescit fateri, quod fecit: & qui defendendo accusari potuit, accusando se celerrime defendit. Unde & mortuo Lazaro, qui mole magna premebatur nequaquam dicitur, Revivisce, sed Veni foras. Ex qua scilicet resurrectione quae gesta in illius est corpore, signatur qualiter nos resuscitemur in corde, cum videlicet mortuo dicitur, Veni foras, ut nimirum homo in peccato suo mortuus, & per molem malae consuetudinis iam sepultus, quia intra conscientiam suam absconsus iacet per nequitiam, a semetipso foras exeat per confessionem. Mortuo enim veni foras, dicitur: ut ab excusatione atque occultatione peccati, ad accusationem suam ore proprio exire provocetur. Unde David propheta ab illa tanti mole facinoris reviviscens, ad vocem Domini quasi foras exijt, dum per Nathan correptus, quod fecerat, accusavit. Quia igitur haec occultationis culpa in humano genere vehementer excrevit, bene beatus Iob cum diceret, Si abscondi peccatum meum, interposuit Quasi homo. Hominis quippe esse proprium conspicit, quod ex parentis veteris imitatione descendit. Sic Gregorius.
'...to each sinner, the beginning of illumination is now the humility of confession: because he refuses to spare himself, who does not blush to confess the evil which he did; and he who by defending could have been accused, by accusing himself most swiftly defends himself. Whence to dead Lazarus, who was pressed by a great mass, it is by no means said, Come to life, but Come forth. By which resurrection, which was wrought in his body, is signified how we are raised up in the heart, when, namely, it is said to the dead man, Come forth — so that the man dead in his sin, and now buried by the mass of evil habit, because he lies hidden within his conscience through wickedness, may go forth from himself through confession. For to the dead man Come forth is said: that he may be provoked to go forth, from the excuse and concealment of sin, to his own accusation by his own mouth. Whence David the prophet, reviving from that great mass of so great a crime, went forth as it were at the voice of the Lord, when, rebuked by Nathan, he accused what he had done. Because, therefore, this fault of concealment vehemently grew in the human race, well did blessed Job, when he said, If I have hidden my sin, add, as a man. For he perceives it to be proper to man, which descends from the imitation of the old parent.' Thus Gregory.6



Nec praetereundum quod dixit in eandem sententiam B. Bernardus sermone primo in festo omnium Sanctorum, Considerandum, inquit, Adamum, quam fuerat indulgens uxori in culpa, tam fuisse adversus eam postea crudelem in subeunda poena. Nam transferendo culpam a se in uxorem, poenam quoque meritam voluit in eam solam traducere. O perversitas, poenam pro ea suscipere refugis, & culpam admittere non recusasti? Perniciose misericors fuisti, ubi severus esse debebas: sed perniciosius crudelis fuisti, ubi misericordiam impendere debebas. Nunquam enim propter alium peccari debet, quod est iustitia: libenter tamen aliena peccata portare decet, quod est misericordia. Quatuor sunt peccandi gradus, primus, interior consensus: alter, exterior perfectio: tertius, consuetudo: quartus, peccati excusatio vel defensio, & ad hunc supremum gradum primi homines pervenerunt. Atque haec quatuor peccati incrementa Iob mystice deplorans, Quare, inquit, non in vulva mortuus sum? egressus ex utero non statim perij? cur exceptus sum genibus? cur lactatus uberibus? Etenim peccatum primo latet in cogitatione: tum prodit in opus: deinde consuetudine firmatur ac roboratur: denique lactatur & nutritur excusatione ac defensione. Haec Bernardus.
Nor is it to be passed over what St. Bernard said to the same purpose in the first sermon on the feast of All Saints: 'It must be considered,' he says, 'that Adam was as cruel toward his wife afterward, in undergoing the penalty, as he had been indulgent to her in the fault. For by transferring the fault from himself onto his wife, he wished to transfer also the deserved penalty onto her alone. O perversity! You flee to undergo the penalty for her, and did not refuse to admit the fault? You were perniciously merciful, where you ought to have been severe; but you were more perniciously cruel, where you ought to have shown mercy. For never ought one to sin on account of another, which is justice; yet it is fitting willingly to bear the sins of others, which is mercy. There are four degrees of sinning: the first, interior consent; the second, exterior completion; the third, habit; the fourth, the excuse or defense of sin — and to this supreme degree the first humans came. And these four increases of sin Job, mystically deploring, says: Why did I not die in the womb? having come forth from the belly, why did I not at once perish? why was I received upon the knees? why suckled at the breasts? For sin first hides in thought; then goes forth into deed; then is confirmed and strengthened by habit; finally is suckled and nourished by excuse and defense.' Thus Bernard.7



Translator’s notes
	New lemma: Genesis 3:12 (set off by a horizontal rule; verse 11 is passed over). ↩
	The difference between the just and the unjust: the just man 'is first the accuser of himself' (Prov 18:17); the beginning of good is the confession of one's evils (Augustine). The denial or excuse of sin, by contrast, is detestable (continued on the next page). Marginal gloss: 'Excusatio peccati detestabilis.' Catchword: 'peccati' (continues on the next page). ↩
	The denial or excuse of sin does not lighten but aggravates it. Augustine, De Civitate Dei 14.14: worse is the pride that seeks a refuge of excuse in manifest sins (Adam and Eve shift the blame, with no plea for pardon; though they do not deny, like Cain). Where there is open transgression, it is accusation, not a true excuse. Marginal gloss: 'Superbia damnabilis qua in manifestis peccatis suffugium excusationis inquiritur.' Running head misprinted '671' (= true 681 minus 10); true printed page 681. ↩
	Gregory the Great, Moralia 22.13: true humility recognizes and confesses one's iniquity; the human vice is to hide sin, deny it when committed, and multiply it by defending. Why God questioned Adam and Eve (to lead them to confess) but not the serpent (not to be recalled to pardon). Adam obliquely blamed God (who made the woman), Eve blamed God (who set the serpent in paradise) — trying to 'make God like themselves in fault.' Marginal glosses: 'Humilitatis vera testimonia'; 'Cur Deus Adamum & Evam interrogaverit non serpentem.' ↩
	Gregory (continued): still today men, when reproved, hide under the 'leaves' of defenses and flee the Creator's face — in that hiding they hide not themselves from God but God from themselves. Catchword: 'cuique' (continues on the next page); page footer signature 'RRR.' ↩
	Conclusion of the Gregory quotation (Moralia 22.13): confession is the beginning of illumination (Lazarus's 'Come forth,' John 11:43 = the sinner going forth by confession; David rebuked by Nathan, 2 Sam 12; Job 31:33, 'If I have hidden my sin... as a man'). Marginal glosses: 'Quanti momenti sit, peccata sua cui oportet sincere aperire, & humiliter confiteri'; 'Ioan. 11'; '2. Reg. 12.' Running head misprinted '672' (= true 682 minus 10); true printed page 682. ↩
	Bernard of Clairvaux, Sermon 1 on All Saints: Adam was as cruel to Eve in shifting the penalty onto her as he had been indulgent in the fault; the FOUR degrees of sinning (interior consent, outward completion, habit, excuse/defense — the first humans reached the fourth), figured in Job 3:11-12. Marginal glosses: 'S. Bernardus'; 'Quatuor peccati gradus ex beato Bernardo'; 'Iob 3.' ↩




Verse 14. And God said to the serpent, Because you have done this, you are cursed among all living things and beasts of the earth: upon your breast you shall crawl, and …

LatineEnglish


Verse 14. And God said to the serpent, Because you have done this, you are cursed among all living things and beasts of the earth: upon your breast you shall crawl, and you shall eat earth all the days of your life.1
VERS. 14. Et ait Deus ad serpentem, Quia fecisti hoc, maledictus es inter omnia animantia & bestias terrae: super pectus tuum gradieris, & terram comedes cunctis diebus vitae tuae.



Multa quae spectabant ad explanationem horum verborum quibus Deum serpenti maledixisse narrat Moses, supra exposuimus, cum illam tractaremus quaestionem, Utrum haec maledictio serpentis, ad verum serpentem, an potius ad diabolum pertineret. Nunc igitur nonnullas duntaxat Ruperti eorum verborum qui...
Many things which pertained to the explanation of these words, by which Moses narrates that God cursed the serpent, we set forth above, when we treated that question, Whether this curse of the serpent pertained to the true serpent, or rather to the devil. Now, therefore, [we shall add] only some [interpretations] of Rupert, of those words by which...2



bus maledictio serpentis expressa est, interpretationes adscribendas duximus, pias nempe, disertasque, nec sane ineruditas: scilicet quas legere ut periucundum, ita si praetermissae essent, molestum lectori futurum fuisse existimavimus. Itaque Rupertus lib. 2. de Victoria verbi Dei cap. 15. supradicta verba explanans: Profecto, inquit, neque mulieri, Maledicta es, neque viro Maledictus dixit, sed tantum hoc Maledicta terra in opere tuo: cuius videlicet terrae maledictio, non aliud est quam multimoda & frequens afflictio, qua per varios eventus terra ex eo corrupta & deteriorata affligitur homo. Soli serpenti dixit Maledictus eris, quo videlicet dicto firma & immutabilis intelligenda est sententia aeterna damnationis: quamvis enim ita littera sonet, ut de animante serpente possit intelligi: nihilo tamen minus, & multo amplius de serpente diabolo totum oportet intelligi. Alioquin quomodo pro maledicto, vel poena maledicti reputabitur illi, quod dictum est ei, Super pectus tuum gradieris, cum hoc ipsum prius a natura habuerit, quam diabolus eo usus fuit ad perditionem hominis? Magis ergo illi serpenti antiquo hoc positum est in maledicto, ut supra pectus suum gradiatur, & terram comedat cunctis diebus, id est, ut super homines eos tantum, qui ita terra sunt ut non desiderent aut respiciant coelum, quaerat, devoret odio insatiabili, corde impoenitenti: ita datus in reprobum sensum, ut contra intentionem suam semper bonum Dei circa electos, dum impedire nititur, magis expediat & adiuvet propositum, quod est miro modo gradi super pectus proprium. Porro ad mulierem & ad virum quaecumque dicta sunt, etiam ipsa mors corporis, quam imponens misericors Deus, Quia pulvis es, ait, & in pulverem reverteris, verba sunt corripientis, & salvare cupientis, & tamen illius hominis aversi, sapientis spinis, ut saltem sola vexatio det intellectum auditui, memoremque faciat hominem suae conditionis, ut humiliatus corrigi possit & salvari. Sic Rupertus.
...by which the curse of the serpent was expressed, we have thought interpretations should be added — pious indeed, and eloquent, and by no means unlearned — which we judged that to read would be as most pleasant, so, if they were omitted, would be troublesome to the reader. And so Rupert (book 2, On the Victory of the Word of God, chapter 15), explaining the aforesaid words: 'Certainly,' he says, 'neither to the woman did he say, You are cursed, nor to the man, You are cursed, but only this, Cursed is the earth in your work; of which earth the curse is nothing other than the manifold and frequent affliction by which, through various events, the earth being corrupted and worsened, man is afflicted. To the serpent alone he said, You shall be cursed — by which saying, indeed, the firm and immutable sentence of eternal damnation is to be understood. For although the letter so sounds that it can be understood of the living serpent, yet nonetheless, and much more, the whole ought to be understood of the serpent the devil. Otherwise, how will it be reckoned to him as a curse, or as the penalty of a curse, what was said to him, Upon your breast you shall crawl — since he had this very thing from nature before the devil used it for the perdition of man? More, therefore, to that ancient serpent was this set as a curse: that he crawl upon his breast, and eat earth all the days — that is, that upon men only, who are so earth that they do not desire or look to heaven, he seek and devour with insatiable hatred, with an impenitent heart; so given over to a reprobate sense that, against his own intention, always, while he strives to hinder the good of God concerning the elect, he rather furthers and helps the purpose — which is, in a wonderful way, to crawl upon his own breast. Moreover, whatever was said to the woman and to the man — even the very death of the body, which the merciful God, imposing, says, Because you are dust, and to dust you shall return — are the words of one rebuking and desiring to save, and yet [the words directed] to that man turned away, wise with thorns, so that at least the vexation alone may give understanding to the hearing, and make man mindful of his condition, that, humbled, he may be able to be corrected and saved.' Thus Rupert.3



Translator’s notes
	New lemma: Genesis 3:14 (set off by a horizontal rule). ↩
	Pererius refers back to his earlier treatment (whether the curse of Gen 3:14 falls on the true serpent or on the devil); he will now give some of Rupert's interpretations. Catchword: 'bus' (= quibus, continues on the next page). ↩
	Rupert of Deutz, De Victoria Verbi Dei 2.15, on Gen 3:14: only the serpent (= the devil) is cursed absolutely (an eternal sentence); the earth is cursed for man's sake (Gen 3:17); 'crawl upon your breast' understood of the devil given over to a reprobate sense (who, striving to hinder God's good, unwittingly furthers it); even the death imposed on Adam (Gen 3:19, 'dust you are') is God rebuking yet desiring to save. Marginal glosses: 'Rupertus'; 'Cur serpenti dicatur, Maledictus eris.' Running head misprinted '673' (= true 683 minus 10); true printed page 683. ↩




Verse 15. I will put enmities between you and the woman, and your seed and her seed

LatineEnglish


Verse 15. I will put enmities between you and the woman, and your seed and her seed.1
VERS. 15. Inimicitias ponam inter te & mulierem, & semen tuum & semen illius.



Super his verbis Rupertus, libro 3. de Trinitate & operibus eius, cap. 19. egregie ad hunc modum disputat: Hoc a fraudibus inimicitiae differunt, quod fraudes pacatam sermonis vel cuiuslibet rei praetendunt superficiem: inimicitiae vero manifestam contrarietatis habent intentionem. Constat autem, quod subdolus diabolus in serpente mulieri non tanquam armatus adversarius occurrit, sed tanquam fidus consiliarius lateri eius in via sese adiunxit. Cum igitur dicit Deus; Ponam inimicitias inter te & mulierem, profecto magnum gratiae suae opus promittit, quod victorem diabolum qui vicerat fraude, victa hunc mulier vincere quandoque debeat fortitudine. Porro hae inimicitiae non per ipsam mulierem, sed per semen illius exercendae, & usque ad victoriam perducendae sunt. Proinde cum dixisset, Inimicitias ponam inter te, & mulierem, continuo subiunxit, Et semen tuum, & semen illius. Quo enim de semine haec dicuntur, nisi de uno qui est Christus? Ipse namque solus ita semen mulieris est ut non...
Upon these words Rupert, in book 3 On the Trinity and its works, chapter 19, disputes excellently in this manner: 'In this do enmities differ from frauds, that frauds pretend the peaceful surface of speech, or of any thing; but enmities have a manifest intention of contrariety. Now it is clear that the crafty devil, in the serpent, met the woman not as an armed adversary, but joined himself to her side on the way as a faithful counselor. When, therefore, God says, I will put enmities between you and the woman, he certainly promises a great work of his grace: that the victorious devil, who had conquered by fraud, this woman — [though herself] conquered — should one day conquer by fortitude. Moreover, these enmities are to be exercised not through the woman herself, but through her seed, and to be carried through to victory. Accordingly, when he had said, I will put enmities between you and the woman, he at once added, And your seed and her seed. For of what seed are these things said, but of the one who is Christ? For he alone is so the seed of the woman that not...'2



non etiam viri semen sit: quare recta additio est, cum dictum sit a Domino Deo, Inimicitias ponam inter te & mulierem, & semen illius, subauditur Christus. Nam hic plane cum illo antiquo serpente fortiter sese exercuit, nec unquam illi in aliquo consentiens fuit. Unde & liberior atque expeditior fuit, accinctus gladio super femur suum potentissimus, speciosus, & pulcher intendit prospere, processit, & regnavit: hostemque publicum ante pedes suos productum contrivit, & vulneravit, iuxta Psalmistam dicentem: Tu humiliasti sicut vulneratum superbum, in virtute brachij tui. Tunc adimpletum est mulieri in isto semine suo, quod hic fuerat praedictum: Ipsa conteret caput tuum. Unde in alio Psalmo propheta dicit, Tu contribulasti capita draconum in aquis, & tu confregisti capita draconis.
'...is not also the seed of the man: wherefore it is a right addition, since it was said by the Lord God, I will put enmities between you and the woman, and her seed — where Christ is understood. For he plainly exercised himself strongly with that ancient serpent, and was never in anything consenting to him. Whence he was freer and more unencumbered: girded with a sword upon his thigh, most powerful, comely, and beautiful, he aimed prosperously, proceeded, and reigned; and crushed and wounded the public enemy brought forth before his feet, according to the Psalmist saying, You have humbled the proud one as one wounded, in the strength of your arm. Then was fulfilled to the woman, in that her seed, what had here been foretold: She shall crush your head. Whence in another Psalm the prophet says, You have crushed the heads of the dragons in the waters, and you have broken the heads of the dragon.'3



Quis omnium nostrum quicumque viri pariter ac mulieris commixtum semen sumus, inimicitias cum isto deceptore integras se habere gloriabitur? Nonne omnes Dei potius inimici fuimus, nisi quia per hoc unicum unius mulieris semen reconciliati sumus? Ergo secundum illius quidem gratiam, nunc filij vel amici Dei sumus, & cum isto dracone inimicitias habemus: secundum nos ipsos autem, vel secundum primos parentes nostros, socij & consentanei rebellionis eius fuimus, & necdum perfecta fide adulterinas eius blandicias respuimus. Nam quoties ad aliquod peccatum pertrahimur, ille primum nobis capite blanditur, deinde nos ventre oblectat, tandemque cauda ligat: quia videlicet tribus modis omnis eius tentatio perficitur, suggestione, delectatione, consensu. Inter haec proculdubio nequaquam veras contra illam inimicitias habemus. Certissime igitur hic illius semen mulieris promittitur, quod est Christus, per quod sexus idem, qui deceptus est, deceptoris caput omne contrivit, aliquando ad destructionem peccati, beata Virgo sine peccato novum hunc & coelestem hominem mundo edidit. Et tu, inquit, insidiaberis calcaneo eius, id est, ingeres te in extremis vitae illius. Insidiaberis, inquit, sed non etiam mordere poteris. Hoc plane licet subaudiri, quod verbis alijs idem filius mulieris evidenter astruit, dum mox ducendus ad passionem dicit, Venit enim princeps mundi huius, & in me non habet quicquam.
'Who of us all — whoever we are, the mingled seed of man and woman alike — will boast that he has whole enmities with that deceiver? Were we not all rather enemies of God, except that through this one seed of one woman we were reconciled? Therefore, according to his grace, we are now sons or friends of God, and have enmities with that dragon; but according to ourselves, or according to our first parents, we were partners and consenters in his rebellion, and not yet, with perfect faith, have we spat out his adulterous blandishments. For as often as we are drawn to some sin, he first flatters us with the head, then delights us with the belly, and finally binds us with the tail: because, namely, all his temptation is completed in three ways — by suggestion, by delight, by consent. Amid these, doubtless, we by no means have true enmities against him. Most certainly, therefore, here is promised the seed of the woman, which is Christ, through whom the same sex which was deceived crushed the whole head of the deceiver: sometimes for the destruction of sin, the blessed Virgin, without sin, brought forth to the world this new and heavenly man. And you, he says, shall lie in wait for his heel — that is, you shall thrust yourself in at the end of his life. You shall lie in wait, he says, but you shall not be able also to bite. This may plainly be understood, which the same son of the woman evidently establishes with other words, when, about soon to be led to the passion, he says, For the prince of this world comes, and in me he has nothing.'4



Eadem verba tractans Rupertus lib. 2. de victoria verbi Dei, cap. 16. Quid primum, ait, in verbo hoc gratiosa fides meretur? quid potissimum collaudat? Verbi veritatem, an Patris eius bonitatem? Utrumque collaudet, utrumque digne praedicare desideret, quia vere bonitate sic elocutus est: magna & constanti veritate locutio eius adimpleta est, Inimicicias, inquit, ponam inter te, & mulierem: tanquam diceret, Nunc mulier simul & vir tibi foederati sunt, tecumque fecerunt pactum, & cum morte foedus percusserunt: utpote quia a facie mea profugi atque absconditi, dum requiruntur a me, quare hoc fecerint, contemnunt vocem commonentis: & defendendo peccatum suum, palam faciunt, quia tibi favent, tibi consentientes, tui amici sunt. Ego autem huiusmodi amicitias dissolvam: inter te, & mulierem inimicitias ponam. Cur hoc ad ipsam mulierem non dixit? Poterat namque, ubi dixit mulieri: Multiplicabo aerumnas tuas, & conceptus tuos, &c. hoc ipsum sic ad eandem dicere, inimicitias ponam inter te, & serpentem, & semen tuum & semen illius. Cur ergo non dixit? Nimirum duplicem ob causam primum, quia propter...
Treating the same words, Rupert (book 2, On the Victory of the Word of God, chapter 16): 'What first,' he says, 'in this word does gracious faith merit? what does it especially praise? The truth of the Word, or the goodness of his Father? Let it praise both, let it desire to proclaim both worthily, because he truly spoke thus in goodness: his speech was fulfilled with great and constant truth. I will put enmities, he says, between you and the woman — as if he said: Now the woman and the man at once are allied with you, and have made a pact with you, and struck a covenant with death; inasmuch as, fugitives from my face and hidden, when they are sought by me why they did this, they despise the voice of the one warning, and by defending their sin they make plain that they favor you, that, consenting to you, they are your friends. But I will dissolve friendships of this kind: I will put enmities between you and the woman. Why did he not say this to the woman herself? For he could, where he said to the woman, I will multiply your sorrows and your conceptions, etc., have said this very thing thus to her: I will put enmities between you and the serpent, and your seed and her seed. Why, then, did he not say it? Doubtless for a double reason: first, because on account of...'5



propter peccatum, & peccati defensionem hoc mulier non merebatur, ut iam tunc ad eam promissiones tales, promissiones tantae gratiae faceret Deus. Deinde, quia non ad ipsam Evam, sed ad alteram eiusdem sexus personam, videlicet ad B. Virginem Mariam intendebat ipse, qui loquebatur. Recte igitur non ad mulierem male meritam facta est auxiliatricis gratiae promissio, sed potius ad serpentem hostilis & bellica comminatio. Quid autem hoc dicto Deus, nisi semetipsum in proposito suo manere velle testabatur? Serpens namque insidiabatur, ne fieret, quod proposuerat Deus dicendo: Faciamus hominem ad imaginem & similitudinem nostram. Vicisse, & hoc propositum se avertisse gloriabatur: Deus autem eiusdem propositi sui victoriam in potestate habens, serpenti comminabatur.
'...on account of sin, and the defense of sin, the woman did not merit this, that God should then make such promises to her — promises of so great grace. Then, because he who spoke intended not Eve herself, but another person of the same sex, namely the Blessed Virgin Mary. Rightly, therefore, the promise of helping grace was made not to the ill-deserving woman, but rather a hostile and warlike threat was made to the serpent. But what did God testify by this saying, except that he willed to remain in his own purpose? For the serpent lay in wait, that it might not come to pass which God had proposed by saying, Let us make man to our image and likeness. He boasted to have conquered, and to have thwarted this purpose: but God, having in his power the victory of that same purpose, threatened the serpent.'6



Idem capite sequenti. Equidem, inquit, principaliter B. Virgo Maria mulier illa est, inter quam & serpentem inimicitias positurum se dixit, & posuit Deus, & semen illius, filius est ipsius Iesus Christus. Verumtamen quoniam mulier universale foeminei sexus nomen est, omnes per mulierem, intelligimus personas electas virilis sexus, quarum omnium, videlicet personarum utriusque sexus, Iesus Christus cum eadem ex qua factus est muliere princeps & caput est. Quod si ratio quaeritur, cur per semen mulieris, personae intelligi debeant sexus virilis: aiunt, qui de naturis scripserunt, ex paterno semine puellas, & ex materno pueros nasci: & quia duplici semine constat omnis partus, cuius maior pars invaluerit, occupat similitudinem sexus. Igitur cum dicit, Inimicitias ponam inter te, & mulierem, & semen tuum, & semen illius: omnes electos tam foeminei, quam virilis sexus, per mulierem & semen illius intelligimus. Et e contrario sicut per serpentem diabolus, ita & per semen serpentis, omnes iniqui & maligni homines imitatores eius recte intelliguntur, licet neminem genuerit, aut creaverit ille. Nam si iniqui & impij homines, serpentis, id est, diaboli semen non essent, nequaquam Dominus diceret Iudaeis, Et vos quae vidistis apud patrem vestrum, facitis: Itemque, Vos facitis opera patris vestri: profecto diabolum volens intelligi: sequitur enim protinus in eodem sermone, Vos ex patre diabolo estis, & desideria patris vestri vultis facere. Eorum qui tam constanter dicuntur semen serpentis, id est, filij diaboli, causa ut nascerentur, peccatum extitit, dicente Deo, postquam peccavit consentiens diabolo, Multiplicabo aerumnas tuas, & conceptus tuos. Porro illorum qui intelliguntur per semen mulieris, causa ut nascerentur extitit benedictio Dei, qua ante praevaricationem primis hominibus benedixit, sicut scriptum est, Masculum & foeminam creavit eos, benedixit, & ait: Crescite & multiplicamini. Hucusque sunt verba Ruperti.
The same [author], in the following chapter: 'Indeed,' he says, 'principally the Blessed Virgin Mary is that woman, between whom and the serpent God said he would put enmities, and did put them; and her seed is her own son Jesus Christ. Nevertheless, because "woman" is the universal name of the female sex, by "woman" we understand all the elect persons of the male sex too — of all of whom, namely persons of each sex, Jesus Christ, together with the same woman from whom he was made, is prince and head. But if a reason is sought why by the seed of the woman persons of the male sex ought to be understood: those who have written of natures say that from the paternal seed girls are born, and from the maternal, boys; and because every birth consists of a double seed, whichever part prevails takes possession of the likeness of the sex. Therefore, when he says, I will put enmities between you and the woman, and your seed and her seed: by "the woman and her seed" we understand all the elect, both of female and of male sex. And on the contrary, as by the serpent the devil, so also by the seed of the serpent all wicked and malign men, his imitators, are rightly understood, although he begot or created no one. For if wicked and impious men were not the seed of the serpent — that is, of the devil — the Lord would by no means say to the Jews, And you do what you have seen with your father; and again, You do the works of your father — clearly wishing the devil to be understood: for immediately in the same discourse it follows, You are of your father the devil, and the desires of your father you will do. Of those who are so constantly called the seed of the serpent — that is, sons of the devil — the cause that they should be born was sin, God saying, after she sinned in consenting to the devil, I will multiply your sorrows and your conceptions. But of those who are understood by the seed of the woman, the cause that they should be born was the blessing of God, by which before the transgression he blessed the first humans, as it is written, Male and female he created them, blessed them, and said: Increase and multiply.' Thus far the words of Rupert.7



Causam vero cur Deus inimicitias posuerit inter hominem & diabolum, egregie tractat S. Basilius in homilia, quae inscribitur, Quod Deus non sit auctor malorum, hoc modo scribens: Quaeris unde diabolo sit contra nos bellum? Quoniam, cum omnis ipse mali promptuarium existeret: invidiae quique morbum ipse recepit, & invidit nobis illatum honorem, nec facile tulit vitam in Paradiso beatam ducere. Quamobrem dolis hominem aggressus, eadem ambitionis cupiditate quam ipse ab initio habuit, velle similem esse Deo: hac rursus ad decipiendum nos usus, lignum ostendit, per cuius degusta...
But the cause why God put enmities between man and the devil, St. Basil treats excellently in the homily entitled That God is not the author of evils, writing in this manner: 'You ask whence the devil has war against us? Because, since he himself was the storehouse of all evil, he received the disease of envy, and envied us the honor conferred [on us], and did not easily bear that we should lead a blessed life in Paradise. Wherefore, attacking man with wiles — with the same desire of ambition which he himself had from the beginning, to wish to be like God — using this again to deceive us, he showed the tree, through the tasting of which...'8



tionem pollicitus est hominem similem fore Deo: Si comederitis, inquit, eritis velut Dii, malum ac bonum cognoscentes, non inimicus igitur nobis a Deo constitutus est, sed ipse ex invidia sese nobis opposuit. Animadvertens enim se ex Angelorum ordinibus expulsum, non tulit, terrenam creaturam ad Angelorum dignitatem per virtutis profectum exaltari. Quoniam itaque inimicus est factus, inimicitiam nobis Deus erga illum indidit: ut serpenti, quo ille malus abusus fuerat, dixit, sed ita ut minas ad serpentem referret, Inimicitias ponam inter te, & inter semen illius. Revera namque noxiae sunt amicitiae, quae cum malitia contrahuntur. Nam ea est amicitiae huius lex & vis, ut per similitudinem malitiam coniunctis inferat. Quamobrem recte proverbium dicit, Corrumpunt bonos mores colloquia prava. Quemadmodum enim in pestilentibus locis sensim attractus aer, latentem corporibus morbum inijcit: sic item in prava consuetudine ac conversatione, maxima nobis mala hauriuntur, etiam si statim incommodum non sentiatur. Idcirco nobis adversus serpentem irreconciliabilis indita est inimicitia. Si autem instrumentum hoc, tanto dignum odio est, quanto magis illi nos qui serpentem adegit, adversari oportebit? Haec Basilius.
'...he promised that man would be like God: If you eat, he says, you shall be as Gods, knowing good and evil. Not, therefore, was he constituted our enemy by God, but he himself from envy opposed himself to us. For, noticing that he had been expelled from the orders of Angels, he did not bear that an earthly creature should be exalted to the dignity of the Angels through the advance of virtue. Since, therefore, he became an enemy, God put an enmity against him for us: as he said to the serpent, which that evil one had abused — but so that he referred the threats to the serpent [the devil] — I will put enmities between you and her seed. For truly harmful are the friendships which are contracted with malice. For this is the law and force of such friendship, that it brings malice, through likeness, to those joined [in it]. Wherefore the proverb rightly says, Evil communications corrupt good manners. For just as in pestilent places the air, gradually drawn in, injects a hidden disease into bodies, so likewise in evil habit and conversation the greatest evils are drawn into us, even if the harm is not immediately felt. Therefore an irreconcilable enmity has been implanted in us against the serpent. But if this instrument [the serpent] is worthy of so great a hatred, how much more must we oppose him who drove the serpent [to it]?' Thus Basil.9



Translator’s notes
	New lemma: Genesis 3:15 (set off by a horizontal rule). ↩
	Rupert, De Trinitate (et operibus eius) 3.19, on Gen 3:15: enmity differs from fraud (the devil came as a false counselor, not an armed foe); 'I will put enmities' promises a great work of grace — the conquered woman shall one day conquer by fortitude; and 'her seed' is the one who is Christ. Marginal gloss: 'Quid fraus & inimicitiae differant.' Catchword: 'non' (continues on the next page). ↩
	Rupert (continued): 'her seed' is Christ alone (of the woman, not the man), who alone waged perfect enmity with the serpent and crushed the dragon (Ps 88:11, 'Tu humiliasti sicut vulneratum superbum'; Ps 73:13-14; 'she shall crush your head,' Gen 3:15). Marginal glosses: 'Solus omnium hominum Christus in terra perfectas inimicitias exercuit cum diabolo'; 'Psal. 88'; 'Psal. 73.' Running head misprinted '674' (= true 684 minus 10); true printed page 684. ↩
	Rupert (continued): by ourselves we are still partners of the devil's rebellion; his temptation is completed in THREE modes — suggestion, delight, consent (figured as head, belly, tail). Christ is the promised seed, through whom the same sex (the sinless Virgin) crushed the serpent's head; 'you shall lie in wait for his heel' but cannot bite (John 14:30, 'the prince of this world comes and has nothing in me'). Marginal glosses: 'Quomodo cum daemone perfectas inimicitias non geramus'; 'Tres modi tentationis diabolicae'; 'B. Virgo contrivit caput serpentis'; 'Ioan. 14.' ↩
	Rupert, De Victoria Verbi Dei 2.16, on Gen 3:15: 'I will put enmities' dissolves the friendship the man and woman had made with the devil (by defending their sin they showed themselves his friends); and the question — why God said it to the serpent, not to the woman. Marginal gloss: 'Cur Deus se inimicitias positurum inter ipsam, & serpentem mulieri non dixerit.' Catchword: 'propter' (continues on the next page). ↩
	Rupert (continued): why God addressed the serpent, not the woman — she (in sin) did not merit such promises, and he intended the Blessed Virgin Mary; by the saying God testified that he would remain in his purpose (Gen 1:26, 'Let us make man') against the serpent's boast. Running head misprinted '675' (= true 685 minus 10); true printed page 685. ↩
	Rupert (next chapter): 'the woman' = principally the Virgin Mary, her seed = Christ, but 'woman' also = all the elect of both sexes (with the ancient double-seed theory of sex determination). The 'seed of the serpent' = all wicked men, sons of the devil (John 8:38, 41, 44), born through sin's multiplied sorrows (Gen 3:16), vs. the seed of the woman, born through God's blessing 'increase and multiply' (Gen 1:27-28). Marginal glosses: 'Virgo Maria mulier est, & Christus mulieris semen, de quo hic Deus loquitur, sed omnes etiam utriusque sexus electi hoc loco designantur'; 'Ioan. 8'; 'Omnes iniqui semen sunt diaboli.' ↩
	St. Basil, homily 'Quod Deus non sit auctor malorum,' on the CAUSE of the enmity: the devil's envy of man's honor and blessed life in Paradise, attacking man with the same ambition (to be like God) and showing the tree. Marginal gloss: 'B. Basilius disputat, cur Deus posuerit inimicitias inter hominem, & serpentem.' Catchword: 'tionem' (= degustationem, continues on the next page); page footer signature 'RRR 3.' ↩
	Conclusion of the Basil quotation (homily 'Quod Deus non sit auctor malorum'): the devil, from envy at his expulsion from the angelic orders, opposed man; God set an enmity against him. Harmful friendships spread malice by likeness (1 Cor 15:33, 'Corrumpunt bonos mores colloquia prava'; likened to pestilent air). Marginal glosses: 'Amicitiae noxiae quae cum malitia contrahuntur'; '1. Corinth. 15.' Running head misprinted '676' (= true 686 minus 10); true printed page 686. ↩




Verse 15. You shall lie in wait for his heel, and she shall crush your head

LatineEnglish


Verse 15. You shall lie in wait for his heel, and she shall crush your head.1
VERS. 15. Tu insidiaberis calcaneo eius, & ipsa conteret caput tuum.



Erudita & elegans apud Rupertum, lib. 3. de Trinitate cap. 20. horum in verborum tractatu interpretatio reperitur: Grandes, inquit, inter mulierem & serpentem inimicitiae positae sunt: Utrinque non tam rationis iudicium, quam sensus naturalis perpetuum servat odium. Haec enim etsi non semper actu, semper tamen potestate quadam conteret caput illius: Ille autem, ut pote humi depressus, & non arduus, calcaneo huius insidiatur. Nam si nuda mulieris planta dentem serpentis praevenerit, & vivacissimum caput eius vel leviter presserit, statim totum cum capite corpus repente interit, ita ut nullus omnino motus, nullus sensus in aliqua parte residuus sit, quod nec malleis aut vectibus certe, nec gladijs concidentibus, cito aut leviter effici potest, siquidem excisum caput cum duobus aut tribus digiticulis, vivere & abire perhibetur. Hoc quoque quod praedictum est, ita esse, ipsorum qui per industriam exploraverunt, fida relatione comperimus. Unde & fertur, quod nudum corpus eius contingere non ausus sit. E contrario, ille quamlibet exiguus sit, si vel extrema plantae dentulum infixerit, occidit, morsu namque infusa pestis, per venas vegetatione corporis aucta discurrit, animamque eximit: adeo graves inter utramque naturam inimicitiae positae sunt, antiqui mali super novum exhibentes monumentum. Mox ut venenum morsu iniectum sanguinem hominis tetigerit, paulatim serpit, & inimicum suae naturae animal interficit. Unde sic ait quidam: Noxia serpentum est admixto sanguine pestis, Morsu virus habent, & fatum in dente minantur. Omne enim venenum frigidum est, & idcirco anima quae ignea est, fugit venenum frigidum. Serpentum vero quot genera, tot venena: quot species, tot pernicies: quot colores, tot habentur & dolores. Maledictum quippe animal est, ex quo...
A learned and elegant interpretation, in the treatment of these words, is found in Rupert (book 3, On the Trinity, chapter 20): 'Great enmities are set between the woman and the serpent: on both sides, not so much the judgment of reason as the perpetual hatred of natural sense keeps [them]. For she, though not always in act, yet always by a certain power, shall crush his head; but he, being pressed to the ground and not lofty, lies in wait for her heel. For if the bare sole of the woman anticipates the serpent's tooth, and even lightly presses his most vivacious head, at once the whole body, together with the head, suddenly perishes — so that no motion at all, no sense, remains in any part; which cannot certainly be effected quickly or lightly with hammers or levers, nor with cutting swords, since [the serpent's] head, cut off with [a length of] two or three little fingers, is said to live and go away. That this too, which was said, is so, we have learned by the faithful report of those who explored it by diligence. Whence it is also related that [the woman] did not dare to touch his bare body. On the contrary, he, however small he be, if he fixes even a little tooth in the tip of the sole, kills; for by the bite the infused plague, increased by the vegetative force of the body, runs through the veins, and takes away life: so grave are the enmities set between the two natures, exhibiting a monument of the ancient evil upon the new. As soon as the poison injected by the bite touches the blood of man, it gradually creeps, and kills the animal inimical to its nature. Whence someone says thus: Harmful is the plague of serpents with the mingled blood; by the bite they hold venom, and threaten fate in the tooth. For all poison is cold, and therefore the soul, which is fiery, flees the cold poison. But of serpents, as many kinds, so many venoms; as many species, so many banes; as many colors, so many pains are found. For it is a cursed animal, from which...'2



ex quo diabolo ad ministerium mortis propria calliditate suffragatum est, & exinde homini naturaliter inimicum est. Sed quid mirum hoc malum a Deo permitti homini: cum & ipse homo ad interfectionem proximi, serpentum sese armet venenis, & quod non habet natura virus, acquirat pervicacia, comparet pecunia? Hoc enim Auctor idem qui supra, tali execratione declamat: Sed quis erit lucri nobis pudor? inde petuntur Huc Libycae mortes: effecimus aspida mercem. Proinde quia homines ipsi quodammodo serpentes fiunt, dum non tantum spiritualiter venenum aspidum sub labijs eorum, sed realiter quoque venenum aspidum in fistarcijs eorum patiantur, & ipsi nec murmurent quod venenantur, & intereunt tot homines pestibus serpentum.
'...from which [cursed animal] it has, by its own cunning, favored the devil for the ministry of death, and thence is naturally inimical to man. But what wonder that this evil is permitted to man by God — since man himself, for the killing of his neighbor, arms himself with the venoms of serpents, and the venom which nature does not have, acquires by obstinacy, procures by money? For this the same Author as above [Lucan] declaims with such an execration: But what shame of gain will there be to us? Thence are sought hither the Libyan deaths: we have made the asp a merchandise. Accordingly, because men themselves in a way become serpents, when they suffer the venom of asps not only spiritually under their lips, but really too in their [purses], and they neither murmur that they are poisoned, and so many men perish by the plagues of serpents.'3



Idem Rupert. lib. 2. de Victoria verbi Dei, c. 18. ob has inter mulierem & serpentem, & inter semen illius & semen huius continuas & implacabiles inimicitias docet, sacram Scripturam appellari librum bellorum Domini. Num. 21. & lib. Iustorum. 2. Reg. c. 1. Quid enim aliud continetur vel agitur in Scripturis sanctis, nisi bellum & certamen verbi ad destructionem peccati & mortis? Ab hoc igitur initio libri Iustorum & libri bellorum Domini, ubi dictum est, Inimicitias ponam inter te, & mulierem, &c. tanquam de monte excelso virtutem contemplemur verbi Dei, descendentem velut in campi planiciem, adversus malitiam sive mendacium diaboli serpentis antiqui, qualiter pugnaverit, qualiter vicerit, atque triumphaverit, ut completo proposito suo, in quo benedixit primis hominibus in constitutione mundi, in fine eius dicat electis, & serpentis victoribus: Venite benedicti Patris mei, possidete paratum vobis regnum a constitutione mundi.
The same Rupert (book 2, On the Victory of the Word of God, chapter 18) teaches that, on account of these continual and implacable enmities between the woman and the serpent, and between her seed and his seed, sacred Scripture is called 'the book of the wars of the Lord' (Numbers 21) and 'the book of the Just' (2 Samuel, chapter 1). For what else is contained or done in the sacred Scriptures, but the war and contest of the Word for the destruction of sin and death? From this beginning, then, of the book of the Just and the book of the wars of the Lord — where it was said, I will put enmities between you and the woman, etc. — let us contemplate, as from a high mountain, the power of the Word of God, descending as it were into the plain of a field, [and see] how it fought against the malice or the lie of the devil, the ancient serpent, how it conquered and triumphed; so that, his purpose being completed — in which he blessed the first humans at the constitution of the world — at its end he may say to the elect, the victors over the serpent: Come, blessed of my Father, possess the kingdom prepared for you from the constitution of the world.4



Translator’s notes
	New lemma: the second part of Genesis 3:15 (set off by a horizontal rule). ↩
	Rupert, De Trinitate 3.20, on Gen 3:15b: the perpetual natural enmity between woman/man and serpent — the woman crushes his head (a light press kills the serpent instantly, unlike hammers or swords), while the serpent lies in wait for the heel (his bite injects a poison that runs the veins and kills). The verse quoted ('Noxia serpentum est admixto sanguine pestis...') is from Lucan, Pharsalia (bk 9). Marginal glosses: 'Notabile dictum Ruperti de potentia mulieris adversus serpentem'; 'Lucan. libr. [9] Pharsal. Serpens animal maledictum, & homini naturaliter inimicum.' Catchword: 'ex quo' (continues on the next page). ↩
	Rupert (continued), with a second Lucan verse (Pharsalia 9): men arm themselves with serpent venom and become 'serpents' spiritually (cf. Ps 139:4, 'the venom of asps under their lips'). Marginal gloss: 'Idem ibidem.' Running head misprinted '677' (= true 687 minus 10); true printed page 687. ↩
	Rupert, De Victoria Verbi Dei 2.18: sacred Scripture is called 'the book of the wars of the Lord' (Num 21:14) and 'the book of the Just / Jasher' (2 Sam 1:18) because of this warfare — from Gen 3:15 to 'Come, blessed of my Father' (Matt 25:34). Marginal glosses: 'Scriptura sacra liber bellorum Domini & Iustorum'; 'Matth. 25.' ↩




Verse 16. To the woman also he said, I will multiply your sorrows and your conceptions; in sorrow you shall bring forth children, and you shall be under the power of the …

LatineEnglish


Verse 16. To the woman also he said, I will multiply your sorrows and your conceptions; in sorrow you shall bring forth children, and you shall be under the power of the man, and he shall have dominion over you.1
VERS. 16. Mulieri quoque dixit, Multiplicabo aerumnas tuas, & conceptus tuos, in dolore paries filios, & sub viri potestate eris, & ipse dominabitur tui.



Tribus huius Divinae sententiae tanquam verberibus, sexum foemineum perpetuo cruciari scribit Rupertus, capite 22. libro tertio de Trinitate. Triplici autem poena mulier punitur, quia triplo maius fuit peccatum eius quam Adami. Primo, quia credendo serpenti plusquam Deo, seducta est. Deinde, quia ligni vetiti pulchritudinem & suavitatem delectabiliter concupivit: Tertio, quia non contenta transgressione propria, virum quoque ad transgressionem induxit. Merito igitur triplici peccato triplex vindicta, praeter communem sibi cum viro mortem, reddita est. Nam quia serpenti credidit dicenti, Eritis sicut dij: iuste ipsa contra hoc, quod Deus vivorum est & non mortuorum, non vivorum, sed mortuorum mater esse meruit, dicente Deo, Multiplicabo conceptus tuos. Omnes enim conceptus eius, anima & corpore in peccato moriuntur, & nemo eorum vivit, nisi vivificetur per Christum. Item quia visa illius arboris pulchritudine, intemperanter fructum eius expetivit, pro illo visus delectamento, contrarius...
Rupert writes (book 3 On the Trinity, chapter 22) that the female sex is perpetually tormented by three [strokes], as it were, of this divine sentence. And the woman is punished with a triple penalty, because her sin was three times greater than Adam's. First, because by believing the serpent more than God, she was seduced. Then, because she delightfully coveted the beauty and sweetness of the forbidden tree. Third, because, not content with her own transgression, she also led the man into transgression. Deservedly, therefore, for the triple sin a triple vengeance — besides the death common to her with the man — was rendered. For because she believed the serpent saying, You shall be as Gods, justly, against this — that God is the God of the living and not of the dead — she deserved to be the mother not of the living but of the dead, God saying, I will multiply your conceptions. For all her conceptions die, in soul and body, in sin, and none of them lives, unless he be given life through Christ. Likewise, because, the beauty of that tree being seen, she intemperately desired its fruit, for that delight of sight, a contrary [penalty]...2



rius redditur uteri dolor. In dolore, inquit, paries. Tertio, quia virum importunitate muliebri ad comedendum illexit: idcirco Sub viri potestate, inquit, eris, & ipse dominabitur tui. Ita pro seductione, conceptuum multiplicitas: pro gulae oblectamento, uteri dolor: pro temerario imperio & scandalo, quod viro exhibuit, servitutis viri poena ei reddita est. Hactenus ex Ruperto.
...a contrary [penalty] is rendered — the pain of the womb. In sorrow, he says, you shall bring forth. Third, because she enticed the man to eat by feminine importunity: therefore, Under the power of the man, he says, you shall be, and he shall have dominion over you. Thus, for the seduction, the multiplicity of conceptions; for the delight of gluttony, the pain of the womb; for the rash command and scandal which she exhibited to the man, the penalty of servitude to the man was rendered to her. Thus far from Rupert.3



Verum multiplicatio prolis magnum est bonum, magnumque parentum gaudium: futura etiam, si homo non peccasset, in Paradiso, & in statu innocentiae, quomodo igitur ea mulieri pro scelere admisso, tanquam ingens quoddam malum, poenae loco denunciatur? Hieronymus Oleaster hoc loco nova interpretatione illud, Multiplicabo conceptus tuos, non refert ad multiplicationem prolis, sed ad tempus, quo post conceptum gestatur foetus in utero usque ad partum: arbitratur enim, si non peccasset primus homo, fore, ut statim proles concepta ederetur in lucem: in poenam autem peccati, tempus illud per novem menses multiplicatum & prolatum est.
But the multiplication of offspring is a great good, and a great joy of parents — it would even, had man not sinned, have been [so] in Paradise and in the state of innocence. How, then, is it denounced to the woman for the crime committed, as it were a certain great evil, in the place of a penalty? Hieronymus Oleaster, in this place, by a new interpretation, refers that phrase, I will multiply your conceptions, not to the multiplication of offspring, but to the time in which, after conception, the fetus is carried in the womb until birth: for he judges that, had the first man not sinned, it would have come about that the offspring, once conceived, would immediately be brought forth into the light; but as a penalty of sin, that time was multiplied and prolonged over nine months.4



Sed hoc non modo falsum, verum etiam absurdum & ridiculum est. Nam longa mansio foetus in utero, naturalis est, & ex causis naturalibus proficiscitur: quamobrem non debuit propter peccatum variari. Nam sicut locus ipsius foetus in utero, sic modus nutritionis eius, accretionis, auctusque corporalis naturalia sunt, & idcirco eadem ante peccatum fuissent, quae sunt post peccatum: ita etiam tanta foetus mora in utero, naturalis est, nec peccati poena. Non enim statim conceptus partui maturus & validus est, sed paulatim augescens, valescens, & maturescens fit idoneus, ut ex utero edi queat: quemadmodum non statim post partum, iustam corporis molem, aut rationis usum assequitur.
But this is not only false, but even absurd and ridiculous. For the long stay of the fetus in the womb is natural, and proceeds from natural causes; wherefore it ought not to have been varied on account of sin. For just as the place of the fetus in the womb, so the mode of its nourishment, its accretion, and its bodily growth are natural, and therefore the same things would have been before sin as are after sin; so also so great a stay of the fetus in the womb is natural, and not a penalty of sin. For the conceived one is not immediately mature and strong for birth, but, gradually growing, gaining strength, and maturing, becomes fit to be brought forth from the womb — just as, not immediately after birth, does it attain the just mass of body, or the use of reason.5



Multiplicatio igitur conceptus, quatuor ob causas intelligitur post peccatum esse poena mulieris, & magnum quoddam malum. Primum, quoniam multi conceptus priusquam ad maturitatem & perfectionem veniant, per abortum in utero matris intereunt. Deinde, quia multi generantur partium corporis vel mole, vel numero, vel figura, vel situ, vel imbecillitate & deformitate, vel sensuum vitio, vel animi & rationis defectu depravati, atque monstrosi: quod maximo dolori est parentibus. Praeterea, eorum qui generantur pauci sunt electi & praedestinati: plerique vero propter eorum flagitia aeternis suppliciis destinati. His accedit, multitudinem prolis plerumque vel ob parentum paupertatem, cui educandae non sufficiunt, vel propter flagitiosam & probrosam filiorum vitam, vel propter miserrimos casus & exitus, acerbissimum parentibus tormentum & infortunium esse solere.
The multiplication of conception, therefore, is understood to be, after sin, a penalty of the woman and a certain great evil, for four causes. First, because many conceived, before they come to maturity and perfection, perish by miscarriage in the mother's womb. Then, because many are generated depraved and monstrous — in the mass, or number, or figure, or position of the bodily parts, or by weakness and deformity, or by a defect of the senses, or by a defect of mind and reason — which is the greatest grief to parents. Moreover, of those who are generated, few are elect and predestined, but most, on account of their crimes, are destined to eternal punishments. To these is added that the multitude of offspring is wont to be a most bitter torment and misfortune to parents — often either on account of the parents' poverty (for whose rearing they do not suffice), or on account of the wicked and shameful life of the children, or on account of most miserable accidents and deaths.6



Non est, inquit Rupertus hoc loco, haec multiplicatio benedictionis, sed damnationis: non gratiae, sed irae: non clementiae, sed vindictae. Unde non dixit tantum, Multiplicabo conceptus tuos, sed insuper addidit, Et aerumnas tuas. Mulier quippe quanto foecundior, tanto aerumnosior. Post singulos conceptus, dolor cruciat, per singulos partus: suus eam sanguis fatigat, quippe quae, & cum sana...
'This multiplication,' says Rupert in this place, 'is not of blessing, but of damnation; not of grace, but of wrath; not of clemency, but of vengeance. Whence he did not only say, I will multiply your conceptions, but in addition added, And your sorrows. For a woman is as sorrowful as she is fruitful. After each conception, sorrow torments her; through each birth: her own blood wearies her, inasmuch as she, even when she seems healthy...'7



sana videtur, menstruis floribus laborat. Mulier namque unum & solum est menstruum animal. Quanta putas haec ira, quanta est vindicta, concipi vel nasci tot homines, qui numerum excedant: qui ad Dominum, vel ad vitam aeternam non pertineant, quibus proinde melius erat, si nati non fuissent? Nempe, si incorrupta natura nostra terra permansisset, si non Dei benedictionibus pestem maledicti serpentis superinduxisset, solas bonas arbores, id est, solos bonos germinasset homines; & nullum agrestium lignorum, quae ad hoc nata sunt ut excidantur & in ignem mittantur, quia fructum non ferunt, succi eius abundantia produxisset. Haec fortis, atque terribilis nimis, & timenda magis quam discutienda divini iudicij severitas est. Sic Rupertus.
'...seems healthy, labors with the menstrual flowers. For woman is the one and only menstruating animal. How great, do you think, is this wrath, how great the vengeance, that so many humans should be conceived or born who exceed the number [of the elect] — who do not pertain to the Lord, or to eternal life, for whom therefore it were better had they not been born? Indeed, had our earth remained in uncorrupted nature, had it not superinduced upon God's blessings the plague of the cursed serpent, it would have germinated only good trees — that is, only good men — and by the abundance of its sap would have produced none of the wild woods, which are born for this, that they be cut down and cast into the fire, because they do not bear fruit. This is the severity of the divine judgment, strong and too terrible, and more to be feared than discussed.' Thus Rupert.8



Vel illud, Multiplicabo conceptus & aerumnas tuas, sic dictum est modo loquendi divinae Scripturae non infrequenti, ut si dictum esset, Multiplicabo conceptus tuos cum aerumnis, vel, In conceptibus tuis multiplicabo tibi aerumnas, seu ut vox Hebraea sonat [vox Hebraea est עצבנך, Itsbonech], dolores, angustias, compressiones, & alia mala quibus mulier afficitur, dum foetum gestat in utero. Multa enim eo tempore contingunt mulieri valde molesta & acerba, ut cibi fastidium, frequens suspiratio, tardus motus, color infestus, pericula abortus, notabilis animi & corporis perturbatio & vexatio. Audi Plinium hac de re libri 7. cap. 6. & 7. elegantissime scribentem: A conceptu, inquit, decimo die dolores capitis, oculorum vertigines tenebraeque, fastidium in cibis, redundantia stomachi, indices sunt hominis inchoati. Melior color marem ferenti, & facilior partus, motus in utero quadragesimo die. Contraria omnia in altero sexu: Ingestabile onus, crurum & inguinum levis tumor. Primus autem nonagesimo die motus...
Or that phrase, I will multiply your conceptions and your sorrows, was said thus by a manner of speaking of divine Scripture not infrequent, as if it had been said, I will multiply your conceptions with sorrows, or, In your conceptions I will multiply for you sorrows — or, as the Hebrew word sounds [the Hebrew word is עצבנך (Itsbonech)], pains, straits, compressions, and the other evils by which the woman is afflicted while she carries the fetus in the womb. For at that time many things very troublesome and bitter happen to the woman: loathing of food, frequent sighing, slow movement, an unhealthy color, dangers of miscarriage, a notable perturbation and vexation of mind and body. Hear Pliny, writing on this matter most elegantly (book 7, chapters 6 and 7): 'From conception,' he says, 'on the tenth day, headaches, vertigos and darkenings of the eyes, loathing in food, a redundancy of the stomach, are the signs of a man begun. A better color for her carrying a male, and an easier birth; the motion in the womb on the fortieth day. All contrary things in the other sex: an unbearable burden, a slight swelling of the legs and groin. But the first motion, on the ninetieth day...'9



Sed plurimum languoris in utroque sexu, capillum germinante partu, & in plenilunio: quod tempus editos quoque infantes praecipue infestat. Si respiravere, difficilius enituntur: Oscitatio quidem in enixu lethalis est, sicut sternuisse a coitu abortivum. Et capite sequenti: Miseret, atque etiam pudet aestimantem quam sit frivola animalium superbissimi origo, cum plerumque abortus causa fiat odor a lucernarum extinctu. Haec Plinius. Haec Plinij verba, maximam partem, ex Aristotele sumpta esse, ut liquido agnoscat lector, hic ipsa Aristotelis verba ex cap. 4. lib. 7. de Historia animalium transcribere libuit: Evenit profecto, inquit, ut mulieres a conceptu, corpore toto graventur, & oculorum caligines, & dolores capitis moveantur. Quae alijs maturius, & fere die decimo accidunt, alijs serius, pro ut magis minusve ex materia supervacua tentantur. Nausea item & vomitus plurimas capiunt, & praecipue quibus purgationes constiterint. Aliqua principio magis laborant, aliae post cum iam foetus plenius creve...
'But the most languor in each sex is when the birth is sprouting hair, and at the full moon — which time especially afflicts also the born infants. If they have drawn breath, they are brought forth with more difficulty; yawning indeed in labor is lethal, as to have sneezed after coitus is abortive.' And in the following chapter: 'It moves to pity, and even to shame, one considering how frivolous is the origin of the proudest of animals, since often the cause of miscarriage is the smell from the extinguishing of lamps.' Thus Pliny. That these words of Pliny are for the most part taken from Aristotle, so that the reader may clearly recognize it, it has pleased [us] to transcribe here the very words of Aristotle, from chapter 4 of book 7 of the History of Animals: 'It comes to pass indeed,' he says, 'that women, from conception, are weighed down in the whole body, and darkenings of the eyes and headaches are stirred up. Which to some happen earlier, and about the tenth day, to others later, according as they are more or less afflicted by superfluous matter. Nausea likewise and vomiting very many take, and especially those whose purgations have ceased. Some labor more at the beginning, others afterward, when the fetus has now grown more fully...'10



rint. Saepe etiam multas distillatio urinae ad postremum infestat, sed magna ex parte, quae marem ferunt facilius exigunt, minusque pallent. Contra quae foeminam: sunt enim pallidiores, & gravius degunt: Multis etiam tumores, extuberationesque carnis in cruribus incidunt. Solent appetitus varij gravidis evenire, citoque commutari: quod picare quidam a Pica ave denominant. Et nimirum cum foetum sexus foeminei ferunt, avidius appetunt, minusque frui iam re praesenti quam cupierint, possunt: fastidiunt enim statim, quod modo vehementer appe...
'...has grown more fully. Often also many are afflicted, toward the last, by a dripping of urine; but for the most part those who carry a male get through more easily, and are less pale. Contrary [is the case of] those who [carry] a female: for they are paler, and pass [the time] more heavily; to many also tumors and swellings of the flesh occur in the legs. Various appetites are wont to come to pregnant women, and to be quickly changed — which some call "picare," from the bird Pica [the magpie]. And indeed, when they carry a fetus of the female sex, they crave more greedily, and can less enjoy the thing now present than they had desired; for they at once loathe what they just vehemently craved...'11



ter appeterent: sed praecipue tum fastidiunt tardioque fatiscunt, cum foetui capillus oriri incipit. Dolor etiam ex foemina continuus, sed obtusior, ex mare acer & longe molestior. Haec Aristoteles atque Plinius de gravidarum mulierum molestis doloribus, aerumnisque prodiderunt.
'...they craved; but especially then they loathe [food] and grow slower and weary, when the fetus's hair begins to grow. The pain, too, is continuous from a female [fetus], but duller; from a male, sharp and far more troublesome.' These things Aristotle and Pliny have handed down about the troublesome pains and afflictions of pregnant women.12



Iam vero sanguinis menstrui, quem ut materiam corporando foetui natura comparavit, quam sit foeda, quam nocens, ac pestilens vis, & natura, si avet lector cognoscere, audiat, quae de eo mira tradit Plinius, cap. 15. lib. 7. Sed nihil, inquit, facile reperiatur mulierum profluvio magis monstrificum. Acescunt superventu musta, sterilescunt tactae fruges, moriuntur insita, exuruntur hortorum germina, & fructus arborum quibus insedere decidunt: speculorum fulgor aspectu ipso hebetatur, acies ferri praestringitur, eborisque nitor, alvei apum emoriuntur: aes etiam ac ferrum rubigo protinus corripit, odorque dirus aera: & in rabiem aguntur gustato eo canes, atque insanabili veneno morsus inficitur. Quin & bituminum sequax alioquin ac lenta natura, in lacu Iudeae qui vocatur Asphaltites, certo tempore anni supernatans, nequit sibi avelli, ad omnem contactum adhaerens, praeterquam filo, quod tale virus infecerit. Etiam formicis, animali minimo, inesse sensum eius ferunt: abijcique gustatas fruges, nec postea repeti. Et hoc tale tantumque omnibus tricenis diebus, malum in muliere existit; & trimestri spatio largius. Quibusdam vero saepius mense, sicut aliquibus nunquam: sed tales non gignunt, quando haec est generando homini materia, semine e maribus coaguli modo hoc in sese glomerante, quod deinde tempore ipso animatur, corporaturque. Ergo cum gravidis fluxit, invalidi aut non vitales partus eduntur, aut sanioli, ut auctor est Nigidius. Haec Plinius.
Now indeed, how foul, how harmful and pestilent is the force and nature of the menstrual blood, which nature prepared as material for forming the fetus — if the reader wishes to know, let him hear the marvels Pliny tells of it (book 7, chapter 15): 'But nothing,' he says, 'could easily be found more monstrous than the flux of women. At its approach new wines turn sour, crops touched become barren, grafts die, the germs of gardens are burnt up, and the fruits of the trees on which they sit fall off; the brightness of mirrors is dimmed by the very sight, the edge of iron is blunted, and the shine of ivory; the hives of bees die; brass and iron rust seizes at once, and a dreadful smell [seizes] the air; and dogs, having tasted it, are driven to madness, and their bite is infected with an incurable poison. Moreover, the nature of bitumen, otherwise clinging and sticky, in the lake of Judea called Asphaltites, floating at a certain time of year, cannot be torn from itself, adhering to every contact, except by a thread which such a virus has infected. They say too that ants, the smallest animal, have a sense of it, and cast away the grains they have tasted, and afterward do not seek them again. And this so great and so much an evil exists in a woman every thirty days, and more abundantly at three-month intervals; but to some more often than once a month, as to some never — but such do not bear children, since this is the material for generating a man, the seed from males glomerating it into itself in the manner of rennet, which then in due time is animated and formed into a body. Therefore, when it has flowed in pregnant women, weak or non-viable births are brought forth, or bloody ones, as Nigidius is the author.' Thus Pliny.13



Sequitur, In dolore paries filios. Naturale est mulieri cum labore ac dolore filios parere. Naturalis enim uteri meatus, angustior est, quam ut per eum foetus exire possit: quamobrem claustra uteri, praeter naturalem eius constitutionem vehementer laxari ac dilatari necesse est, quod sine magno doloris sensu fieri non potest. Audi Basilium, qui explanans verba illa Psalmi 114. Circundederunt me dolores mortis, pericula inferni invenerunt me, ad hunc modum scribit: Dolores proprie de parturientibus dicuntur, quando ad tumorem venter insurgens extra foetum pellit: deinde partes illae genitales divexatae, & circum prodeuntem ex utero foetum distenta convulsionibus, ac fibrarum contractionibus acutissimos dolores, & vehementes cruciatus parientibus gignunt. Transtulit autem David dolores partus ad mortis poenas circa animal, in anima & corporis divisione instantes. Sic Basilius.
There follows: In sorrow you shall bring forth children. It is natural for a woman to bring forth children with labor and pain. For the natural passage of the womb is narrower than that a fetus can go out through it: wherefore the barriers of the womb must be vehemently loosened and dilated beyond their natural constitution, which cannot be done without a great sense of pain. Hear Basil, who, explaining those words of Psalm 114, 'The sorrows of death surrounded me, the perils of hell found me,' writes in this manner: 'Sorrows are properly said of women in labor, when the belly, rising to a swelling, pushes the fetus outward; then those genital parts, torn apart, and stretched by convulsions around the fetus coming forth from the womb, and by the contractions of the fibers, generate most acute pains and vehement torments for those giving birth. But David transferred the pains of birth to the penalties of death, threatening about the living being, in the division of soul and body.' Thus Basil.14



Si igitur naturale est mulieri parere cum dolore, quomodo Deus Evae pro sceleris admissi poena dolores partus inflixit? Verum in statu innocentiae Deus singulari quadam & supernaturali ratione, mulierem omni labore & dolore partus liberasset, fecissetque ut foetum & sine labore ac molestia in utero gereret, & sine ullo doloris sensu in lucem ederet: qua Dei gratia & beneficio propter peccatum privata mulier, obnoxia fuit doloribus partus. Qui sane dolores simpliciter quidem naturales sunt mulieri: respectu autem habito...
If, then, it is natural for a woman to bring forth with pain, how did God inflict the pains of birth upon Eve as a penalty for the crime committed? But in the state of innocence, God, by a certain singular and supernatural reason, would have freed the woman from all labor and pain of birth, and would have made it that she should carry the fetus in the womb without labor and trouble, and bring it forth into the light without any sense of pain; of which grace and benefit of God, deprived on account of sin, the woman became subject to the pains of birth. Which pains, indeed, are simply natural to the woman; but with regard had...15



bito ad statum innocentiae, in quo ab huiusmodi doloribus immunis & vacua Eva fuisset, peccati poena censeri debent. Sed quomodo fieri potuit, ut in statu innocentiae mulier sine dolore pareret? Respondet Augustinus libro 14. de Civitate Dei, cap. 26. Cum foetus in utero iam partui fuisset maturus, tunc fore, ut materna viscera sponte in tantum laxarentur, ut commodum foetui sine matris dolore transitum praeberent. Sic ad pariendum, ait Augustinus, non doloris gemitus, sed maturitatis impulsus foeminea viscera relaxaret, ut ad concipiendum non libidinis appetitus, sed vel voluntarius usus naturam coniugis utriusque coniungeret. At enim scire oportet, vacuitatem illam dolorum in partu, non tantum non potuisse proficisci ex ulla causa naturali, sed neque ex aliqua virtute supernaturali in corpore & membris ipsius mulieris inhaerente, ac manente esse profectam: verum quotiescumque id fiebat, novo Dei potentiae miraculo fiebat: quanquam quia id fuisset in eo statu usitatum & perpetuum, non fuisset pro miraculo habitum.
...to the state of innocence, in which Eve would have been immune and free from such pains, they ought to be reckoned a penalty of sin. But how could it come about that in the state of innocence a woman should bring forth without pain? Augustine answers (book 14 of the City of God, chapter 26): when the fetus in the womb was already mature for birth, it would then come about that the maternal viscera would spontaneously be loosened so far as to afford the fetus a convenient passage without the mother's pain. Thus, for giving birth (says Augustine), not a groan of pain, but the impulse of maturity would relax the feminine viscera — just as, for conceiving, not the appetite of lust, but a voluntary use would join the nature of both spouses. But it must be known that that freedom from pains in birth could not have proceeded from any natural cause, nor from any supernatural power inhering and remaining in the body and members of the woman herself; but as often as it happened, it happened by a new miracle of God's power — although, because it would have been usual and perpetual in that state, it would not have been held for a miracle.16



Quanta porro & quam multiplex poena sit mulierum in partu, praeter quotidianam experientiam, satis declarat divina Scriptura, magnitudinem alicuius doloris cum exaggerare vult, assimilans eum doloribus parturientium, & Dominus noster in Evangelio, Mulier, inquit, cum parit, tristitiam habet, quia venit hora eius. Ac praeter dolorem, ingruit etiam saepe parienti vitae periculum, non paucis in enixu prolis extinctis, sicut accidit Rachel in partu Benjamin: multique, ut Plinius tradit, enecta parente gignuntur. Sic prior Scipio Africanus natus est, primusque Caesarum a caeso matris utero dictus, qua de causa & Caesones appellati. Simili modo natus & Manlius, qui Carthaginem cum exercitu intravit.
How great, moreover, and how manifold is the penalty of women in childbirth, besides daily experience, divine Scripture sufficiently declares, when, wishing to exaggerate the magnitude of some pain, it likens it to the pains of women in labor; and our Lord in the Gospel says, 'A woman, when she gives birth, has sorrow, because her hour has come.' And besides the pain, often also danger of life befalls the one giving birth, not a few dying in the bringing forth of offspring — as happened to Rachel in the birth of Benjamin; and many, as Pliny hands down, are born with the parent killed. Thus was the elder Scipio Africanus born, and the first of the Caesars was so named from his mother's womb being cut, for which cause they were also called 'Caesones.' In a similar way was born also Manlius, who entered Carthage with an army.17



De mulierum autem in partu doloribus haec scribit Aristoteles libro 7. de Historia animalium, capite 9. Mulieribus cum parturiunt, dolores multas quidem in partes incumbunt, sed plurimis ad alterutrum femur. Ceterum quibus alvum tormina vehementer exercent, ocyssime pariunt: quae lumbos dolent, vix pariunt: quae imum ventrem, expeditius. Si mas nascitur, profluit sanies diluta pallidiuscula: sed si foemina, cruenta: verum ea quoque praehumida est, sed fieri quoque potest, nonnullis, ut eorum accidat. Ceteris animalibus partus non laboriosi eveniunt, minus enim cum parturiunt, infestari videntur, at mulieribus dolores vehementissimi incidunt, & praecipue stabilibus & sellularijs, & quibus non bona latera sunt, neque facultas retinendi spiritus suppetit: difficilius etiam edunt, si inter ea dum per vim retinent, coacte eruperint respirationem. Primum aqua illa subter autem fusa, per foetus motionem, ruptis membranis effluit: deinde foetus inverso utero, & secundis interna evolluentibus, foras venit in lucem. Haec Aristoteles.
But about the pains of women in childbirth, Aristotle writes thus (book 7 of the History of Animals, chapter 9): 'When women give birth, the pains bear indeed upon many parts, but for most upon one or the other thigh. Those in whom the gripings vehemently exercise the belly give birth most swiftly; those who feel pain in the loins give birth with difficulty; those [who feel it in] the lower belly, more easily. If a male is born, a thin, somewhat pale discharge flows; but if a female, a bloody one — yet that too is very moist; but it can also happen to some that theirs is otherwise. To other animals births come not laborious, for they seem to be less troubled when they give birth; but to women most vehement pains occur, and especially to the sedentary and chair-bound, and to those whose sides are not good, nor is the faculty of retaining the breath at hand: they also give birth with more difficulty, if meanwhile, while they retain [the breath] by force, they have forcibly burst forth their breathing. First that water, poured out below, flows out through the motion of the fetus, the membranes being ruptured; then the fetus, the womb being inverted, and the afterbirth loosening the internal parts, comes forth into the light.' Thus Aristotle.18



Restat illud explicandum, quod inter Evae poenas extremo loco ponitur, Et sub viri potestate eris, & ipse dominabitur tui. Fuisset etiam in statu innocentiae mulier sub viri potestate, verum non coacte, nec moleste, nullaque voluntatis repugnantia: cum enim mulier esset integro ani...
It remains to explain that which is placed last among Eve's penalties: And you shall be under the power of the man, and he shall have dominion over you. The woman would have been under the power of the man in the state of innocence too, but not by compulsion, nor troublesomely, nor with any repugnance of will: for since the woman was of an intact mind...19



animo, rectaque mente, non nisi quod erat honestum & rectum expetens, libens gaudensque sub imperio viri fuisset: quia id voluntati divinae, rationique consentaneum esse intelligebat. Imperium quoque viri fuisset plenum aequitatis atque charitatis: nec uxor habita esset ut serva & ancilla, sed ut charissima vitae socia, & consiliorum atque officiorum mariti particeps, & ad generationem prolis, atque educationem adiutrix. Post peccatum autem gravis poena est mulieri subesse viro: tum ob ingenij muliebris levitatem atque vanitatem, animique superbiam iniquo animo maritum sibi praeesse ferentis: tum etiam quia plerumque viri uxores suas superbe, iracunde, & aspere tractantes: imperium eis suum onerosum, acerbum, & odiosum faciunt.
...of an intact and upright mind, seeking nothing but what was honest and right, she would willingly and gladly have been under the command of the man, because she understood it to be consonant with the divine will and with reason. The command of the man too would have been full of equity and charity; nor would the wife have been held as a slave and handmaid, but as the dearest companion of life, and a partaker of her husband's counsels and duties, and a helper for the generation and education of offspring. But after sin it is a grave penalty for the woman to be under the man: both because of the levity and vanity of the female disposition, and the pride of a mind that bears with an unjust spirit the husband's being set over her; and also because usually men, treating their wives proudly, angrily, and harshly, make their command over them burdensome, bitter, and odious.20



Beatus Hieronymus in traditionibus Hebraicis in Genesim, variam ponit horum verborum lectionem. Nam Septuaginta verterunt: Et ad virum conversio tua: Aquila, Ad virum societas tua: Symmachus, Ad virum appetitus, vel impetus tuus. Certe Hebraea, si quis verbum pro verbo reddat, hoc sonant, Ad virum desiderium vel concupiscentia tua [vox Hebraea est ואל אישך תשוקתך, Ischeth teshukatec]. Atque harum lectionum haec videtur sententia: Quamvis in enixu prolis maximos perpessura sis cruciatus: mox tamen, quasi dolorum oblita, rursus ad virum converteris, & congressum eius expetes, ut ex eo iterum concipias prolem, tanta, scilicet, est insita mulieribus aut rabies libidinis, aut potius generandae prolis cupiditas. Vel aliter potest hoc intelligi: Omnia tua optata, omnes cogitationes, & cura officiaque ad virum tuum conversa erunt: videlicet illum spe...
Blessed Jerome, in the Hebrew Traditions on Genesis, gives a variant reading of these words. For the Seventy rendered, 'And your turning [shall be] to the man'; Aquila, 'To the man your fellowship'; Symmachus, 'To the man your appetite, or impulse.' Certainly the Hebrew, if one render it word for word, sounds thus: 'To the man your desire, or your concupiscence' [the Hebrew word is ואל אישך תשוקתך (Ischeth teshukatec)]. And the meaning of these readings seems to be this: 'Although in the bringing-forth of offspring you will suffer the greatest torments, yet soon, as if forgetful of the pains, you will again turn to the man, and desire his union, that from him you may again conceive offspring' — so great, indeed, is either the madness of lust implanted in women, or rather the desire of generating offspring. Or it can be understood otherwise: 'All your wishes, all your thoughts, and care and duties will be turned to your husband; namely, you will look to him...'21



spectabis, ex illius studio, sermone, nutuque tota pendebis. Foemina enim cum a viro accipiat victum, vestitum, prolem, ac fere omnia, quae optare potest: velit nolit, ex viro pendere cogitur.
...you will look to him, and will wholly depend upon his zeal, his speech, and his nod. For a woman, since from the man she receives food, clothing, offspring, and almost everything she can wish for, is compelled, willing or unwilling, to depend on the man.22



Verum illustrandus est hic locus de subiectione mulieris, sub viri potestatem duabus egregiis sententiis, una B. Augustini, & altera Ruperti. In libro 11. de Genesi ad litteram, capite 27. sic habet Augustinus: Videndum est quemadmodum proprie possit accipi illud, quod mulieri dictum est, Et ad virum conversio tua, & ipse dominabitur tui. Neque enim & ante peccatum aliter fuisse decet credere, nisi ut vir mulieri dominaretur, & ad eum ipsa serviendo converteretur. Sed recte dici potest, hanc servitutem significatam, quae cuiusdam conditionis est potius quam dilectionis: ut etiam ipsa talis servitus, qua homines hominibus postea servire coeperunt, de poena peccati reperiatur exorta. Dixit quidem Paulus, Per charitatem servite invicem: sed mulierem dominari in virum non permittit Apostolus: hoc enim viro potius Dei sententia detulit, & maritum habere dominum, meruit mulieris non natura, sed culpa: quod tamen nisi servetur, depravabitur amplius natura, & augebitur culpa. Sic Augustinus.
But this passage, on the subjection of the woman under the man's power, must be illustrated by two excellent opinions — one of St. Augustine, and the other of Rupert. In book 11 On Genesis according to the Letter, chapter 27, Augustine has thus: 'It must be seen how that can properly be taken which was said to the woman, And your turning [shall be] to the man, and he shall have dominion over you. For neither before sin is it fitting to believe it was otherwise, than that the man should have dominion over the woman, and she should turn to him by serving. But it can rightly be said that this servitude was signified which is of a certain condition rather than of love — so that even that servitude, by which men afterward began to serve men, is found to have arisen from the penalty of sin. Paul indeed said, Through charity serve one another; but the Apostle does not permit the woman to have dominion over the man: for this the sentence of God rather conferred on the man; and that she should have the husband as lord, not the woman's nature, but her fault, deserved — which, however, unless it be kept, nature will be further depraved, and the fault increased.' Thus Augustine.23



Rupertus vero lib. 3. de operibus Trinitatis, cap. 21. putat, gravioris esse dominationis, uxorem esse sub viro tanquam sub domino, quam esse sub viri potestate. Hoc enim modo scribit: Sed adhuc recte quaeri potest, Quid illud sit, mulierem sub viri potestate esse, & virum mulieris Domi...
But Rupert, in book 3 On the Works of the Trinity, chapter 21, thinks it is of a graver domination for the wife to be under the man as under a lord, than to be under the man's power. For he writes in this manner: 'But it can still rightly be asked, What that is — for the woman to be under the man's power, and the man to be the woman's lord...'24



num esse, quoniam utrumque dixit, Et sub viri potestate eris, & ipse dominabitur tui. Ad hoc respondendum, valentioris esse dominationis, mulierem sub Domino, quam sub potestate viri esse. Nam & secundum Romanas leges, sub viri potestate est mulier antequam in manum viri conveniat: sub potestate, inquam, viri verumtamen non tanquam Domini, sed tanquam tutoris, ita ut sine auctoritate eius, testamentum illi facere non liceat. Quae autem in manum viri convenit, multo magis quamdiu vixerit vir, testamentum illi sine viro facere non licebit: unde & capite diminuta dicitur mulier, quae in manum viri convenit. Adeo apud Gentiles quoque, qui hanc Scripturam non legerant vel huius veri Dei praecepta non observabant, haec lex naturaliter valuit, quam Dominus naturae imposuit dicens mulieri, Et sub viri potestate eris, & ipse dominabitur tui.
'...the woman's lord — since he said both, And you shall be under the man's power, and he shall have dominion over you. To this it must be answered, that it is of a stronger domination for the woman to be under a lord than to be under the power of the man. For according to the Roman laws too, the woman is under the man's power before she comes into the hand of the man — under the power of the man, I say, yet not as of a lord, but as of a guardian, so that without his authority she may not make a will. But she who comes into the hand of the man, much more, as long as the man lives, may not make a will without the man; whence the woman who comes into the hand of the man is said to be capite diminuta (diminished in civil status). So much so that among the Gentiles too, who had not read this Scripture, or did not observe the precepts of this true God, this law naturally prevailed, which the Lord of nature imposed, saying to the woman, And you shall be under the power of the man, and he shall have dominion over you.'25



Quaedam tamen barbarae nationes, sicut cetera ita ut hunc naturae ordinem confuderunt, ut mulier sine capite, id est, sine viro suo super viros ageret potestatem & dominium. Unde & apud Romanum defensorem: mulier causam suam tuetur sic inter alia dicendo: Non urbes prima tenebo Foemina Niliacas: nullo discrimine sexus, Reginam scit ferre Pharos. Verumtamen non tam ius aut lex, quam usurpatio dicenda est. Recte ergo non tantum dixit, Sub viri potestate eris: nam & puerulus masculus sub viri, id est, tutoris potestate est: sed addidit, Et ipse dominabitur tui: scilicet, ut nunquam mulier libera sit de sub iugo viri, sed eius tam aetas quam conditio primum sub potestate viri tutoris, & deinde cum in manum viri per legitimas coniugij tabulas venerit, sub Dominio viri sit.
'Yet certain barbarous nations, as [they confused] other things, so confused this order of nature, that a woman without a head — that is, without her husband — should exercise power and dominion over men. Whence also, in a Roman advocate, a woman defends her cause by saying, among other things: I, a woman, shall not be the first to hold the cities of the Nile; with no distinction of sex, Pharos knows how to bear a queen. But nevertheless it must be called not so much a right or law as a usurpation. Rightly, therefore, he did not only say, You shall be under the power of the man — for a little male boy too is under the power of the man, that is, of a guardian — but added, And he shall have dominion over you: namely, that the woman is never free from under the yoke of the man, but both her age and her condition [is] first under the power of the man as guardian, and then, when she comes into the hand of the man by the lawful tablets of marriage, under the dominion of the man.'26



Verum castis & fidelibus mulieribus, hanc tertiam poenam benevolentia nullam, aut levissimam efficit. Et non solum non obest, sed etiam laudi est. Propter quod & Petrus Apostolus mulieres ad subiectionem spontaneam cohortans dicit, Similiter & mulieres subditae sint viris suis. Sic enim aliquando & sanctae mulieres sperantes in Deo ornabant se subiectae proprijs viris, sicut Sara obediebat Abrahae, Dominum eum vocans, &c. Ita Rupertus.
'But to chaste and faithful women, benevolence makes this third penalty null, or very light; and it not only does not harm, but is even a matter of praise. Wherefore Peter the Apostle too, exhorting women to spontaneous subjection, says, Likewise let women also be subject to their own husbands. For so also, sometimes, holy women, hoping in God, adorned themselves, subject to their own husbands, as Sara obeyed Abraham, calling him Lord,' etc. Thus Rupert.27



Translator’s notes
	New lemma: Genesis 3:16. ↩
	Rupert, De Trinitate 3.22, on Gen 3:16: the woman is punished with a TRIPLE penalty for her triple sin (she believed the serpent over God; she coveted the forbidden fruit; she led the man into transgression) — becoming 'the mother of the dead' (her conceptions die in sin unless vivified through Christ). Marginal gloss: 'Cur triplici poena mulier sit mulctata.' Catchword: 'contrarius' (continues on the next page). ↩
	Conclusion of Rupert, De Trinitate 3.22: the three penalties matched to the woman's three sins (multiplied conceptions for the seduction; the womb's pain for gluttony; servitude to the man for her rash command). Running head misprinted '678' (= true 688 minus 10); true printed page 688. ↩
	The problem: if multiplying offspring is a good (even intended for Paradise and the state of innocence), how is it a penalty? Hieronymus Oleaster (Jerónimo de Azambuja) reads 'multiply your conceptions' as the nine-month gestation — which, but for sin, would have been instant. Marginal gloss: 'Quomodo multiplicatio conceptus, sit poena mulieris.' ↩
	Oleaster refuted: gestation is natural (like the fetus's place, nourishment, and growth), and so was not a penalty introduced by sin. Marginal gloss: 'Refellitur Oleaster.' ↩
	Four reasons the multiplied conception is a penalty after sin: (1) miscarriage; (2) monstrous/deformed births; (3) few are elect, most are damned; (4) the torment of parents through poverty, or the children's wicked lives, or miserable deaths. Marginal gloss: 'Quatuor ob causas multiplicatio conceptus, poena fuit post peccatum.' ↩
	Rupert, De Trinitate 3.22 (quotation resumed): this multiplication is of damnation, wrath, and vengeance, not of blessing — hence 'I will multiply your conceptions AND your sorrows'; the more fruitful the woman, the more sorrowful. Catchword: 'sana' (continues on the next page). ↩
	Conclusion of Rupert (De Trinitate 3.22): woman as the only menstruating animal; the wrath that so many are born who are not for eternal life; had nature stayed uncorrupted, only good men would have grown (the barren trees fit for the fire). Marginal glosses: 'Mulier unum & solum est menstruum animal'; 'Si Adam non peccasset omnes fuissent boni.' Running head misprinted '679' (= true 689 minus 10); true printed page 689. ↩
	The phrase 'multiply your conceptions and your sorrows' explained as a Hebrew idiom for the pains and afflictions of pregnancy. HEBREW GLYPH verified by magnification: עצבנך (Itsbonech; read right-to-left, ayin-tsadi-bet-nun-final kaf; = 'your sorrow/pain/toil'; the Gen 3:16 word, here in defective spelling without the vav). Marginal gloss: 'Vox Hebraea est עצבנך, Itsbonech.' Then Pliny (Naturalis Historia 7.6-7) on the signs and troubles of pregnancy (with the male/female differences). Marginal gloss: 'Incommoda mulierum gestantium in utero. Plinius.' ↩
	Pliny (concluded, Nat. Hist. 7.6-7, on the languor and hazards of pregnancy; 'how frivolous is the origin of the proudest of animals'), then Pliny's source, Aristotle (Historia Animalium 7.4), transcribed on the same symptoms of pregnancy. Marginal gloss: 'Superbissimi animalium hominis origo vilissima.' ↩
	Aristotle (continued, Historia Animalium 7.4): the differing symptoms for carrying a male vs. a female; the changeable cravings of pregnancy (called 'picare' from the magpie). Catchword: 'ter appe' (= appetierunt, continues on the next page); page footer signature 'SSS.' ↩
	Conclusion of the Aristotle/Pliny material on pregnancy (loathing of food when the fetus's hair begins; the pain duller from a female fetus, sharper from a male). Running head misprinted '680' (= true 690 minus 10); true printed page 690. ↩
	Pliny, Naturalis Historia 7.15, on the ancient (mistaken) beliefs about the 'monstrous' power of menstrual blood (souring wine, blighting crops, dimming mirrors, rusting metal, maddening dogs, the Dead Sea/Asphaltites bitumen, ants); it is held to be the material of generation (citing Nigidius Figulus). Marginal gloss: 'Plinius de foeditate menstrui mulieris.' ↩
	On 'In sorrow you shall bring forth children': the pain of birth is natural (the narrow passage of the womb must be forcibly dilated). Basil, on Psalm 114:3, on the pangs of labor. Marginal gloss: 'De acerbitate dolorum mulieris in partu.' ↩
	If birth pain is natural, how is it a penalty? In the state of innocence God would have freed the woman supernaturally from all pain; deprived of that gift by sin, she became subject to the pains — which are natural in themselves, but a penalty in respect of the lost gift. Catchword: 'habito' (continues on the next page). ↩
	How a painless birth would have been possible in innocence — Augustine (De Civitate Dei 14.26): the mature viscera would relax spontaneously; conceiving by a voluntary use, not lust. The painlessness would have been not from a natural or an inherent supernatural power, but a continual miracle of God (not held a 'miracle' because it would have been perpetual). Marginal gloss: 'Quemadmodum in statu innocentiae mulier sine dolore peperisset.' Running head misprinted '681' (= true 691 minus 10); true printed page 691. ↩
	How great the childbirth penalty: Scripture likens great pain to labor (John 16:21). The danger of death (Rachel in the birth of Benjamin, Gen 35:18); Caesarean births ('from the cut womb'), whence Scipio Africanus, the first 'Caesar,' the Caesones, and Manlius (Pliny 7.9). Marginal glosses: 'Ioan. 16'; 'Genes. 35'; 'Plin. lib. 7. cap. 9.' ↩
	Aristotle, Historia Animalium 7.9, on the pains of labor (the site of the pain — thigh, loins, belly; the male vs. female discharge; sedentary women; the breaking of the waters and the afterbirth). Marginal gloss: 'Non ut hominis partus sic ceterorum animalium esse laboriosos.' ↩
	The last of Eve's penalties, 'you shall be under the power of the man' — she would have been subject to the man in the state of innocence too, but freely, not by compulsion (so how is it a penalty?). Marginal gloss: 'Quomodo poena fuerit mulieris esse sub viro, cum ita fuisset etiam in statu innocentiae.' Catchword: 'animo' (continues on the next page). ↩
	In the state of innocence the woman would have obeyed the man freely (his command of equity and charity, she a dear companion, not a slave); but after sin it is a grave penalty, both because of her disposition (which resents his rule) and because men often rule harshly. Running head misprinted '682' (= true 692 minus 10); true printed page 692. ↩
	Jerome, Quaestiones (Traditiones) Hebraicae in Genesim, on the variant readings of 'your turning shall be to the man' (Gen 3:16b): LXX 'conversion/turning'; Aquila 'fellowship'; Symmachus 'appetite/impulse'; the Hebrew literally 'desire/concupiscence.' HEBREW GLYPH verified by magnification: ואל אישך תשוקתך (ve-el ishekh teshukatekh, 'and to your husband [shall be] your desire'; the two clear words are אישך 'your husband' and תשוקתך 'your desire'), transliterated in the margin as 'Ischeth teshukatec.' Interpretations: she returns to the man despite the birth pains (from lust or the desire of offspring); or all her care depends on the man. Marginal gloss: 'Varia lectio huius loci. Hebraea sunt ואל אישך תשוקתך.' Catchword: 'spectabis' (continues below). ↩
	The woman wholly depends on the man (for food, clothing, offspring) — willing or unwilling. ↩
	First opinion — Augustine, De Genesi ad litteram 11.27: a subjection existed before sin, but of love; after sin, of a servile 'condition' (whence all human servitude arose); that the woman should have the husband as lord is deserved not by her nature but by her fault (Gal 5:13, 'per charitatem servite invicem'; 1 Tim 2:12, the woman not to have dominion over the man). Marginal glosses: 'Mulieris servitus conditionis potius est quam dilectionis'; 'Galat. 5'; '1. Timot. 2.' ↩
	Second opinion — Rupert, De operibus Trinitatis 3.21: it is of a graver domination for the wife to be 'under a lord' than 'under the power.' Marginal gloss: 'Rupertus.' Catchword: 'Dominum' (continues on the next page). ↩
	Rupert (De operibus Trinitatis 3.21): being 'under a lord' is a graver domination than 'under the power' — illustrated from Roman law (a woman is under the man's power as a guardian's, and may not make a will without him; entering his manus she is 'capite diminuta'); this law prevailed even among the Gentiles. Marginal gloss: 'Viri in muliere potestas quanta iure civili.' Running head misprinted '683' (= true 693 minus 10); true printed page 693. ↩
	Rupert (continued): certain barbarous nations let women rule (with a verse from Lucan, Pharsalia 10, on Egypt's willingness to be ruled by a queen) — but this is usurpation, not right; 'you shall be under the power' is like a boy under a guardian, while 'he shall have dominion' means she is never free from the man's yoke (first the guardian, then the husband's dominion). Marginal glosses: 'Feminam viris imperare contra naturae ordinem est'; 'Luc. lib. 10.' ↩
	Rupert (conclusion): for chaste and faithful women, benevolence makes this third penalty null or very light, and even praiseworthy (1 Pet 3:1, 5-6, 'let women be subject to their own husbands'; Sara obeying Abraham and calling him lord, Gen 18:12). Marginal glosses: '2. Pet. 3' (properly 1 Pet 3); 'Genes. 18.' ↩




Verses 17, 18, and 19. But to Adam he said: Because you have heard the voice of your wife, and have eaten of the tree, of which I commanded you that you should not eat …

LatineEnglish


VERS. 17. 18. & 19. Adae vero dixit: Quia audisti vocem uxoris tuae, & comedisti de ligno, ex quo praeceperam tibi ne comederes, maledicta terra in opere tuo: in laboribus comedes ex ea cunctis diebus vitae tuae: spinas & tribulos germinabit tibi, & comedes herbas terrae. In sudore vultus tui vesceris pane tuo donec revertaris in terram, de qua sumptus es, quia pulvis es, & in pulverem reverteris.
Verses 17, 18, and 19. But to Adam he said: Because you have heard the voice of your wife, and have eaten of the tree, of which I commanded you that you should not eat, cursed is the earth in your work: in labors you shall eat of it all the days of your life: thorns and thistles it shall bring forth to you, and you shall eat the herbs of the earth. In the sweat of your face you shall eat your bread, until you return to the earth from which you were taken, because you are dust, and to dust you shall return.1



Hanc Dei sententiam, ut iustissimam, ita verissimam & tunc Adamus, & deinceps omnis eius posteritas, perpetua eorum malorum quae minatus est Deus perpensione cognovit, & sensit. Pro illo, In opere tuo, Hieronymus in traditionib. Hebraicis super Genesim...
This sentence of God, as most just, so most true, both Adam then, and afterward all his posterity, recognized and felt by the perpetual weighing of those evils which God threatened. For that phrase, In your work, Jerome, in the Hebrew Traditions on Genesis...2



Genesim legit, In operibus tuis: quo etiam modo verterunt Septuaginta. Opera vero hic significari putavit Hieronymus, non ruris colendi, sed peccata. Unde in Hebraeo est, Maledicta terra propter te [ארורה האדמה בעבודך, arurah hadamah baaburecha]. Similiter habet etiam paraphrasis Chaldaica, itaque vertit Aquila, sed clarius id transtulit Theodotio, Maledicta, inquit, terra in transgressione tua. Verum si sequamur historiam, hoc significatur his verbis, hominem colendo & operando terram, experturum eam sibi maledictam, id est, utilium rerum sterilem: contra vero inutilium & noxiarum feracem, nec quae ad victum necessaria, sunt: sine magno labore & sudore hominis generantem. In sacra enim Scriptura, ut vocabulum benedictionis copiam & abundantiam bonorum significat: ita maledictionis, bonorum inopiam sterilitatem, malorumque & miseriarum copiam.
...[Jerome] reads on Genesis, 'In your works'; in which way too the Seventy rendered it. But Jerome thought that 'works' here signifies not the tilling of the field, but sins. Whence in the Hebrew it is 'Cursed is the earth for your sake' [ארורה האדמה בעבודך, arurah hadamah baaburecha]. The Chaldaic paraphrase has it similarly, and so Aquila rendered it; but Theodotion translated it more clearly: 'Cursed,' he says, 'is the earth in your transgression.' But if we follow the literal history, this is signified by these words: that man, by tilling and working the earth, will find it cursed to himself — that is, sterile of useful things, but on the contrary fruitful of useless and noxious ones, nor producing what is necessary for sustenance without great labor and sweat of man. For in Sacred Scripture, as the word of blessing signifies plenty and abundance of goods, so the word of cursing signifies the lack and sterility of goods, and the abundance of evils and miseries.3



Nec putandum, naturalem terrae fertilitatem propter hominis peccatum, aut omnino demptam fuisse, aut diminutam: eodem modo se illa habuit ante & post hominis peccatum: sed propterea ita dictum est, quod ante peccatum non fuisset opus homini terram colere ad percipiendos fructus degendae vitae necessarios, aut certe sine labore & molestia fuisset culta. Etenim Paradisi terra, in qua versatus esset homo per se fertilissima, quaecumque ad hominis victum pertinuissent, sponte natura suppeditasset largissime, post peccatum autem foelicissimo Paradisi solo exterminatus homo, & multo magis quam fuisset antea multiplicatus, omnesque per terras dispersus, ex multis & diversis terris ac plerisque sterilibus, aut aegre fructus optatos ferentibus, alimenta sibi petere coactus est. Ante peccatum igitur etiam terra generabat tribulos & spinas, verum non Adamo, sed aut brutis, aut ob plenitudinem & universitatem specierum mundi.
Nor must it be thought that the natural fertility of the earth was either wholly removed or diminished on account of man's sin: it was the same before and after man's sin. But it was said so because before sin there would have been no need for man to till the earth to gain the fruits necessary for living out life, or at least it would have been cultivated without labor and trouble. For the earth of Paradise, in which man dwelt, most fertile of itself, would have supplied of its own accord and most abundantly whatever pertained to man's food; but after sin, man, exterminated from the most happy soil of Paradise, and multiplied far more than he would have been before, and dispersed through all lands, was compelled to seek his food from many and diverse lands, most of them sterile or barely bearing the desired fruits. Before sin, therefore, the earth also generated thistles and thorns, but not for Adam — rather for the brutes, or on account of the fullness and universality of the species of the world.4



Illud quod sequitur, Terra es & in terram reverteris, Aperte significat propter Adami peccatum, morte homini accidisse. Quod non intellexit Iosephus hoc loco scribens, si Adamus non peccasset, futuram ei fuisse quam longissimam vitam, tardissimamque senectutem: propter peccatum autem, & vitam fuisse diminutam, maturatamque senectutem: quae multis post saeculis haeresis fuit Pelagianorum affirmantium mortem esse naturalem homini, non autem ortam ex peccato: Adamumque, licet non peccasset, nihilominus tamen fuisse moriturum. In quam sententiam ivit quoque Eugubinus in libro suarum Annotationum super Genesim, in digressione de Paradiso. Verum ea opinio errorem continet, manifeste contrarium divinae Scripturae, tradenti, tum in libro Sapientiae capite secundo, tum etiam ad Romanos capite quinto, Deum fecisse hominem inexterminabilem, mortem vero propter peccatum & invidiam diaboli invasisse genus humanum: damnatum etiam ab Ecclesia & nuper in Concilio Tridentino sessione quinta de peccato originali, & olim in Concilio Milevitano cap. primo: refutatum quoque ab Aug. lib. 13. de Civitate Dei, ca. 15. ubi ait, inter Christianos qui veraciter Catholicam fidem tenent constare etiam...
That which follows, 'Earth you are, and to earth you shall return,' openly signifies that death befell man on account of Adam's sin. This Josephus did not understand, writing in this place that, if Adam had not sinned, he would have had a very long life and a very late old age, but that on account of sin his life was diminished and his old age hastened. This, many centuries later, was the heresy of the Pelagians, affirming death to be natural to man and not arisen from sin, and that Adam, even if he had not sinned, would nevertheless have died. Into which opinion Eugubinus too went, in the book of his Annotations on Genesis, in the digression on Paradise. But that opinion contains an error manifestly contrary to divine Scripture, which teaches — both in the book of Wisdom chapter 2, and also to the Romans chapter 5 — that God made man imperishable, but that death invaded the human race on account of sin and the envy of the devil; condemned also by the Church, and recently in the Council of Trent, session five on original sin, and formerly in the Council of Milevis chapter 1; refuted also by Augustine, book 13 of the City of God, chapter 15, where he says that among Christians who truly hold the Catholic faith it is agreed also...5



re, etiam ipsam corporis mortem non contigisse nobis lege naturae, sed merito inflictam esse lege peccati, quia peccatum vindicans Deus dixit primo homini, in quo tunc omnes eramus, Terra es, & in terram ibis. Et alias quidem supradictas poenas quidam vel in totum, vel certe maximam partem effugiunt: ut qui in labore hominum non sunt, & cum hominibus non flagellantur. At vero poena mortis communiter & aequaliter tenentur omnes: Mors enim, ut ille dixit Poeta, aequo pulsat pede pauperum tabernas Regumque turres.
...[it is agreed also] that even the death of the body itself did not befall us by the law of nature, but was deservedly inflicted by the law of sin, because God, avenging sin, said to the first man, in whom we all then were, 'Earth you are, and to earth you shall go.' And some indeed escape the other aforesaid penalties, either wholly or at least for the greatest part — as those who are not in the labor of men, and are not scourged along with men (Ps 72:5). But by the penalty of death all are held commonly and equally: for Death, as that Poet said, 'strikes with equal foot the huts of the poor and the towers of kings.'6



Verum licet mors poena fuerit peccati, fuit tamen ea maxime utilis & salutaris: ne & malitia & miseria hominis fieret immortalis: & ut metus impendentis mortis, & a male agendo revocaret, & sollicitaret ad bene agendum. Non equidem committam, ut non memorem hoc loco praeclaram Ruperti sententiam, fuisse homini post peccatum utilissimam, qua mulctatus a Deo est, mortis poenam, gravi & diserta oratione demonstrantis. Sic enim scribit in lib. 3. de Trinitate, & eius operibus, cap. 24. & 25. hunc ipsum in quo versamur Mosis locum pertractans:
But although death was a penalty of sin, it was nevertheless most useful and salutary: lest both the malice and the misery of man should become immortal; and that the fear of impending death might both recall from doing evil and prompt to doing good. I shall certainly not fail to recall in this place the excellent opinion of Rupert, demonstrating in weighty and eloquent speech that the penalty of death, by which man was mulcted by God, was most useful to man after sin. For thus he writes in book 3 On the Trinity and its Works, chapters 24 and 25, treating this very passage of Moses in which we are engaged:7



Saltem hac mortis plaga superbiam cineris domare, & redigendas in lutum cervices quandoque flectere habebat. Iam antea quidem miser homo vere mortuus, quia Deo mortuus erat, scilicet morte peccati, quae animam a Deo separat. Dixit autem Deus, quia in quocumque die comederis ex eo, morte morieris. At ille repentina petulantia carnis delibutus, eius mortis amaritudinem non sentiebat: quemadmodum & nos hodie, cum tam multos quotidie carne quoque morientes videamus, lasciviente adhuc sanguine iocamur ac ridemus: iamque gaudiis aeternis privati, & mox temporalibus quoque privandi, tamen laeti sumus. Quid si nunquam carne morituri essemus? Quomodo animae mortem, & futurum in fine saeculi iudicium surdis auribus praeteriremus, qui cras morituri hodieque superbimus? Quid inquam, si interim dum vivimus absque laboribus, & absque sudore vultus sui omnis homo pane suo vesceretur, cum semper in sollicitudine famis, & alternante diversarum rerum penuria, praeterea de imminente morte nobis semper incertis: tamen adhuc semetipsam caro nostra prae superbia nesciat, & libidinibus diffluat? Bene ergo Deus bonus, ne malam mortem animae suae homo nesciret, & securus usque ad ultimi iudicii diluculum in suis voluptatibus dormiret, morte carnis illum percellit: ut saltem eius instantis metu aliquis evigilet. Et interim quia saturitas panis & otium, istam quoque posset abolere sollicitudinem: voluit illum non sine laboribus & sudore vultus sui vesci pane suo: quinetiam fortiter laborantem, nonnunquam sterilibus annis magna ex parte privari fructu suo. Hoc non inutile homini esse, adeo verum est, ut Gentilium quoque Poeta eximius dicat: Pater ipse colendi / Haud facilem esse viam voluit, primusque per artem / Movit agros, curis acuens mortalia corda, / Nec torpore gravi passus sua regna veterno. Inutilem testatus est esse regno, quem Iovem esse dicebat, tor...
'At least by this stroke of death he had to tame the pride of ashes, and at some time to bend down to the mud necks that must be brought low. Already before, indeed, wretched man was truly dead, because he was dead to God — namely by the death of sin, which separates the soul from God. But God had said, that on whatever day you eat of it, you shall die the death. Yet he, smeared over with the sudden wantonness of the flesh, did not feel the bitterness of that death: just as we too today, when we see so many dying daily in the flesh as well, still, with wanton blood, jest and laugh; and, already deprived of eternal joys and soon to be deprived of temporal ones too, we are nonetheless merry. What if we were never going to die in the flesh? How would we pass over with deaf ears the death of the soul and the coming judgment at the end of the age — we who, though to die tomorrow, are proud today? What, I say, if meanwhile, while we live, every man were to eat his bread without labors and without the sweat of his face, when even always in the anxiety of hunger, and the alternating scarcity of diverse things, and moreover ever uncertain of impending death — our flesh still, from pride, does not know itself, and dissolves in lusts? Well, then, the good God, lest man be ignorant of the evil death of his soul, and, secure until the dawn of the last judgment, sleep in his pleasures, strikes him with the death of the flesh, that at least by fear of its imminence someone may awake. And meanwhile, because fullness of bread and leisure could abolish this anxiety too, he willed him to eat his bread not without labors and the sweat of his face; nay even, though laboring stoutly, to be robbed sometimes in barren years of the greatest part of his fruit. That this is not useless to man is so true that even a distinguished Poet of the Gentiles says: The Father himself willed that the way of tillage should not be easy, and first stirred the fields by art, sharpening mortal hearts with cares, nor suffered his realms to grow sluggish in heavy torpor.' He testified that torpor, which he said was Jove, was useless to a kingdom...8



porem vel otium, quamvis utpote Gentilis praetereat, quod ex otio nascitur peccatum. Qui tamen gloriabundus, alio loco & cuiusdam infantuli adulatoriis vacans blanditiis, pro magna felicitate spontaneas divitias inter cetera promittit: Molli paulatim flavescet campus arista, / Incultusque rubens pendebit sentibus uva, / Et durae quercus sudabunt roscida mella. Et reliqua. Sed non mirum de hoc nullius bonae professionis homine ethnico, cum & plerique nominis Christiani professores fuerint, qui non ignorantes saturitatem panis & otium, peccatum fuisse Sodomorum, mille annos Christo futuros esse praedicaverunt, dicentes, tunc nobis centupla omnium rerum quas dimisimus, carnaliter esse reddenda: non recogitantes, quod si in ceteris digna sit retributio, in uxoribus appareat turpitudo, ut qui unam pro Domino dimiserit, centum recipiat in futuro.
'...torpor or leisure — though, as a Gentile, he passes over the fact that from leisure is born sin. Yet the same [poet], boastful, in another place, indulging in the flattering blandishments of a certain little infant, promises among other things, as a great felicity, spontaneous riches: The field will slowly grow golden with the soft ear of corn, and the reddening grape will hang from the untended brambles, and the hard oaks will sweat dewy honey — and the rest. But this is no wonder in this pagan, a man of no good profession, since even many professors of the Christian name have there been who, not ignorant that fullness of bread and leisure was the sin of the Sodomites, yet preached that a thousand years were to come for Christ [on earth], saying that then a hundredfold of all the things we have given up were to be restored to us carnally — not considering that, if in other things the recompense be worthy, in the case of wives a foulness would appear, so that whoever gave up one wife for the Lord should receive a hundred in the future.'9



Et capite sequenti: Igitur non irata iustitiae sed miserationis est gratiae, quod vitiatum hominem, Deus mortalem esse, & interim dum vivit in laboribus pane suo vesci voluit, ut videlicet antequam veniret dies iudicii, quo cum peccatore antiquo damnandi sunt omnes iniqui, resipiscant aliqui laboribus & doloribus tandemque ipsa morte eruditi, quatenus vel sola vexatio det intellectum auditui. Quod Gentilium quoque quidam philosophus Plotinus sentiens, & rationabiliter utilem esse arbitratus hominibus mortalitatem, Tunc Pater, inquit, misericors mortalia illis condebat corpora. Adeo hoc expedire persensit, ut Deum in eo misericordem assereret, quod homines mortales esse voluit. Porro illorum, qui nec tantis paterna disciplina verberibus afflicti resipiscunt damnatio iusta est, quia culpa inexcusabilis est. Quid enim ultra faciat Deus, ut eos a malis coerceat? Super quo, inquit, percutiam vos ultra, addentes praevaricationem? Terra vestra deserta, & civitates vestrae succensae igni: Regionem vestram coram vobis alieni devorant, & desolabitur sicut in vastitate hostili: Haec cum per Prophetam dicit, profecto illud patenter innuit, quod & universum genus humanum & ipsa tandem morte percusserit, ut non, sicut immortalis diabolus, adderent praevaricationem, sed potius ab antiquae praevaricationis superbia per humilitatem poenitentiae refugerent.
'And in the following chapter: Therefore it is not of angry justice but of merciful grace, that God willed vitiated man to be mortal, and meanwhile, while he lives, to eat his bread in labors — namely, that before the day of judgment comes, on which, together with the ancient sinner, all the wicked are to be condemned, some may come to their senses, taught by labors and pains and at last by death itself, so that even vexation alone may give understanding to the hearing. Which a certain philosopher of the Gentiles too, Plotinus, perceiving, and reasonably judging mortality useful to men, says: Then the merciful Father was framing for them mortal bodies. So deeply did he perceive this to be expedient, that he asserted God to be merciful in this, that he willed men to be mortal. Furthermore, of those who, not even afflicted with so many stripes of fatherly discipline, come to their senses, the damnation is just, because the fault is inexcusable. For what more should God do to restrain them from evils? Concerning which he says: Wherein shall I strike you further, you who add transgression? Your land is deserted, and your cities burned with fire; strangers devour your region before you, and it shall be made desolate as in hostile devastation. When he says these things through the Prophet, he plainly hints at this: that he has struck the whole human race, and struck it at last with death itself, so that they might not, like the immortal devil, add transgression, but rather flee from the pride of the ancient transgression through the humility of penitence.'10



Ad hoc valet & illud, quod eiusdem mortis diem vel horam homini incognitam esse voluit, ut dum nescitur quando sit, quae sine dubio futura est; semper sollicitum reddat, semperque suspectum superbire non sinat. Dixit enim indefinite, Donec revertaris in terram, de qua sumptus es: & non dixit, usque ad tot annos, vel tot dies, quibus transactis statim reverteris in terram de qua sumptus es. Ita ergo vivere hominem voluit, quasi altera die iudicandum, & rationem de propriis factis redditurum. Et vide quam terribiliter hominem qui existimavit inique quod esset Deo similis, arguat, & statuat eum contra faciem suam dicendo, Quia pulvis es, & in pulvere reverteris. Huius sententiae percussione adeo natura sentit, ut hominibus antiquitus in summa afflictione pro maximo doloris instrumento capita cinere aspergere solenne fuerit. Verum haec propriae conditionis recordatio, tunc utiliter se aperit, cum ex sapienti humilitate procedit, iuxta exemplum patris Abrahae dicentis, Loquar ad Domi...
'To this end serves also that he willed the day or hour of this same death to be unknown to man, so that, while it is not known when it will be — which without doubt will be — it may always render him solicitous, and, always apprehensive, not suffer him to be proud. For he said indefinitely, Until you return to the earth from which you were taken; and he did not say, up to so many years, or so many days, which passed you shall at once return to the earth from which you were taken. Thus, therefore, he willed man to live as if to be judged the next day, and to render an account of his own deeds. And see how terribly he rebukes the man who unjustly reckoned himself to be like God, and sets him against his own face by saying, Because you are dust, and to dust you shall return. By the stroke of this sentence nature is so affected that among men of old, in the utmost affliction, it was customary, as the greatest instrument of grief, to sprinkle their heads with ashes. But this recollection of one's own condition then usefully discloses itself, when it proceeds from wise humility, after the example of father Abraham saying, I will speak to my Lord...'11



num meum, cum sim pulvis & cinis. Cum enim haec humiliter nos recordamur, misericorditer & ipse recordatur, sicut scriptum est; Quomodo miseretur pater filiorum, misertus est Dominus timentibus se, quoniam ipse cognovit figmentum nostrum, & recordatus est quoniam pulvis sumus. Hucusque sunt aurea plane verba Ruperti.
'...my Lord, since I am dust and ashes.' For when we humbly recall these things, mercifully he too recalls, as it is written: As a father pities his children, the Lord has pitied those who fear him, for he knew our frame, and remembered that we are dust. Thus far are the plainly golden words of Rupert.12



Translator’s notes
	New lemma: Genesis 3:17-19 (set off by a horizontal rule). ↩
	Adam and all his posterity recognized this sentence (Gen 3:17-19) as most just and most true, by the perpetual experience of the threatened evils. Jerome (Traditiones Hebraicae in Genesim) on the phrase 'In opere tuo' begins. Marginal gloss: 'Hieronym.' Catchword: 'Genesim'; page footer signature 'SSS 3.' ↩
	Continuing Jerome (Traditiones Hebraicae in Genesim) on Gen 3:17 'in opere tuo': the LXX 'in your works'; Jerome takes 'works' as 'sins,' whence the Hebrew, Chaldaic, Aquila and Theodotion read 'Cursed is the earth for your sake / in your transgression.' HEBREW GLYPH verified by magnification (three stacked words in the margin): ארורה האדמה בעבודך (arurah hadamah baaburecha, 'cursed is the earth in your labor,' Gen 3:17), transliterated in the margin 'arurah / hadamah / baburecha.' Marginal gloss: 'Verba Hebraea sunt' + the three words. Running head misprinted '684' (= true 694 minus 10); true printed page 694. ↩
	How the earth was 'cursed' on account of sin: not that its natural fertility was removed or diminished, but that after sin man must gain his food by toil, dispersed over sterile lands; even before sin the earth bore thorns, but for the brutes, not for Adam. Marginal gloss: 'Quomodo terra fuerit maledicta propter peccatum.' ↩
	'Earth you are, and to earth you shall return' (Gen 3:19) proves death came from Adam's sin. Refutes the error (Josephus, Antiq. 1; Eugubinus; the Pelagians) that death is natural, not from sin, so that Adam would have died anyway — contrary to Wisd 2 and Rom 5 (God made man imperishable, death from sin and the devil's envy); condemned at Trent (sess. 5) and the Council of Milevis (c. 1); refuted by Augustine, De Civitate Dei 13.15. Marginal glosses: 'Falsa opinio Iosephi, Eugubini & Pelagianorum de morte corporali. Iosephus lib. 1 Antiquit.'; 'Conc. Trid.'; 'Concilium Milevitanum.' Catchword: 're etiam' (constare etiam; continues on the next page). ↩
	End of the Augustine quote (De Civitate Dei 13.15): bodily death is penal, not natural ('Terra es, et in terram ibis'). Some escape the other penalties (Ps 72:5 'in labore hominum non sunt'), but death holds all equally — Horace, Odes 1.4 'aequo pulsat pede pauperum tabernas Regumque turres.' Marginal glosses: 'Psalm. 72'; 'Hor. lib. 1. Carminum.' Running head '685'; true printed page 695. ↩
	Although death was penal, it was most useful and salutary (lest man's malice and misery become immortal; the fear of death recalls from evil, prompts to good). Introduces Rupert, De Trinitate et operibus eius 3.24-25, on the usefulness of mortality. Marginal gloss: 'Egregia Ruperti sententia, quod post peccatum fuerit homini utilissimum, obnoxium esse morti.' ↩
	Rupert (De Trin. 3.24-25) at length: this stroke of death tames the pride of ashes; man was already dead in soul by sin but felt not death's bitterness; if we never died in the flesh we would ignore the soul's death and the final judgment; God struck man with bodily death that some might awake; willed him to eat bread by labor and sweat, sometimes robbed of harvest in barren years. Quotes Virgil, Georgics 1.121-124 ('Pater ipse colendi haud facilem esse viam voluit...'), that torpor (which Virgil called 'Jove') is useless to a kingdom. Marginal glosses: 'Vtile esse hominem laboribus exerceri'; 'Virg. 1. Geo.' Catchword: 'porem' (torporem; continues on the next page). ↩
	Rupert (continued): Virgil (Ecl. 4.28-30, 'Molli paulatim flavescet campus arista...') promising a golden age of spontaneous riches — the millenarian/chiliast error, also held by some Christians who, forgetting that ease was Sodom's sin, preached a carnal thousand-year kingdom with a hundredfold restored (the absurdity of a hundred wives). Marginal glosses: 'Eccle. 33'; 'Virgil. Egl. 4'; 'Ezech. 16'; 'Haec sumpta sunt ex Hieronymo in Matthaeum cap. 19.' Running head '686'; true printed page 696. ↩
	Rupert (continued): God's making man mortal and to eat bread in labor is of mercy, not wrath — that some may repent before judgment, taught by toil, pain, and death ('vexatio dabit intellectum auditui,' Isa 28:19). Even the pagan Plotinus judged mortality merciful ('Then the merciful Father framed for them mortal bodies'). Those unmoved by such discipline are justly damned (Isa 1:5-7, 'Super quo percutiam vos ultra...'). God struck the race with death lest, like the immortal devil, they add transgression. Marginal glosses: 'Esaia 28. Deus est misericors in eo quod diu nos vivere non sinit'; 'Esaia 1.' ↩
	Rupert (conclusion): God left death's day/hour unknown ('Until you return to the earth,' not a fixed term) to keep man ever solicitous and humble, living as if to be judged the next day; 'Because you are dust' rebukes the man who thought himself like God; hence the ancient custom of sprinkling ashes on the head in affliction. Such recollection is useful when from wise humility — as Abraham, 'I will speak to my Lord, though I am dust and ashes' (Gen 18:27). Marginal gloss: 'Matth. 25.' Catchword: 'num' (Dominum; continues on the next page). ↩
	End of the Rupert quote (Gen 18:27, 'cum sim pulvis et cinis'; Ps 102/103:13-14, 'As a father pities his children... he remembered that we are dust'); 'the plainly golden words of Rupert.' Marginal glosses: 'Genes. 18'; 'Psal. 102.' Running head '687'; true printed page 697. ↩




And Adam called the name of his wife Eve, because she was the mother of all the living

LatineEnglish


And Adam called the name of his wife Eve, because she was the mother of all the living.1
Et vocavit Adam nomen uxoris suae Eva, eo quod mater esset cunctorum viventium.



Nomen Evae tam apud Graecos, quam apud Latinos corrupte legitur: nec ea vox capit etymologiam quam tradit hoc loco divina Scriptura. Quapropter dicendum esset pro Eva, חוה Chavah: ducitur enim a חי Chai, quod significat viventem vel animalem. Ponitur autem, חוה Chavah, pro חיה Chaiah: nam ratio nominis est, quia ipsa erat futura mater omnium viventium: חוה Chavah autem non significat vivere, sed nunciare: חיה Chaiah, vero significat vivere, & litterae, א ה ו י (A, E, V, I), sunt ad invicem permutabiles, ut ex grammatica constat. Atque huius nominis corruptela apud Latinos fecit, ut multi dixerint, Ave dictum esse ab, Eva, per inversionem litterarum: ob idque Gabrielem archangelum, Deiparam virginem salutando, dixisse ei, Ave, quasi ea mundo latura esset bona plane contraria iis malis, quae invexerat Eva.
The name of Eve is read corruptly both among the Greeks and among the Latins: nor does that word contain the etymology which divine Scripture hands down in this place. Wherefore, for 'Eva,' it ought to be said חוה Chavah; for it is derived from חי Chai, which signifies living or animate. But חוה Chavah is put for חיה Chaiah: for the reason of the name is that she was to be the future mother of all the living. Now חוה Chavah does not signify 'to live,' but 'to announce'; whereas חיה Chaiah signifies 'to live'; and the letters א ה ו י (A, E, V, I) are mutually interchangeable, as is clear from grammar. And the corruption of this name among the Latins brought it about that many said 'Ave' was said from 'Eva' by inversion of the letters; and on that account that Gabriel the archangel, in saluting the Virgin Mother of God, said to her 'Ave,' as if she were to bring to the world goods plainly contrary to those evils which Eve had brought in.2



Non satis liquet an haec impositio nominis praepostero ordine narretur a Mose, sitque id nominis impositum uxori ab Adamo vel ante peccatum, vel postquam e paradiso sunt eiecti: non enim verisimile fit, cum Adamus iudicio Dei vehementer premeretur, inter medias poenas & flagella, amarissimamque mortis denunciationem, quasi tranquillo & vacuo animo, de imponendo nomine uxori cogitasse. Nec desunt qui existiment, Adamum ingenti dolore obstupefactum, quod tantis bonis spoliatus esset, tantisque malis mortique malorum omnium extremo addictus, uxorem suam eorum malorum auctorem & mortis causam, ceu per amarum quemdam iocum acerbamque ironiam appellasse Matrem viventium: quemadmodum Graeci furias infernales appellant Eumenides, id est, faciles ac mites, a contrario nempe, quippe cum sint durae & inexorabiles. Illa verba, Quod esset Mater cunctorum viventium, sunt ipsius Mosis: & illud, Esset dictum est, pro futura esset. Eugubinus ridet Lyranum, interpretantem nomen Evae tanquam significans matrem omnium, non simpliciter, sed aerumnose ac misere viventium. Sunt qui opinentur, sic uxorem suam appellasse Adamum, habito respectu ad venturum Messiam, a quo solo peccati sui remedium expectabat, qui nasciturus erat ex sola muliere sine commixtione viri: & iccirco mulier dicta est Mater omnium viventium, non autem Adam dictus est Pater omnium viventium.
It is not sufficiently clear whether this imposition of the name is narrated by Moses in inverted order, and whether that name was imposed on the wife by Adam either before sin, or after they were cast out of paradise: for it is not likely that Adam, when he was vehemently pressed by God's judgment, amid penalties and scourges and the most bitter announcement of death, should, as if with tranquil and empty mind, have thought about imposing a name on his wife. Nor are there lacking those who think that Adam, stupefied with immense grief because he had been stripped of such goods, and consigned to such evils and to death, the last of all evils, called his wife — the author of those evils and the cause of death — 'Mother of the living' as if by a bitter jest and harsh irony: just as the Greeks call the infernal Furies 'Eumenides,' that is, 'the kindly and mild,' by contraries, since they are hard and inexorable. Those words, 'That she was the Mother of all the living,' are Moses's own; and that 'she was' is said for 'she would be.' Eugubinus laughs at Lyranus, who interprets the name of Eve as signifying the mother of all — not simply, but of those living wretchedly and miserably. There are those who think that Adam so called his wife with regard to the coming Messiah, from whom alone he awaited the remedy of his sin, who was to be born from a woman alone without the intercourse of a man; and for that reason the woman was called Mother of all the living, but Adam was not called Father of all the living.3



Ergo plus meo iudicio novitatis & admirationis habet quam fidei quae est apud Rupertum, in capite 26. libri tertii de Trinitate & eius operibus, horum verborum interpretatio & sententia. Censet enim Rupertus, Adamum ex ingenti superbia, animique pervicacia, hanc divinam sententiam mortis adversum se pronuntiatam aut minime credentem, aut parvipendentem, appellasse uxorem suam matrem viventium: quasi diceret, Nec timeo mortem, quinimo & me victurum credo nihilominus, quam si non peccassem: & idcirco uxorem meam appellari Evam volo, quod futura sit mater viventium. Sed audiat Lector Rupertum suis ipsum verbis sententiam hanc explicantem:
Therefore, in my judgment, the interpretation and opinion of these words which is in Rupert (in chapter 26 of the third book On the Trinity and its Works) has more of novelty and wonder than of credibility. For Rupert thinks that Adam, out of immense pride and obstinacy of mind, either not at all believing or making light of this divine sentence of death pronounced against himself, called his wife 'mother of the living': as if he said, 'I do not fear death; nay rather, I believe I shall live nonetheless, just as if I had not sinned; and therefore I wish my wife to be called Eve, because she will be the mother of the living.' But let the reader hear Rupert himself explaining this opinion in his own words:4



Quid, ait, insanius, quam in illo talis causae iudicio illam nuncupare Evam, id est, vitam quae vitam in se non habebat: eamque dicere matrem cunctorum viventium, quae potius mater est cunctorum morientium? omnes enim in peccato eius moriuntur, & nemo filiorum vivit, nisi qui per unum hominem Christum vivificantur. Mirabile itaque est, quod ubi mortis corporeae sententia ferebatur, iam spirituali morte mortuus, & postea corporali etiam moriturus, illic uxorem suam Evam, id est, vitam appellavit. Igitur cum hoc narravit Moses, Adamum accepta mortis sententia uxorem suam appellasse nomine vitae, hoc proculdubio significare voluit. Quemadmodum superius dicenti Deo, In quocumque die comederis ex hoc ligno, morte morieris; non credidit, sed comedit: quia mulierem quae prior comederat, non statim corporaliter mortuam esse vidit: Sic & nunc dicenti Deo, Quia pulvis es, & in pulverem reverteris, adeo non credidit, ut e contrario vocaret nomen uxoris suae Evam, id est, vitam, eo quod mater esset cunctorum viventium. Sic Rupertus.
'What,' he says, 'is more insane than, in the judgment of such a cause, to name her Eve, that is, life — she who did not have life in herself; and to call her mother of all the living, who is rather the mother of all the dying? For all die in her sin, and none of her children lives, except those who are made alive through the one man Christ. It is therefore marvelous that, where the sentence of bodily death was being pronounced, he — already dead by spiritual death, and afterward about to die bodily too — there called his wife Eve, that is, life. Therefore, when Moses narrated this, that Adam, having received the sentence of death, called his wife by the name of life, he doubtless wished to signify this: just as, when God said above, On whatever day you eat of this tree, you shall die the death, he did not believe, but ate — because he saw that the woman who had first eaten did not immediately die bodily — so now too, when God says, Because you are dust, and to dust you shall return, he so far did not believe, that on the contrary he called his wife's name Eve, that is, life, because she was the mother of all the living.' Thus Rupert.5



Translator’s notes
	New lemma: Genesis 3:20 (set off and centered). ↩
	The etymology of 'Eve' (Gen 3:20). HEBREW GLYPHS verified by magnification: חוה (Chavah, 'Eve'; chet-vav-he) appears three times; חי (Chai, 'living'; chet-yod) once; חיה (Chaiah, 'to live'; chet-yod-he) once; and the four permutable/quiescent letters א ה ו י (aleph-he-vav-yod = the transliterated 'A, E, V, I'). Pererius: the name should be Chavah, from Chai/Chaiah ('living'); the letters are interchangeable; whence the Latin corruption made many derive the angelic 'Ave' from 'Eva' by inversion (Gabriel's salutation of Mary bringing goods contrary to Eve's evils). Marginal gloss: 'De Etymologia nominis Evae.' ↩
	When and how the name was imposed: unclear whether before sin or after expulsion (unlikely amid God's judgment). Some hold Adam, grief-stricken, called her 'Mother of the living' by bitter irony (as the Greeks call the Furies 'Eumenides,' the kindly ones, by contraries). 'That she was the mother of all living' is Moses's own gloss ('was' for 'would be'). Eugubinus mocks Lyra (Nicholas of Lyra), who took it as mother of those living wretchedly. A Messianic reading: Adam named her with regard to the coming Messiah, to be born of a woman alone without a man — hence she, not Adam, is called parent of all the living. Marginal glosses: 'Quando nomen Evae sit impositum primae mulieri'; 'Cur Eva non Adamus mater omnium viventium dicta sit.' Page footer signature 'TTT'; catchword 'ERGO.' ↩
	Pererius introduces (and finds 'more wondrous than probable') Rupert's reading (De Trinitate et operibus 3.26) of the naming of Eve: that Adam, from pride and disbelief in the death-sentence, named his wife 'mother of the living' as a defiant boast ('I do not fear death... I wish her called Eve'). Marginal gloss: 'Mirabilis, sed non probabilis Ruperti sententia.' Running head '688'; true printed page 698. ↩
	Rupert's own words (De Trin. 3.26): it is 'insane' that Adam named her 'life' (mother of the living) when she is rather mother of all the dying — all die in her sin, none lives but through Christ; Adam, dead in soul and doomed to bodily death, still disbelieved the sentence 'you are dust' (as he had disbelieved 'you shall die the death,' seeing Eve not die at once), and so defiantly called her Eve = life. ↩




Verse 21. The Lord God also made for Adam and his wife garments of skins, and clothed them

LatineEnglish


Verse 21. The Lord God also made for Adam and his wife garments of skins, and clothed them.1
VERS. 21. Fecit quoque Dominus Deus Adae & uxori eius tunicas pelliceas, & induit eos.



Super his verbis: primum, quales fuerint illae tunicae pelliceae, & quomodo confectae: deinde cur eiusmodi tunicis Deus primos illos homines induere voluerit: in praesentia disputandum est. Origenes in commentariis suis super Genesim, ut de eo referunt Methodius & Epiphanius in Ancorato, quod dicitur de tunicis pelliceis, id non proprie, sed metaphorice, ac figurate intelligendum esse censuit. Significari autem, primos homines post peccatum corpore mortali ac caduco, fragili, & innumeris malis atque miseriis obnoxio fuisse indutos. Ridiculum enim esse, existimare Deum quasi sutorem quendam vel coriarium, decoriatis mortuis animantibus, pelles eorum in humanarum vestium usum aptasse, atque concinnasse. Similis est Gregorii Nysseni, & aliorum quorundam interpretatio. Verum hi si putent, hanc esse Mosis germanam & historicam verborum sententiam, sine dubitatione falsos eos esse dixerim. Est enim huius loci, ut superiorum...
Concerning these words: first, what those garments of skins were, and how made; then why God willed to clothe those first men with such garments — this is now to be disputed. Origen, in his commentaries on Genesis (as Methodius and Epiphanius in the Ancoratus report of him), judged that what is said of the garments of skins is to be understood not properly, but metaphorically and figuratively; and that it signifies that the first men, after sin, were clothed with a mortal and perishable body, fragile and subject to innumerable evils and miseries. For it is ridiculous, [he says], to think that God, like some cobbler or leather-worker, from dead animals flayed, fitted and dressed their skins for the use of human garments. Similar is the interpretation of Gregory of Nyssa and certain others. But if these think this is the genuine and historical sense of Moses's words, I should say without doubt that they are mistaken. For it belongs to this passage, as to the previous ones...2



rum rerum historica narratio: ob idque, ut ipsa verba sonant, sic accipienda est. Nec mirum videri debet Deum homini vestes comparasse, cum cibum ei certum etiam praestituerit, atque assignaverit. Quin ipse Origenes homilia 6. in Leviticum intellexisse videtur, illas fuisse veras tunicas pelliceas, idoneas scilicet vestiendis peccatoribus, ut quae mortalitatis, cui propter peccatum fuerat homo subiectus, & fragilitatis quae ex carnis corruptela oritur, indices ac testes essent.
...an historical narration of things; and on that account, as the words themselves sound, it is so to be taken. Nor should it seem a wonder that God procured garments for man, since he also appointed and assigned him certain food. Nay, Origen himself, in homily 6 on Leviticus, seems to have understood that those were true garments of skins, suitable, namely, for clothing sinners, so as to be signs and witnesses of the mortality to which man had been subjected on account of sin, and of the fragility which arises from the corruption of the flesh.3



Augustinus 39. capite libri 11. de Genesi ad litteram, quae scripta sunt de tunicis pelliceis, historice dicta, & intelligenda arbitratur: quanquam illud ad figurandum, & significandum aliquid factum scriptumque fuerit. Sic enim ait: Et hoc, de tunicis scilicet pelliceis, significationis gratia factum est, sed tamen factum: sicut illa quae significationis gratia dicta sunt, sed dicta tamen sunt. Hoc enim, quod saepe dixi, nec me sapius piget dicere, a narratore rerum proprie gestarum exigendum est, ut ea narret facta esse, quae facta sunt: & ea dicta esse, quae dicta sunt. Sicut autem in factis quaeritur quid factum sit, & quid significet: ita & in verbis quid dictum sit, & quid significet. Sive enim figurate, sive proprie dictum sit, quod dictum esse narratur, dictum tamen esse, non debet putari figuratum.
Augustine, in the 39th chapter of book 11 On Genesis according to the Letter, judges that what is written of the garments of skins was said and is to be understood historically, although it was done and written to figure and signify something. For thus he says: 'And this too — namely of the garments of skins — was done for the sake of signification, but nevertheless done: just as those things which were said for the sake of signification were nevertheless said. For this, which I have often said and am not ashamed to say again, must be required of a narrator of things properly done: that he narrate those things to have been done which were done, and those to have been said which were said. But as in deeds it is asked what was done and what it signifies, so also in words, what was said and what it signifies. For whether it was said figuratively or properly, what is narrated to have been said must nevertheless not be thought merely to have been figured [and not really said].'4



Sed unde aut quomodo illae vestes confectae sunt? Existimant nonnulli, illas vestes ex pellibus animalium non esse factas, sed ex arborum corticibus aptatis ad vestium humanarum compositionem & usum, rationem eas conficiendi Deo primis illis hominibus suggerente. Huius sententiae auctorem Barcepha in libro suo de Paradiso laudat Gregorium Nazianzenum: cuius etiam probatores, defensoresque fuere Theodorus Heracleae, & Gennadius Constantinopoleos Episcopi. Verum, ut vulgatior, ita probabilior est opinio, fuisse vestes ex animalium pellibus confectas. Nusquam enim in Scriptura vocabulum Hebraeum, quod est hoc loco [עור, or], significat corticem arboris, sed ubique pellem animalis. Nec est curiosis disquirendum, quomodo factae sint vestes: fieri enim potuerunt vel ex nihilo, vel ex aliqua materia subito Dei potentia commutata in pelles, vel caesis animalibus detractae pelles, ad formam & usum vestium accommodari potuerunt.
But whence or how were those garments made? Some think that those garments were made not from the skins of animals, but from the bark of trees, adapted to the composition and use of human garments, God suggesting to those first men the method of making them. As author of this opinion, Barcepha, in his book on Paradise, praises Gregory Nazianzen; of which [opinion] the approvers and defenders too were Theodore of Heraclea and Gennadius, bishops of Constantinople. But, as the more common, so the more probable is the opinion that the garments were made from the skins of animals. For nowhere in Scripture does the Hebrew word which is in this place [עור, 'or] signify the bark of a tree, but everywhere the skin of an animal. Nor is it to be curiously inquired how the garments were made: for they could have been made either from nothing, or from some matter suddenly changed by God's power into skins, or the skins stripped from slaughtered animals could have been fitted to the form and use of garments.5



Nam quod Theodoretus huic obiicit interpretationi, non potuisse id fieri sine interitu alicuius speciei animantium: bina enim tantum in unaquaque specie animalium; unum scilicet marem, unamque feminam fuisse in exordio mundi a Deo creata, ut ipse putat, nec verum est, nec verisimile, nec potest probari ex divina Scriptura. Quin potius multa secundum quamque speciem utriusque sexus animalia esse facta, magis consentaneum rationi est, & a nobis superioribus libris demonstratum. Quidnam vero Theodoretus senserit de vestibus illis pelliceis, si lector etiam cum cura legat ac perpendat, quae ab eo trigesimam nonam quaestionem in Genesim explicante scripta sunt, vix divinare poterit: adeo verba eius obscura & in ambiguum implicata sunt. Varias narrat, miscetque, atque confundit sententias, easdemque...
For as to what Theodoret objects to this interpretation — that it could not have been done without the destruction of some species of animals, since (as he thinks) only two of each species of animals, namely one male and one female, were created by God at the beginning of the world — it is neither true, nor likely, nor can be proved from divine Scripture. Nay rather, that many animals of each sex according to each species were made is more consonant with reason, and was demonstrated by us in the earlier books. But what Theodoret really thought of those garments of skins, even if the reader read and weigh with care what was written by him in explaining the thirty-ninth question on Genesis, he will scarcely be able to divine: so obscure and involved in ambiguity are his words. He narrates, mixes, and confounds various opinions, and the same...6



primum quidem probans, mox improbans, tandemque nec probans nec improbans, sed in medio & incerto relinquens. Hugo S. Victoris interpretatur factas esse illas tunicas, vel ex elementis vel ministerio Angelorum, vel Deum docuisse primos illos homines rationem comparandi sibi vestes ex pellibus animalium. Rupertus, illud, Fecit, dictum credit pro eo quod est, iussit fieri ab illis, fecitque potestatem caedendi animalia, si non ad victum, saltem ad vestitum, declaravitque; facto propter peccatum humano corpore fragili admodum & patibili, ipsis extra Paradisum habitaturis, eiusmodi vestibus opus esse. Ad hunc autem modum verba haec Mosis tractans Rupertus, scribit li. 3. de Trinitate & eius operibus. c. 27.
...[Theodoret] first indeed approving, then disapproving, and at last neither approving nor disapproving, but leaving it in the middle and uncertain. Hugh of St Victor interprets that those garments were made either from the elements, or by the ministry of Angels, or that God taught those first men the method of procuring garments for themselves from the skins of animals. Rupert believes that the word 'He made' is said for 'He commanded it to be made by them,' and gave and declared [them] the power of slaying animals — if not for food, at least for clothing — the human body having been made, on account of sin, very fragile and passible, and they being about to dwell outside Paradise, so that they had need of such garments. Treating these words of Moses in this manner, Rupert writes, in book 3 On the Trinity and its Works, chapter 27:7



Et hoc leviter dictum, ac paene risui proximum videtur, quod Dominus Deus tunicas pelliceas fecerit Adae, & uxori eius. Nec enim eiusdem dignitatis est, detractas mortuis animantibus pelliculas consuere, & tunicas facere, cuius sunt ea, quae hactenus de Domino Deo dicta sunt, Verbi gratia, coelum sicut pellem extendere, terram fundare, solem, lunam, & stellas in firmamento ponere postremo ipsorum animantium, quorum pelliculae sunt naturas condere. Unde & nonnulli hoc opificium Deo adscribere in tantum refugerunt, ut dicerent tunc primum corpora illis facta esse, & idcirco pro corporibus tunicas pelliceas esse dictas, quia sicut nunc tunicis vestiuntur corpora, sic tunc Deus propter peccatum corporibus vestierit animas. Sed hic error omni irrisione dignus, iamdudum explosus est. Melius sapere oportet, terrena corpora quasdam quidem esse animarum tunicas: veruntamen ipsa prius esse facta, quam animas, sic enim suprascriptum est, quia prius formavit Dominus Deus hominem de limo terrae, & deinde inspiravit in faciem eius spiraculum vitae. Quid ergo inquis, Nunquid Dominus Deus sutor, aut pellifex erat, & impensa artis opera tunicas fecit pelliceas? Fecit utique tunicas pelliceas, quia sic praesens testatur Scriptura: non tamen cogit nos confiteri, quod eo modo quem rideant, sed eo modo quem flere debeant omnes tunicati, fecerit illas, Fecit enim, id est, faciendi necessitatem illis imposuit. Talia quippe tamque misera propter peccatum corpora esse voluit, quae sine tunicis pelliceis durare non possunt. Et notandum, quod non qualescumque tunicas, sed tunicas, fecit illis pelliceas: hoc optime dictum est. Nec enim solummodo ob libidinem turpia, vel pudenda, sed etiam ad patientiam frigoris infirma sunt nuda sexus utriusque corpora. Bene ergo non tantum tunicas sed tunicas pelliceas illis fecisse dicitur Dominus Deus: quia iuste talia voluit illorum esse corpora, quae non solum tegi propter turpitudinem, sed etiam calefieri opus esset propter infirmitatem. Habes itaque duo miseriis solatia: cum labore & indigentia homini proposita, victum scilicet & vestitum. Victum, ubi paulo ante dixit, In sudore vultus tui vesceris pane tuo: Vestitum, ubi nunc dictum est, Fecit quoque Dominus Deus Adae & uxori eius tunicas pelliceas, & induit eos. Haec Rupertus.
'And this too seems lightly said, and almost next to laughter — that the Lord God made garments of skins for Adam and his wife. For it is not of the same dignity to sew together the little skins stripped from dead animals and to make garments, [as] whose are those things which have hitherto been said of the Lord God — for example, to stretch out the heaven like a skin, to found the earth, to set the sun, moon, and stars in the firmament, and finally to establish the natures of the very animals whose skins they are. Whence some so shrank from ascribing this workmanship to God, that they said the bodies were then first made for them, and therefore that "garments of skins" were said for "bodies" — because, as now bodies are clothed with garments, so then God, on account of sin, clothed the souls with bodies. But this error, worthy of all mockery, was long ago exploded. It behooves us to know better: that earthly bodies are indeed a kind of garment of the souls, yet that they themselves were made before the souls, for so it is written above — that first the Lord God formed man from the mud of the earth, and then breathed into his face the breath of life. What then, you say — Was the Lord God a cobbler, or a skinner, and made garments of skins with lavish work of art? He did indeed make garments of skins, because the present Scripture so testifies; yet it does not compel us to confess that he made them in the way at which [some] laugh, but in the way over which all the clothed ought to weep. For "He made" means that he imposed on them the necessity of making [them]. For he willed the bodies to be, on account of sin, so wretched that without garments of skins they cannot endure. And it must be noted that he made for them not just any garments, but garments of skins: this was most excellently said. For the naked bodies of both sexes are not only shameful and to be blushed at on account of lust, but also weak for enduring cold. Well, therefore, is the Lord God said to have made for them not only garments, but garments of skins: because he justly willed their bodies to be such as needed not only to be covered on account of shame, but also to be warmed on account of weakness. You have therefore two solaces for [these] miseries, set before man along with labor and want: namely food and clothing. Food, where he said a little before, In the sweat of your face you shall eat your bread; clothing, where it is now said, The Lord God also made for Adam and his wife garments of skins, and clothed them.' Thus Rupert.8



Ex hoc loco divinae Scripturae liquido intelligitur, primas vestes hominum fuisse pelliceas, earumque usum multis saeculis durasse, quoad scilicet ars ex lana linoque conficiendi vestes inventa est. Fabulae igitur sunt, quod libro 5. ex disciplina sui Epicuri scripsit Lucre...
From this passage of divine Scripture it is clearly understood that the first garments of men were of skins, and that their use lasted many centuries, until, namely, the art of making garments from wool and flax was invented. Fables, therefore, are the things which Lucretius wrote in book 5, from the teaching of his [master] Epicurus...9



tius, primaevos homines nudis fuisse corporibus, nec nisi longo post tempore vestibus uti coepisse. Versus eius sic habent, Nec dum res igni scibant tractare, neque uti / Pellibus, & spoliis corpus vestire ferarum. / Sed nemora atque cavos montes silvasque colebant, / Et frutices inter condebant squallida membra, / Verbera ventorum vitare, imbresque coacti. Vetustissimi sane mortalium, ut Plato inquit in Protagora, caedebant animalia, non ut eorum carnibus tantum vescerentur, verumetiam ut pellibus eorum tegerentur.
...[Lucre]tius, that the first men had naked bodies, and only after a long time began to use garments. His verses run thus: 'Not yet did they know to handle things with fire, nor to use the skins and spoils of wild beasts to clothe the body; but they dwelt in groves and hollow mountains and woods, and among the bushes hid their squalid limbs, compelled to avoid the lashings of the winds and the rains.' The most ancient of mortals indeed, as Plato says in the Protagoras, slew animals not only that they might feed on their flesh, but also that they might be covered with their skins.10



Cicero quidem certe in 1. Tusculana, quadruplicem agnoscit usum bestiarum, propter quem bestiae hominum causa creatae sunt a Deo: partim, scilicet ad vescendum, partim ad cultus agrorum, partim ad vehendum, partim denique ad corpora vestienda. Strabo lib. 15. tradit apud Indos fuisse Philosophos, qui cervorum damarumque pellibus tegerentur: quam etiam ob causam Scythae olim dicti sunt pelliti: ut videre est apud Hieronymum in Epitaphio ad Nepotianum. Hoc item nomine primos illos Romanae curiae Senatores, tantique conditores imperii, appellat Propertius his versibus, Curia, praetexto quae nunc nitet alta Senatu, / Pellitos habuit, rustica corda, Patres. Fuit praeterea hic habitus pelliceus quondam in populo Dei magnae venerationis, quod eo viri pietate, sanctitateque perquam insignes usi sint, ut de Elia & Ioanne Baptista proditum est in sacris litteris: ac de his, aliisque sanctissimis viris loquens Paulus ad Hebr. 11. Circuierunt, inquit, in melotis, & in pellibus caprinis.
Cicero indeed, certainly, in the first Tusculan [Disputation], recognizes a fourfold use of beasts, for which beasts were created by God for man's sake: partly, namely, for eating, partly for the tilling of fields, partly for carrying, and partly finally for clothing bodies. Strabo in book 15 relates that among the Indians there were Philosophers who were covered with the skins of stags and deer; for which cause too the Scythians were once called 'pelliti' (skin-clad), as may be seen in Jerome in the Epitaph to Nepotian. By this name too Propertius calls those first Senators of the Roman curia, and founders of so great an empire, in these verses: 'The Senate-house, which now, lofty, shines with the toga-clad Senate, had skin-clad Fathers, rustic hearts.' There was, moreover, this garment of skins once, among the people of God, of great veneration, because men most notable for piety and sanctity used it, as is handed down of Elijah and John the Baptist in the sacred writings; and, speaking of these and other most holy men, Paul to the Hebrews 11 says, 'They went about in sheepskins, and in goatskins.'11



Sequitur ut aperiamus cur Deus tunicis pelliceis primos homines post peccatum induere voluerit. Multiplex profecto eius rei causa & ratio afferri potest. PRIMA causa fuit: ut sic verecundiae & continentiae consuleretur, siquidem nuditas corporis, homini non insano, maxime pudenda est, & aspectus nudi corporis magna est libidinis illecebra. ALTERA causa: facti primi homines propter peccatum morti omnibusque iniuriis coeli, multisque aerumnis & incommodis obnoxii, moxque eiiciendi ex Paradiso, praemuniuntur ac proteguntur eiusmodi vestibus adversus intemperiem coeli, sub quo deinceps victuri erant. TERTIA causa: ut ostenderet in posterum fore ipsis licitum occidere animalia, si non ad esum, qui ante diluvium non fuit hominibus usitatus, certe ad usum vestium ex eorum pellibus. QUARTA CAUSA: ut demonstraret Deus, ipsos etiam peccatores, & Paradisi extorres, non orbatum tamen iri sua providentia & cura, quantum ad ea quae necessaria ipsis essent ad victum & vestitum. Non enim propter peccatum, quae naturalia sunt, adimuntur homini: nec generalia, & naturalia divinae providentiae beneficia, & auxilia peccatoribus subtrahuntur. Deus enim, ut Dominus dixit in Evangelio, Solem suum oriri facit super bonos & malos, & pluit super iustos & iniustos. Et infra: Nolite soliciti esse, dicentes, Quid manducab...
It follows that we should open up why God willed to clothe the first men with garments of skins after sin. Manifold indeed is the cause and reason of that thing which can be brought forward. The FIRST cause was: that thus provision might be made for modesty and continence, since the nakedness of the body, to a man not insane, is most shameful, and the sight of the naked body is a great enticement to lust. The SECOND cause: the first men, made subject on account of sin to death and to all the injuries of the sky, and to many afflictions and inconveniences, and soon to be cast out of Paradise, are fortified and protected by such garments against the intemperance of the sky under which they were thereafter to live. The THIRD cause: that he might show that it would thereafter be lawful for them to kill animals — if not for eating (which before the flood was not customary to men), certainly for the use of garments from their skins. The FOURTH CAUSE: that God might demonstrate that they too, though sinners and exiles of Paradise, would nevertheless not be bereft of his providence and care, as far as concerns those things necessary to them for food and clothing. For it is not on account of sin that the things which are natural are taken away from man; nor are the general and natural benefits of divine providence, and its helps, withdrawn from sinners. For God, as the Lord said in the Gospel, 'makes his sun to rise upon the good and the evil, and rains upon the just and the unjust.' And below: 'Be not solicitous, saying, What shall we eat...'12



ducabimus, aut quid bibemus, aut quo operiemur? scit enim Pater vester quia his omnibus indigetis. Et Paulus Actor. 14. cum dixisset Deum in praeteritis generationibus dimisisse, omnes gentes ingredi vias suas, proxime subiecit: Et quidem non sine testimonio semetipsum reliquit, benefaciens de coelo, dans pluvias, & tempora fructifera, implens cibo, & laetitia corda nostra. QUINTA causa fuit haec; tribuens enim primis hominibus Deus vestes non sericas, nec purpureas, nec molles, aut delicatas, sed pelliceas: significavit qualis vestitus probo & honesto viro comparandus sit: scilicet qui non ad luxum, molliciem, & superbiam faciat, sed protegendo tuendoque corpori sufficiat. SEXTA causa: ut declararet quanto melius ipse hoc vestitu pelliceo Adamum contexerit & vestierit, quam Adamus amictu ficulneo seipsum velare & obtegere voluerit. Ille enim vestitus ex ficulneis foliis, nec bene corpori poterat applicari, nec eius nuditatem usquequaque protegebat, nec ab iniuriis & incommodis externis satis defendebat, nec ipsum corpus fovebat: quin, pungendo carnem, molestiam, & dolorem afferebat: qui, ut fuisset bonus & commodus, attamen quia fragilis, & facile dissolubilis erat, diuturnus esse non poterat. Quo licet intelligere, quam sint infirma, caduca, nulliusque auxilii, quae sibi ex rebus terrenis homines arcessunt, & asciscunt praesidia, atque solatia. Vestitus autem pelliceus, quo Deus primos homines induit, plane contraria illi vestitui ficulneo praestabat homini.
'...shall we eat, or what shall we drink, or with what shall we be clothed? For your Father knows that you have need of all these things.' And Paul, Acts 14, when he had said that God in past generations allowed all the nations to walk in their own ways, next added: 'And indeed he left not himself without witness, doing good from heaven, giving rains and fruitful seasons, filling our hearts with food and gladness.' The FIFTH cause was this: for God, in bestowing on the first men garments not of silk, nor purple, nor soft or delicate, but of skins, signified what kind of clothing is to be procured for an upright and honorable man: namely, such as makes not for luxury, softness, and pride, but suffices for protecting and guarding the body. The SIXTH cause: that he might declare how much better he had covered and clothed Adam with this garment of skins, than Adam had wished to veil and cover himself with the fig-leaf covering. For that garment of fig-leaves could neither be well applied to the body, nor everywhere protect its nakedness, nor sufficiently defend from external injuries and inconveniences, nor warm the body itself; nay, by pricking the flesh, it brought trouble and pain; and though it had been good and convenient, yet, because it was fragile and easily dissolved, it could not be lasting. Whereby one may understand how weak, perishable, and of no help are the defenses and solaces which men fetch and take to themselves from earthly things. But the garment of skins, with which God clothed the first men, provided to man the plain opposite of that fig-leaf garment.13



SEPTIMA causa; voluit Deus eo vestitu indicare, quemadmodum Adamus, & quivis peccatorum nuditatem animae suae, ac foeditatem peccati obtegere deberet. Etenim pelles mortuorum animalium figurabant virtutem poenitentiae, per quam moriendum est peccatis, omnesque carnales, & terrenae cupiditates spiritus vigore perdomandae, ac mortificandae sunt. Sola enim poenitentia rite peracta, idoneum potest esse peccatorum integumentum, de quo licet intelligere illud quod dixit David: Beati quorum remissae sunt iniquitates, & quorum tecta sunt peccata. Sic profecto res habet: fracta innocentiae navi, factoque naufragio, unica tantum superest homini tabula poenitentiae, qua confestim arrepta mordicusque retenta, peccator horrendam Dei vindictam aeternaque inferni supplicia possit evadere. OCTAVA causa: ut sic vestitus primus Adamus, velut figura quaedam esset secundi Adami Domini nostri Iesu Christi, qui cum esset sanctus, innocens, impollutus, segregatus a peccatoribus & excelsior coelis factus: indui tamen voluit pellibus mortuorum animalium, id est, vestiri peccatis nostris, habitu inventus, ut homo, & in similitudinem carnis peccati factus. Itaque tanquam Iacob pellibus Esau vestitus, a Deo Patre benedictionem nobis obtinuit, & quod Adamo per ironiam dixit Deus: Ecce Adam quasi unus ex nobis factus est, sciens bonum, & malum: id verissime in eum, qua homo erat, dici potuit. Ille enim homo per unionem personalem naturae humanae cum Verbo, factus est quasi unus ex divinis personis, id est, Filius Dei. Nec illa particula Quasi, veritatem rei minuit, sed declarat. sicut alio loco dicitur,
The SEVENTH cause: God willed by that garment to indicate how Adam, and every sinner, ought to cover the nakedness of his soul and the foulness of sin. For the skins of dead animals figured the virtue of penitence, through which one must die to sins, and all carnal and earthly desires must be subdued and mortified by the vigor of the spirit. For penitence alone, duly performed, can be a fit covering of sins, of which one may understand what David said: 'Blessed are they whose iniquities are forgiven, and whose sins are covered.' So indeed the matter stands: the ship of innocence broken, and shipwreck made, only one plank of penitence remains to man, which, seized at once and held fast with the teeth, the sinner may escape the dreadful vengeance of God and the eternal punishments of hell. The EIGHTH cause: that Adam, thus clothed, might be a kind of figure of the second Adam, our Lord Jesus Christ, who, though he was holy, innocent, undefiled, separated from sinners, and made higher than the heavens, yet willed to be clothed with the skins of dead animals — that is, to be clothed with our sins, found in habit as a man, and made in the likeness of the flesh of sin. And so, as Jacob clothed with the skins of Esau, he obtained for us the blessing from God the Father; and what God said to Adam by irony, 'Behold, Adam has become as one of us, knowing good and evil,' could most truly be said of him, insofar as he was man. For that man, through the personal union of the human nature with the Word, became as one of the divine persons, that is, the Son of God. Nor does that particle 'Quasi' (as) diminish the truth of the matter, but declares it. As it is said in another place,14



dicitur, Vidimus gloriam eius, gloriam quasi unigeniti a Patre: Nec illud, Sciens bonum & malum, ad hanc interpretationem non aptissime quadrat: de Christo enim praedixerat Isaias, Butyrum & mel comedet, ut sciat reprobare malum, & eligere bonum. Tentatus enim per omnia est pro similitudine, absque peccato.
...as it is said, 'We saw his glory, glory as of the only-begotten from the Father.' Nor does that phrase, 'Knowing good and evil,' fail to fit most aptly to this interpretation: for Isaiah had foretold of Christ, 'He shall eat butter and honey, that he may know to reject the evil and choose the good.' For he was tempted in all things in like manner, without sin.15



Translator’s notes
	New lemma: Genesis 3:21 (set off by 'VERS. 21.' and centered). ↩
	Opens the disputation on Gen 3:21 (what the garments of skins were, how made, why God gave them). The figurative reading — Origen (via Methodius and Epiphanius, Ancoratus) and Gregory of Nyssa: the 'garments of skins' = the mortal, fragile body man put on after sin (God as 'cobbler' being ridiculous). Pererius: if they take this as the literal sense, they are mistaken. Marginal glosses: 'Quales fuerint, & quomodo confectae illae tunicae pelliceae'; 'Tunicas pelliceas proprie esse intelligendas.' Catchword: 'rum' (superiorum; continues on the next page). ↩
	The passage is historical (literal), as the words sound; no wonder God procured garments, since he also assigned man food. Even Origen (Homily 6 on Leviticus) seems to grant they were true garments of skins, fit to clothe sinners as signs of their mortality and fragility. Marginal gloss: 'Genes. 1.' Running head '689'; true printed page 699. ↩
	Augustine, De Genesi ad litteram 11.39: the garments of skins are historical/literal, though also signifying something. A narrator of real events must be taken to report that things were really done and said; in deeds one asks both what was done and what it signifies, so in words. Marginal gloss: 'Vestes pelliceae & vera fuerunt, & aliquid significaverunt.' ↩
	How the garments were made: the 'tree-bark' view (Barcepha, in his De Paradiso, crediting Gregory Nazianzen; approved by Theodore of Heraclea and Gennadius of Constantinople) versus the more common and probable view that they were animal skins. HEBREW GLYPH verified by magnification: עור ('or, 'skin/hide'; ayin-vav-resh), transliterated 'or' in the margin — the word here 'never means tree-bark, but everywhere the skin of an animal.' How made: from nothing, or matter transmuted, or skins stripped from slain animals. Marginal glosses: 'Vocabulum Hebraeum est' + עור (or); 'Quo modo pelles factae sunt.' ↩
	Refutes Theodoret's objection (that skins would require destroying a species, since only two of each were made): it is false — many animals of each species were created (proved in the earlier books). Theodoret's own view (Quaest. 39 in Genesim) is too obscure and ambiguous to make out. Marginal gloss: 'Theodoretus quaest. 39. in Genesim.' Catchword: 'pri' (continues on the next page). ↩
	Theodoret wavers (approving, disapproving, then leaving it uncertain). Hugh of St Victor: the garments made from the elements, or by Angels' ministry, or God taught the method. Rupert: 'He made' = 'He commanded them to make'; God gave the power to slay animals for clothing, the post-sin body being fragile and they about to live outside Paradise. Introduces Rupert, De Trinitate et operibus 3.27. Marginal gloss: 'Rupertus.' Running head '690'; true printed page 700. ↩
	Rupert (De Trin. 3.27) at length: it seems 'almost laughable' that God, maker of heaven and earth, sewed skins — whence some (Origen) shrank and said 'garments of skins' = bodies (God clothing souls with bodies). This error is exploded: the body is a 'garment' of the soul, but was made BEFORE the soul (Gen 2:7, first formed from mud, then breath of life). God was no cobbler: 'He made' = 'imposed the necessity of making'; and he made not just garments but garments OF SKINS (to cover shame AND warm against cold). Two solaces amid labor and want: food ('In the sweat of your face...') and clothing (Gen 3:21). Marginal glosses: 'Origenis error'; 'Secundum Rupertum, prius formatum est corpus primi hominis quam creata sit anima'; 'Genes. 2.' ↩
	Pererius: this passage shows the first human garments were skins, in use for centuries until spinning from wool and flax was invented. Refutes as 'fables' the Epicurean account Lucretius gives in De rerum natura 5 (continues on the next page). Marginal gloss: 'De antiquissimo usu vestitus hominum ex pellibus.' Catchword: 'tius' (Lucretius). ↩
	Refutes Lucretius (De rerum natura 5), who held the first men naked, using garments only long afterward (quoting his verses 'Nec dum res igni scibant tractare...'). Against this: Plato (Protagoras) says the most ancient mortals slew animals both for flesh and for skins. Marginal gloss: 'Refellitur Lucretius.' Running head '691'; true printed page 701. ↩
	Further evidence that skins were the first clothing: Cicero (Tusc. 1) on the fourfold use of beasts (food, tillage, carrying, clothing); Strabo 15 on Indian philosophers in deerskins; the Scythians called 'pelliti' (Jerome, Epitaph. Nepotian.); Propertius on the early Roman Senate's 'skin-clad Fathers'; and among God's people Elijah and John the Baptist (Heb 11:37, 'in sheepskins and goatskins'). Marginal glosses: 'Pelliti Senatores cur dicti'; '4. Reg. 4.' (Elijah); 'Matth. 3.' (John the Baptist). ↩
	Begins the EIGHT causes why God clothed the first men in skins after sin. (1) FIRST: for modesty/continence (nakedness is shameful, an enticement to lust). (2) SECOND: to protect them, soon to leave Paradise, against the elements. (3) THIRD: to show it lawful thereafter to kill animals — if not for food (not customary before the flood), at least for skins. (4) FOURTH: to show God's providence still cares for sinners' food and clothing (natural benefits are not withdrawn for sin — Matt 5:45 'Solem suum oriri facit super bonos et malos'; Matt 6:25 'Nolite soliciti esse'). Marginal glosses: 'De octo causis, cur Deus primos homines post peccatum vestiri tunicis pelliceis voluerit'; 'Matth. 5.' Page footer signature 'TTT 3'; catchword 'ducab' (manducabimus). ↩
	Continuation of the eight causes of the garments of skins. End of the FOURTH cause (God's providence still cares for sinners — Matt 6:31-32 'What shall we eat...'; Acts 14:17 'he left not himself without witness'). FIFTH cause: skins, not silk or purple, show what clothing befits an honest man (not luxury, but protection). SIXTH cause: to show how much better God's skin-garment was than Adam's fig-leaf covering (which pricked, did not protect or last — earthly defenses are weak). Running head '692'; true printed page 702. ↩
	SEVENTH cause: the skins figure penitence (dying to sin), the only fit covering of sins (Ps 31/32:1 'Blessed are they whose sins are covered'); the famous image of penance as the 'one plank after shipwreck.' EIGHTH cause: Adam's skin-garment prefigures the Second Adam, Christ (Heb 7:26, holy yet clothed with our sins; Phil 2:7 'in habit as a man'; Rom 8:3 'likeness of the flesh of sin'); like Jacob in Esau's skins winning the blessing (Gen 27); 'Ecce Adam quasi unus ex nobis' (Gen 3:22) truly said of Christ, whom the hypostatic union made 'as one of the divine persons' = Son of God ('quasi' declaring, not diminishing). Marginal glosses: 'Psal. 31'; 'Poenitentia unica post naufragium tabula'; 'Hebr. 7'; 'Philip. 2'; 'Genes. 27'; 'Christus quasi unus ex divinis personis factus est.' Catchword: 'dicitur' (continues on the next page). ↩
	Continues the Christ-figure reading of Gen 3:22: 'quasi' declaring not diminishing (John 1:14, 'glory as of the only-begotten'); 'knowing good and evil' fits Christ (Isa 7:15, 'butter and honey, that he may know to reject evil and choose good'; Heb 4:15, tempted in all things without sin). Running head '693'; true printed page 703. ↩




Verse 22. And he said, Behold, Adam has become as one of us, knowing good and evil

LatineEnglish


Verse 22. And he said, Behold, Adam has become as one of us, knowing good and evil.1
VERS. 22. Et ait, Ecce Adam quasi unus ex nobis factus est, sciens bonum & malum.



Omnes fere Interpretes censent dictum esse a Deo per ironiam, ut intelligeretur quanta irrisione & ludibrio dignus sit peccator. Unde Proverb. ca. 1. dicit Deus peccatoribus: Ego quoque in interitu vestro ridebo, & subsannabo, cum vobis id quod timebatis evenerit. Neque vero volunt aliqui ex his verbis Dei posse concludi, Adamum concupivisse & affectasse Dei aequalitatem (sic enim is stultissimo & impiissimo opinionis errore seductus esset) seductum autem eum fuisse, prima Epistola ad Timoth. cap. 2. negat Paulus. Verum hac de re diligenter a nobis supra in hoc ipso libro disputatum est. Quocirca haec Dei verba referri existimant, vel ad redarguendam Evae stultitiam & vecordiam, illam Dei aequalitatem sibi maritoque sperantis: vel ad demonstrandum quam mendax, & fallax fuerit serpens, id eis promittens. At enim videtur Augustinus ea Dei verba praecipue ad Adamum referre: siquidem ea lib. 11. de Genesi ad litteram, cap. 39. explanans, sic ait:
Almost all interpreters judge that it was said by God by irony, that it might be understood with how much mockery and derision the sinner is worthy. Whence in Proverbs chapter 1 God says to sinners: 'I too will laugh at your destruction, and will mock, when that which you feared shall come upon you.' Nor indeed do some wish it to be concluded from these words of God that Adam coveted and aimed at equality with God (for so he would have been seduced by a most foolish and impious error of opinion) — but that he was seduced, Paul denies in the first Epistle to Timothy chapter 2. But this matter was diligently disputed by us above in this very book. Wherefore they think these words of God are to be referred either to refuting the folly and madness of Eve, who hoped for that equality with God for herself and her husband, or to demonstrating how lying and deceitful the serpent was in promising them that. But Augustine seems to refer those words of God chiefly to Adam: since, explaining them in book 11 On Genesis according to the Letter, chapter 39, he thus says:2



Hoc, inquit, non aliter intelligendum est, nisi ut propter Trinitatem numerus pluralis accipiatur, sicut prius dictum est, Faciamus hominem. & Dominus de se & Patre suo ait, Ad eum veniemus, & mansionem apud eum faciemus: Replicatum igitur est in caput superbi, quo exitu concupiverit, quod dictum est a serpente, Eritis sicut Dii: Ecce, inquit, Adam factus est quasi unus ex nobis. Verba sunt haec Dei non tam huic insultantis, quam ceteros ne ita superbiant, deterrentis, propter quos ista conscripta sunt. Quid enim aliud intelligendum est, nisi exemplum timoris incutiendi esse propositum, quod non solum non fuerit factus, qualis esse voluit, sed nec illud quod factus fuerat, conservavit? Haec Augustinus.
'This,' he says, 'is not to be understood otherwise than that, on account of the Trinity, the plural number is taken, as was said before, Let us make man; and the Lord says of himself and his Father, We will come to him, and make a mansion with him. It was therefore turned back upon the head of the proud one, by what outcome he had coveted what was said by the serpent, You shall be as gods: Behold, he says, Adam has become as one of us. These words are of God not so much insulting this one, as deterring the others lest they be so proud — for whose sake these things were written. For what else is to be understood, than that an example of striking fear was set forth: that he not only did not become such as he wished to be, but did not even preserve that which he had been made?' Thus Augustine.3



Illud autem, Quasi unus ex nobis factus est. Hieronymus Oleaster, deliramenta Hebraeorum potius, quam verissimas & a SS. Patribus suggestu incitatuque Spiritus sancti proditas interpretationes secutus, non ad Trinitatem divinarum personarum referendum putat: sed vel ad Angelos, quibus Deus ea verba dixerit, vel ut Deus secum locutus sit more magnatum & summorum Principum, qui maioris auctoritatis & maiestatis exprimendae causa, numero plurali de se ipsi loquuntur. Sed hoc absurdum & ridiculum commentum est, & a nobis supra libr. 4. cum in illorum verborum, Faciamus hominem ad imaginem & similitudinem nostram, tractatione versaremur, satis confutatum. Incongruum profecto erat, a Deique maiestate valde alienum, Angelis, qui eius sunt ministri & servi, quasi sodalibus suis, & aequal...
But that phrase, 'He has become as one of us': Hieronymus Oleaster, following rather the ravings of the Hebrews than the truest interpretations handed down by the holy Fathers at the prompting and incitement of the Holy Spirit, thinks it must be referred not to the Trinity of the divine persons, but either to the Angels, to whom God said those words, or that God spoke with himself in the manner of great men and supreme princes, who, for the sake of expressing greater authority and majesty, speak of themselves in the plural number. But this is an absurd and ridiculous fabrication, and was sufficiently confuted by us above in book 4, when we were engaged in the treatment of those words, 'Let us make man to our image and likeness.' It was indeed incongruous, and very foreign to God's majesty, [to associate God] with the Angels, who are his ministers and servants, as if with his companions and equals...4



aequalis conditionis, eiusdemque dignitatis, auctoritatis, & maiestatis consortibus dixisse, Ecce Adam quasi unus ex nobis factus est. Ergo illa verba per ironiam dicta, videntur eam reddere sententiam: scilicet, Adamus magnificis serpentis & uxoris credens promissis, post esum fructus vetiti factus est tanquam unus ex nobis: idest, Factus est omnipotens, ut sum ego Deus Pater: aut omnisciens & sapiens, ut est Filius meus unigenitus: aut omnino bonus, purus, & sanctus, uti est, qui ex me & Filio meo pariter procedit Spiritus sanctus. Aut factus est sua vi, & natura immortalis, ex nullo pendens, nullius egens, & per se beatus, uti nos sumus, unus in personarum Trinitate Deus.
...[to associate God, with the Angels his servants, as if] with consorts of equal condition and of the same dignity, authority, and majesty, and to say, 'Behold, Adam has become as one of us.' Therefore those words, said by irony, seem to render this sense: namely, that Adam, believing the grand promises of the serpent and his wife, after eating the forbidden fruit has become 'as one of us' — that is, He has become omnipotent, as I, God the Father, am; or omniscient and wise, as is my only-begotten Son; or altogether good, pure, and holy, as is the Holy Spirit, who proceeds equally from me and from my Son. Or he has become, by his own power and nature, immortal, depending on nothing, needing nothing, and blessed in himself, as we are — one God in the Trinity of persons.5



Verum explanationem horum verborum a Ruperto traditam libro tertio Commentariorum eius in Genesim, capite 28. quia existimavi placituram lectori, hoc loco adscribendam duxi. Sic autem inquit:
But the explanation of these words handed down by Rupert (in the third book of his Commentaries on Genesis, chapter 28), because I judged it would please the reader, I have thought fit to add in this place. Thus he says:6



Ita demum iam spiritualiter homine mortuo, & corporaliter morituro, victu quoque pariter & vestitu indigente facto, idem Dominus Deus exclamat, Ecce Adam quasi unus ex nobis factus est, sciens bonum & malum. Ecce, quod est ostendentis adverbium, cum dixit Dominus Deus, magnum in praesenti fragorem incutit cunctis aures audiendi habentibus. Quid enim ostendit? Adam, inquit, quasi unus ex nobis factus est. In Adam, quod interpretatur terrenus, virum simul & mulierem intellige, quia viri pariter & mulieris commune nomen est, sicut iam dictum est. Quid est, Quasi unus ex nobis factus est? quasi Deus factus est. Eadem enim Trinitas hic loquitur, qua & superius locuta est pluraliter ad semetipsam dicendo, Faciamus hominem ad imaginem & similitudinem nostram. Eadem, inquam, Trinitas hic ostendit, qualis Adam vitio suo factus sit, qua supra proposuerat, qualem illum facere voluerit. Dicit ergo, Quasi unus ex nobis: nempe, ex tribus personis Trinitatis, unus est Pater, unus est Filius, unus est Spiritus sanctus: Et hi tres unum sunt. Alius est enim Pater, alius Filius, alius Spiritus sanctus. Adam ergo, inquit, Dominus Deus, quasi unus ex nobis factus est: ut iam non simus nos Trinitas, sed Quaternitas: quanquam non cum Deo Deus, sed contra Deum affectaverit esse Deus. Gravissima haec, more Domini Dei, & acerba nimis ironia est. Quis enim, vel qualis Adam? Adam in anima iam mortuus & corpore quoque in brevi moriturus, indigens victu, & necessario coopertus, atque cooperiendus vestitu. Sed enim quilibet ex nobis, sive Pater, sive Filius, sive Spiritus sanctus, neque mortuus est, neque morietur, neque propter famem victu, neque propter turpitudinem, aut frigus, indiget vestitu. Ergo non vere, sed ironice dictum, aut dicendum est, quia Adam factus est hic talis, quasi unus ex nobis factus est, & cum tali ironia irridendus est. Videlicet, quia stulte & superbe fallacissimo diabolo credidit dicenti, Et eritis sicut dii: Ecce quomodo sicut Deus, vel quasi unus ex nobis factus est: quomodo sciens bonum & malum factus est. Non quomodo ipse speravit, sed sic factum est istud quomodo deceptor voluit. Non scit bonum & malum: quomodo omnium prospiciens Deus, sed iam expertus bonum, sic nunc expertus & malum: quomodo non Deus. Hoc modo quasi affirmativa enunciatione dictum, gravitate dicentis adiuvante, multo acerbius denegatum est, quam si negativa dictione excla...
'So then, the man being now spiritually dead, and about to die bodily too, and made needy also of food and clothing alike, the same Lord God exclaims, Behold, Adam has become as one of us, knowing good and evil. "Behold" — which is the adverb of one pointing out — when the Lord God said it, strikes a great crash in the present to all who have ears for hearing. For what does he point out? Adam, he says, has become as one of us. In "Adam," which is interpreted "earthy," understand both the man and the woman together, because it is the common name of man and woman alike, as has already been said. What is, "He has become as one of us"? He has become as God. For the same Trinity here speaks, which also above spoke plurally to itself, saying, Let us make man to our image and likeness. The same Trinity, I say, here shows of what sort Adam has become by his own fault, as it had above proposed of what sort it wished to make him. It says therefore, As one of us: namely, of the three persons of the Trinity, one is the Father, one is the Son, one is the Holy Spirit; and these three are one. For the Father is one, the Son another, the Holy Spirit another. Adam therefore, says the Lord God, has become as one of us: so that we are now not a Trinity but a Quaternity — although not as God with God, but against God, did he aim to be God. This is a most grave, and (in the manner of the Lord God) too bitter, irony. For who, or of what sort, is Adam? Adam, already dead in soul and soon to die in body too, needy of food, and necessarily covered and to be covered with clothing. But any of us, whether Father, or Son, or Holy Spirit, is neither dead, nor will die, nor needs food for hunger, nor clothing for shame or cold. Therefore it is said, or to be said, not truly but ironically, that Adam has here become such — as if he has become one of us — and with such irony he is to be mocked. Namely, because foolishly and proudly he believed the most deceitful devil saying, And you shall be as gods: Behold how he has become "like God," or "as one of us"; how he has become "knowing good and evil." Not in the way he himself hoped, but this was done in the way the deceiver willed. He does not know good and evil in the way that God, foreseeing all things, does; but having now experienced the good, so now having experienced the evil too — in the way that not-God does. Said in this manner, as if by an affirmative statement, with the gravity of the speaker aiding, it is much more bitterly denied than if he had exclaimed with a negative expression...'7



masset, sic dicendo: Ecce Adam nequaquam, ut sibi promissum fuerat, quasi unus ex nobis factus est. Et quidem ille non solum nequaquam sicut Deus, sed paene factus erat sicut diabolus: sed acceleravit & praevenit miserator dominus Deus, ne Deo mortuus, sic immortalis permaneret homo, sicut diabolus. Haec Rupertus.
'...had exclaimed, saying thus: Behold, Adam has by no means, as had been promised to him, become as one of us. And indeed he had become not only by no means like God, but almost like the devil: but the merciful Lord God hastened and forestalled it, lest man, dead to God, should so remain immortal, like the devil.' Thus Rupert.8



Translator’s notes
	New lemma: Genesis 3:22 (set off by 'VERS. 22.' and centered). ↩
	Almost all read 'Ecce Adam quasi unus ex nobis' as God's irony, mocking the sinner (Prov 1:26, 'I too will laugh at your destruction'). Not that Adam truly coveted equality with God (Paul denies Adam was seduced, 1 Tim 2:14 — discussed earlier in the book): the words refute Eve's folly (who hoped for that equality) and show the serpent's mendacity. But Augustine refers them chiefly to Adam. ↩
	Augustine, De Genesi ad litteram 11.39: the plural 'one of us' is taken on account of the Trinity (as 'Let us make man'; John 14:23, 'We will come to him'); the serpent's promise 'You shall be as gods' is turned back upon the proud one's head; the words deter others from pride — an example of fear, since Adam did not become what he wished, nor kept what he had been. Marginal glosses: 'Trinitas personarum ut sit hic designata'; 'Ioan. 14.' ↩
	Refutes Oleaster (Hieronymus ab Oleastro), who — following 'the ravings of the Hebrews' rather than the Fathers — referred 'one of us' not to the Trinity but to the Angels, or to a royal/majestic plural (God speaking of himself as princes do). Pererius: an absurd fabrication, already confuted in book 4 (on 'Faciamus hominem'); incongruous to make the Angels, God's servants, his 'companions and equals.' Marginal gloss: 'Refellitur Oleaster.' Catchword: 'aequal' (aequalibus). ↩
	Pererius's ironic paraphrase of 'as one of us': Adam, trusting the serpent's and Eve's promises, supposedly become omnipotent as the Father, omniscient as the Son, holy as the Spirit, immortal and self-sufficient — one God in the Trinity. Marginal gloss: 'Per Ironiam Dei verba dicta sunt.' Running head '694'; true printed page 704. ↩
	Pererius introduces Rupert's exposition of Gen 3:22 (Commentaria in Genesim 3.28). Marginal gloss: 'Rupertus.' ↩
	Rupert (Comm. in Gen. 3.28) at length on 'Ecce Adam quasi unus ex nobis': 'Ecce' a crashing adverb; 'Adam' (= 'earthy') means man and woman together; 'as one of us' = as God — the same Trinity that said 'Faciamus hominem' (three persons, 'hi tres unum sunt,' 1 John 5:7); Adam did not really become a fourth person ('Quaternitas'), aiming to be God against God. Bitter irony, since Adam is dying, needy of food and clothing, unlike the Father/Son/Spirit; he foolishly believed 'Eritis sicut dii'; he knows good and evil not as God but 'as not-God' (having now experienced both). The affirmative form, with the speaker's gravity, denies more bitterly than a negation. Marginal glosses: 'Tres Trinitatis personae'; '1. Ioan. 4'; 'Homo quam Deo dissimilis post peccatum'; 'Deo dissimilis post peccatum.' Catchword: 'masset' (exclamasset; continues on the next page). ↩
	End of the Rupert quote (Comm. in Gen. 3.28): far from becoming like God, Adam had become almost like the devil; but the merciful God forestalled his remaining immortal in that state (as the devil is). Running head '695'; true printed page 705. ↩




Verse 23. The Lord God sent him out of the paradise of pleasure, to till the earth from which he was taken

LatineEnglish


Verse 23. The Lord God sent him out of the paradise of pleasure, to till the earth from which he was taken.1
VERS. 23. Emisit eum Dominus Deus de paradiso voluptatis, ut operaretur terram, de qua sumptus est.



Translator’s notes
	New lemma: Genesis 3:23 (set off by 'VERS. 23.' and centered). ↩




A DISPUTATION: HOW LONG ADAM and Eve remained in Paradise

LatineEnglish


A DISPUTATION: HOW LONG ADAM and Eve remained in Paradise.1
DISPUTATIO QUANDIU ADAM & Eva commorati sint in Paradiso.



Ex his verbis quaestio existit nec facilis explicatu, & dignissima iucundissimaque cognitu quanto tempore Adam & Eva in Paradiso commorati fuerint, utrum diuturna, an brevis atque adeo ne unius quidem diei eorum in Paradiso fuerit mansio.
From these words arises a question neither easy to explain, and most worthy and most pleasant to know: for how long a time Adam and Eve remained in Paradise — whether their stay in Paradise was long, or brief, and indeed not even of one day.2



Translator’s notes
	Major section divider: a new disputation on the length of Adam and Eve's stay in Paradise. ↩
	States the question of the disputation: how long Adam and Eve stayed in Paradise — long, or brief, or not even a single day. ↩




QUESTION I. Whether on the same day on which Adam was created he was cast out of paradise

LatineEnglish


QUESTION I. Whether on the same day on which Adam was created he was cast out of paradise.1
QUAESTIO I. An eodem die quo creatus est Adam sit eiectus paradiso.



Pervulgata opinio est, eademque ut multorum; sic in primis nobilium & illustrium Auctorum firmata consensu, eodem ipso die, quo creatus est Adamus, fuisse eum introductum in paradisum, & inibi tentatum ac lapsum, atque ex eo loco eiectum; nec mansisse in paradiso unum diem integrum artificialem, hoc est, per duodecim horas, sed tantum, ut quibusdam placet, per sex horas, ut visum est aliis, per septem, ut nonnulli tradunt, per decem. Etenim (nescio quibus ducti coniecturis) putant isti, Adam prima hora illius sexti diei artificialis fuisse creatum extra paradisum: deinde tertia hora collocatum in paradiso. postea circa horam sextam comedisse fructum vetitum: ad horam autem nonam venisse Deum in Paradisum, & increpasse Adamum & Evam, suisque utrique poenis mulctasse: ad vesperam vero, & ante solis occasum eiectos esse ex paradiso. Videtur ea sententia placuisse Irenaeo in libro quinto adversus haereses, cuius item probatores citantur Cyrillus & Epiphanius. Moses Barcephas libro de Paradiso, & probat eam, & fuisse in ea confirmat, tum alios multos, tum in primis Philoxenum in oratione, quam scripsit de Arbore vitae, Ephraem quoque in Commentariis, quos scripsit in Genesim,
It is a very common opinion, and that of many, and confirmed especially by the consensus of noble and illustrious authors, that on the very same day on which Adam was created, he was brought into paradise, and there tempted and fell, and was cast out from that place; and that he did not remain in paradise one whole artificial day, that is, twelve hours, but only, as some hold, six hours; as it seemed to others, seven; as some hand down, ten. For (led by I know not what conjectures) these think that Adam was created in the first hour of that sixth artificial day outside paradise; then at the third hour placed in paradise; afterward, about the sixth hour, ate the forbidden fruit; and at the ninth hour God came into Paradise, and rebuked Adam and Eve, and mulcted each with their penalties; but at evening, and before sunset, they were cast out of paradise. That opinion seems to have pleased Irenaeus in the fifth book against Heresies, of which the approvers too are cited as Cyril and Epiphanius. Moses Barcephas, in his book on Paradise, both approves it and confirms that many others held it — both many others, and especially Philoxenus in the oration which he wrote on the Tree of Life, and Ephraem too in the Commentaries which he wrote on Genesis,2



necnon & Iacobum Sabugesem in Oratione de passione Domini: ad quos adiungi potest Diodorus Tharsensis Episcopus, ut citatur in Catena in Genesim super illa verba tertii, capitis, De omni ligno Paradisi vescimur. Nec ad faciendam huic opinioni fidem, desunt argumenta. Principio, videtur id perspicue significari illis verbis, quae serpens dixit Evae, Cur praecepit vobis Deus, ut non comederetis ex omni ligno paradisi? id est, ut ex nullo ligno paradisi ederetis. Quibus ex verbis licet intelligere, nihil usque ad id temporis, quo serpens haec dixit, Adamum & Evam comedisse: namque si vescentes eos ante vidisset serpens, id profecto minime dixisset: iam vero, si multo ante conditi, & in paradiso versati essent, nequaquam sane potuissent tamdiu absque fame ciboque vitam tolerare.
...and also James of Sarug in his Oration on the Passion of the Lord: to whom can be added Diodorus, Bishop of Tarsus, as he is cited in the Catena on Genesis on those words of the third chapter, 'Of every tree of Paradise we eat.' Nor are there lacking arguments to produce credence for this opinion. In the first place, it seems to be clearly signified by those words which the serpent said to Eve, 'Why has God commanded you that you should not eat of every tree of paradise?' — that is, that you should eat of no tree of paradise. From which words one may understand that up to the time when the serpent said this, Adam and Eve had eaten nothing: for if the serpent had seen them eating before, he certainly would not have said this; but now, if they had been created long before and had lived in paradise, they could by no means have endured life so long without hunger and food.3



Deinde, multo facilius primi homines decipi potuerunt in ipso exordio, quam si longo tempore Paradisum incoluissent. Si enim diutius apud animum suum meditando expendisset Adamus imperatam sibi a Deo legem, cautior factus, minime lapsus esset. verum quia exiguum illic spatium temporis egit, facilius potuit eius animus, scilicet in illis primordiis incautus, atque improvidus, ad malum inclinari. Adhaec, credibile est, Deum, quem paradiso pulsurus erat, noluisse eum longo tempore tanta foelicitate frui, ne postea eius possessione orbatus, nimium excruciaretur, sed mollius, ac minus aegre ferret tantis spoliatum se deliciis. Solet enim Deus castigationem & animadversionem suam ad imbecillitatem eorum, quos puniendo emendare, non perdere vult, moderari, & clementer exercere.
Then, the first men could much more easily be deceived at the very beginning than if they had inhabited Paradise for a long time. For if Adam had for a longer time weighed by meditating in his mind the law commanded him by God, having become more cautious, he would by no means have fallen. But because he spent only a small space of time there, his mind — namely, in those beginnings incautious and improvident — could more easily be inclined to evil. Besides, it is credible that God, whom he was about to drive from paradise, did not wish him to enjoy so great a felicity for a long time, lest afterward, bereaved of its possession, he should be too greatly tormented, but should bear more gently, and less grievously, being stripped of such delights. For God is accustomed to temper and exercise clemently his chastisement and animadversion to the weakness of those whom, by punishing, he wishes to amend, not to destroy.4



Ad extremum, cum Christus dominus noster mortem passus sit, ut peccatum Adami tolleret, evenit, ut quae ipse passus est, emendando expiandoque Adami delicto mirifice respondeant. Etenim sexta die Adamus est creatus, eodem quoque die passus est Christus. in eius diei exordio ille est ex luto compositus, hic item ad tribunal raptus, & sordidissimis foedatus sputis. hora eius diei tertia inductus est Adamus in paradisum, & Christus tertia hora, mortis accepta sententia, urbe Hierosolyma extractus est ad supplicium. inter sextam & nonam horam Eva & Adamus protenderunt manus ad decerpendos fructus negatos, ex quorum gustu nefariam ceperunt voluptatem; hoc tempore Christus suas manus extendit super ligno crucis, & amarissimo felle potatus est. Denique post meridiem Dominus eiecit Adamum ex paradiso, Christus autem latronem, sicut ei promiserat, in paradisum introduxit. His igitur argumentis, praedicta munitur, & fulcitur sententia.
Finally, since Christ our Lord suffered death to take away Adam's sin, it comes about that the things which he himself suffered correspond marvelously to the amending and expiating of Adam's fault. For on the sixth day Adam was created, and on the same day too Christ suffered. At the beginning of that day, the one [Adam] was composed from mud; the other [Christ] likewise was dragged to the tribunal and defiled with the foulest spittle. At the third hour of that day Adam was brought into paradise; and Christ, at the third hour, the sentence of death received, was dragged out of the city of Jerusalem to punishment. Between the sixth and ninth hour Eve and Adam stretched out their hands to pluck the forbidden fruits, from the taste of which they took wicked pleasure; at this time Christ stretched out his hands upon the wood of the cross, and was given the most bitter gall to drink. Finally, after midday the Lord cast Adam out of paradise, but Christ introduced the thief, as he had promised him, into paradise. By these arguments, therefore, the aforesaid opinion is fortified and propped up.5



Sed aliorum Doctorum contraria est sententia, plus uno die versatos esse primos illos homines in paradiso. Non enim omnia, quae Moses de illis narrat, priusquam paradiso pulsi essent, unius diei spatio confecta videntur. Quod si Adamus necdum fructum paradisi ullum gustasset praeter illum vetitum, neque satis adhuc eius loci amoenitatem, aut eorum, quae in eo erant suavitatem & delicias expertus solum vertisset, quomodo potuisset per comparationem ex...
But of other Doctors the opinion is contrary: that those first men stayed in paradise more than one day. For not all the things which Moses narrates of them, before they were driven from paradise, seem to have been accomplished in the space of one day. For if Adam had not yet tasted any fruit of paradise except that forbidden one, nor had sufficiently experienced the amenity of that place, or the sweetness and delights of the things which were in it, and had departed from it, how could he have, by comparison from...6



eius terrae, unde exciderat, foelicitate, eam in quam detrudebatur, duram, horridam, & infoelicem existimare? Fuisse videntur in hac sententia Iosephus libro primo Antiquitatum, Basilius homilia de Paradiso, Damascenus libro 2. de Fide orthodoxa, capit. 10. quippe qui scriptum reliquerint, serpentem in paradiso praeter ceteras animantes frequenter ad primos illos homines adire, & cum eis blande, ac quasi familiariter versari solitum: indeque postea diabolum ansam decipiendi mulierem rapuisse. Idem sensisse Augustinum, illa eius verba, quae sunt capite 31. libri 11. super Genesim ad litteram, declarant: Tale, inquit, pomum in arbore illa vetita credendum est fuisse, cuius generis poma iam in aliis arboribus innoxia sibi senserant.
...the felicity of that land from which he had fallen, esteem that [land] into which he was thrust down as hard, horrid, and unhappy? In this opinion seem to have been Josephus in the first book of Antiquities, Basil in the homily on Paradise, and Damascene in the second book On the Orthodox Faith, chapter 10 — inasmuch as they left it written that the serpent, beyond the other animals, was accustomed frequently to approach those first men in paradise, and to converse with them blandly and as it were familiarly; and that thence afterward the devil seized the occasion of deceiving the woman. That Augustine held the same, his words in chapter 31 of book 11 on Genesis according to the Letter declare: 'Such a fruit,' he says, 'is to be believed to have been on that forbidden tree, of which kind of fruits they had already felt others, on other trees, to be harmless to them.'7



Idem quoque in libro 20. de Civitate Dei capit. 26. licet primos homines non longo tempore mansisse in paradiso censeat, diutius tamen quam unum diem eo in loco fuisse, non obscure indicat. Apertius hoc ipsum significat B. Gregorius in libro 4. Dialogorum ca. 1. In paradiso, inquit, assueverat homo verbis Dei, & beatorum Angelorum spiritibus cordis munditia ac celsitudine visionis interesse. Tostatus quamvis super tertium caput Geneseos quaestione 14. scripsisset, Adamum non nisi unum diem, ac ne eum quidem integrum in paradiso fuisse: postea tamen revocata sententia, super 13. caput Geneseos a quaestione 606. usque ad 611. ea de re disputans, contrarie sensit & scripsit. Atque haec fere ab aliis de hac quaestione disputata, concertata, & scriptis prodita sunt.
The same [Augustine] also, in book 20 of the City of God, chapter 26, although he judges that the first men did not stay a long time in paradise, yet not obscurely indicates that they were in that place for more than one day. More openly, blessed Gregory signifies this very thing in book 4 of the Dialogues, chapter 1: 'In paradise,' he says, 'man had been accustomed to take part in the words of God, and, by purity of heart and loftiness of vision, in the spirits of the blessed Angels.' Tostatus, although on the third chapter of Genesis, question 14, he had written that Adam was in paradise not more than one day, and not even that a whole one, yet afterward, his opinion recalled, disputing on the thirteenth chapter of Genesis from question 606 to 611, felt and wrote the contrary. And these are about the things which have been disputed, contended, and produced in writing by others about this question.8
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QUESTION II. Whether Adam was in paradise more than one day, and how much more

LatineEnglish


QUESTION II. Whether Adam was in paradise more than one day, and how much more.1
QUAESTIO II. An plus uno die Adam fuerit in paradiso, & quanto plus.



Ego sententiam meam quo brevius, distinctius, ad dilucidius aperiam, quinque propositionibus explicatam hoc loco subiiciam. PRIMA propositio. Eodem die quo peccavit Adamus, paradiso eiectus est. Hoc manifestum est ex narratione Mosis, narrantis post peccatum illos erubuisse ob nuditatem corporis, ad eamque velandam fecisse sibi subligacula, & audita Dei voce, pudore simul, & timore perculsos, in medium sese Paradisi nemus abstrusisse: indeque iussu Dei egressos, fuisse ab eo increpatos, & paradiso exterminatos. Nec sane locus ille paradisi propter foelicem innocentiae statum comparatus, hominique, quoad is rectitudinem, atque integritatem animi & corporis custodisset, assignatus, amisso iam illo statu, ei propter inobedientiam corrupto, & inimico Dei facto, conveniens erat. Quid quod si diutius mansisset in paradiso post admissum peccatum, proculdubio commixtus fuisset cum uxore, cum iam mutua exarsissent libidine? atqui Moses, postquam eiectus est Adamus ex paradiso, primum memorat cognitam fuisse ab eo Evam: & Augustini, atque aliorum Patrum senten...
I, that I may open up my opinion the more briefly, distinctly, and clearly, will subjoin it in this place explained in five propositions. FIRST proposition. On the same day on which Adam sinned, he was cast out of paradise. This is manifest from the narration of Moses, narrating that after sin they blushed on account of the nakedness of the body, and to veil it made themselves loincloths, and, hearing the voice of God, struck at once with shame and fear, hid themselves in the midst of the grove of Paradise; and thence, at God's command having gone out, were rebuked by him and exterminated from paradise. Nor indeed was that place of paradise, prepared for the happy state of innocence, and assigned to man so long as he guarded rectitude and integrity of mind and body, fitting for him, now that that state was lost, corrupted for him on account of disobedience, and he made an enemy of God. What of the fact that, if he had stayed longer in paradise after the sin committed, he would doubtless have had intercourse with his wife, since they were already burning with mutual lust? But Moses, after Adam was cast out of paradise, first mentions that Eve was known by him; and the opinion of Augustine and the other Fathers...2



sententia est, primos homines, dum fuerunt in paradiso, virgines fuisse. SECUNDA PROPOSITIO. Eiecti sunt ex paradiso sub finem eius diei, quo peccarunt, id est, paulo ante solis occasum. Etenim Moses narrat venisse Deum in paradisum post meridiem ad auram, id est, quo tempore in locis maritimis ventus refrigerans excitari & spirare solet, nimirum Sole ad occasum vergente.
...the opinion is that the first men, while they were in paradise, were virgins. SECOND proposition. They were cast out of paradise toward the end of the day on which they sinned, that is, a little before sunset. For Moses narrates that God came into paradise after midday, 'to the breeze' — that is, at the time when in maritime places a cooling wind is accustomed to be stirred up and to blow, the Sun namely inclining toward its setting.3



TERTIA PROPOSITIO. Simillimum vero est, non fuisse eos longo tempore in paradiso. Siquidem credibile admodum est, daemonem quem invidia humanae foelicitatis urebat, & flagrantissima cupiditas deturbandi hominem ex illo foelici statu perdendique vehementer instigabat, diu tenere se non potuisse, quin hominem oppugnare adoriretur, & per dolum ac fraudem circumvenire conaretur. Fieri etiam non potuisset, quin longo tempore ibi commoratus Adamus, fructum arboris vitae comedisset, quo vita eius multo quam deinde fuit, longior extitisset.
THIRD proposition. It is most likely that they were not a long time in paradise. Since it is very credible that the demon, whom envy of human felicity burned, and a most flagrant desire of driving man from that happy state and destroying him vehemently urged, could not contain himself for long from setting about to attack man, and trying to circumvent him by guile and fraud. It also could not but have happened that Adam, if he had stayed there a long time, would have eaten the fruit of the tree of life, whereby his life would have been much longer than it afterward was.4



QUARTA PROPOSITIO. Non uno tantum die primi homines in paradiso versati sunt, nam si tam exiguum tempus inter creationem eorum, & serpentis tentationem interfluxisset, nulla ratio erat cur serpens diceret Evae, Cur non ex omni ligno Paradisi comeditis? Nam potuisset responderi: Quia nec dum vel necessitas, vel cupiditas cibi sumendi ipsos incessisset. Verum, quia serpens observaverat eos ex omnium arborum fructibus edere solitos, praeter unum arboris scientiae boni & mali fructum a quo religiose videbat eos sese abstinere: ex eo coepit occasionem sic aggrediendi Evam, quae idipsum illa est suo responso confirmasse cum dixit, De fructu lignorum quae sunt in paradiso vescimur: de fructu vero ligni quod est in medio paradisi praecepit nobis Deus ne comederemus. Quid est Vescimur? nisi vesci solemus? quanquam non me fugit id posse etiam accipi pro, vesci possumus, vel licitum nobis est vesci.
FOURTH proposition. The first men were not in paradise for one day only; for if so small a time had flowed between their creation and the serpent's temptation, there was no reason why the serpent should say to Eve, 'Why do you not eat of every tree of Paradise?' For it could have been answered: Because neither necessity nor desire of taking food had yet come upon them. But because the serpent had observed them accustomed to eat of the fruits of all the trees, except the one fruit of the tree of knowledge of good and evil, from which he saw them religiously abstaining, from that he began to take occasion of so attacking Eve, who confirmed that very thing by her response when she said, 'Of the fruit of the trees which are in paradise we eat: but of the fruit of the tree which is in the midst of paradise, God has commanded us not to eat.' What is 'We eat'? but 'we are accustomed to eat'? — although it does not escape me that this can also be taken for 'we are able to eat,' or 'it is lawful for us to eat.'5



Nec vero consentaneum videtur tam multa & varia, quae inter creationem Adami, & eiectionem eius narrantur facta, in dimidium fere unius diei coarctari. Etenim sexto die primum quidem creata sunt animalia terrestria, postea vero creatus est homo extra paradisum: deinde in paradisum introductus accepit praeceptum a Deo abstinendi ab arbore scientiae boni & mali. post haec ducta sunt ad eum animalia, quorum singulis, considerata cuiusque eorum vi & natura congruentia imposita ab eo sunt nomina; cumque in eis nullum ei reperiretur idoneum ad societatem vitae prolisque generationem adiutorium, ex Adami altissimo somno sopiti latere formata est Eva, adhaec nudi versabantur ambo in paradiso sine ullo aut nuditatis suae pudore, aut externi incommodi vel molestiae perpessione. post haec consecutus est sermo inter serpentem & Evam ultro citroque habitus, scilicet, (ut credibile est) multo longior quam a Mose commemoretur. Eva, porro serpentis decepta promissis, ad arborem vetitam adiit, eiusque curiose spectata & considerata pulchritudine; decerpsit fructum, comedit, perrexit ad virum, & suis blandiciis eum pel...
Nor indeed does it seem consonant that so many and various things, which are narrated to have been done between the creation of Adam and his ejection, should be compressed into scarcely half of one day. For on the sixth day, first the terrestrial animals were created, then man was created outside paradise; then, introduced into paradise, he received the precept from God of abstaining from the tree of knowledge of good and evil. After these things the animals were led to him, on each of which, their fitness considered from each one's force and nature, names were imposed by him; and when none suitable was found among them for a helper for the fellowship of life and the generation of offspring, from the deepest sleep of Adam lulled asleep, Eve was formed from his side; besides this, both dwelt naked in paradise without any shame of their nakedness, or endurance of external inconvenience or trouble. After these things followed the conversation held back and forth between the serpent and Eve, namely (as is credible) much longer than is mentioned by Moses. Eve, moreover, deceived by the serpent's promises, went to the forbidden tree, and its beauty curiously beheld and considered, plucked the fruit, ate, went on to her husband, and by her blandishments enticed him...6



lexit ad comedendum quo facto cum eos protinus suae nuditatis puderet, ad eam tegendam fecere sibi subligacula, auditaque Dei ad eos venientis voce, sese in medium Paradisi locum densissimis opacatum arboribus abdiderunt: unde iussu Dei egressi, uterque separatim ab eo interrogati, increpati, puniti, tandem e Paradiso eiecti sunt. Tantam igitur hanc rerum molem, respuit animus credere in dimidium unius diei commode includi posse. Hoc praeterea probabilius fit auctoritatibus Doctorum sic existimantium, paulo supra ad confirmationem secundae opinionis allatis.
...enticed him to eat; which done, since they were forthwith ashamed of their nakedness, to cover it they made themselves loincloths; and hearing the voice of God coming to them, they hid themselves in the midst of Paradise, a place shaded by the densest trees: whence, at God's command going out, each separately was interrogated by him, rebuked, punished, and at last cast out of Paradise. So great a mass of events, therefore, the mind refuses to believe could conveniently be included in half of one day. This, moreover, is made more probable by the authorities of the Doctors who so judge, brought forward a little above for the confirmation of the second opinion.7



QUINTA propositio. Quanto tempore fuerint in Paradiso? praecise ac definite non potest constitui: nam neque potest id colligi ex divina Scriptura, nec ut certum traditum est a probatis Auctoribus, nec antiqua certaque maiorum traditione compertum, nec verisimilibus coniecturis persuasum est. Quidam prodiderunt, tot annos fuisse eos in Paradiso, quot annos Christus Dominus vitam in terris mortalem & aerumnosam egit: sed id nullo modo probabile est. Alii, per quadraginta dies: totidem enim dies Christus ieiunavit in solitudine, ut hoc ieiunii remedio, intemperantiae illorum peccatum sanaret. verum neque hoc speciem probabilitatis aliquam habet. Tostatus supradicto loco existimat fuisse eos postero die quam creati sunt Paradiso eiectos, qui quidem fuit dies sabbathi: id quod profecto cum historia Mosis nequaquam videtur congruere. Etenim cum illum diem sabbathi sanctificaverit & benedixerit Deus, requiescens ab omni opere suo, quod narraverat: non videbatur congruum, eo die tam severum divinae vindictae iudicium exerceri.
FIFTH proposition. How long they were in Paradise cannot be precisely and definitely established: for neither can it be gathered from divine Scripture, nor has it been handed down as certain by approved authors, nor is it known by ancient and sure tradition of our ancestors, nor persuaded by likely conjectures. Some have handed down that they were in Paradise as many years as the years Christ the Lord spent a mortal and afflicted life on earth: but that is in no way probable. Others, for forty days: for so many days Christ fasted in the wilderness, that by this remedy of fasting he might heal the sin of their intemperance. But neither has this any appearance of probability. Tostatus, in the aforesaid place, thinks they were cast out of Paradise on the day after they were created, which indeed was the sabbath day: which certainly does not seem to agree with the history of Moses. For since God sanctified and blessed that sabbath day, resting from all his work which he had done, it did not seem fitting on that day to exercise so severe a judgment of divine vengeance.8



Si mihi fas sit divinare, dicam fuisse eos in Paradiso per octo dies, & octavo die quam fuerant creati, qui dies fuit feria sexta hebdomadae, eiectos fuisse Paradiso. Nam spatium octo dierum sufficiens fuit experiendae aliquantulum eius status foelicitati: & convenientiam atque consonantiam habet cum eo, quod circa secundum Adamum, id est, Christum Dominum evenit: quippe qui feria sexta conceptus esse in utero beatissimae Virginis a multis creditur, eademque die est in cruce mortuus, quo vere interpretari licebit, quod a Patribus est traditum, eodem die Adamum esse creatum & peccasse, ac Paradiso pulsum esse: eodem, inquam, die, non numero, sed eadem feria hebdomadae. O brevem, & vix quasi primoribus degustatam labris primorum hominum in terris foelicitatem: eoque acerbiorem illis tam beati status amissionem, aestimantibus quanta bona, quam cito, sua culpa perdidissent: quibus ipsi perpetuo, nisi plane stolidi ac desipientes fuissent, nullo suo labore, summaque corporis, & animi tranquillitate ac iucunditate frui potuissent.
If it be permitted me to divine, I will say that they were in Paradise for eight days, and that on the eighth day from when they had been created — which day was the sixth day (Friday) of the week — they were cast out of Paradise. For the space of eight days was sufficient for experiencing a little of the felicity of that state; and it has a fitness and consonance with what happened concerning the second Adam, that is, Christ the Lord: inasmuch as he is believed by many to have been conceived in the womb of the most blessed Virgin on a Friday, and on the same day died on the cross; whereby it will be permitted truly to interpret what has been handed down by the Fathers — that on the same day Adam was created and sinned and was cast out of Paradise — on the same day, I say, not in number, but on the same day of the week. O how brief, and scarcely as it were tasted with the tips of the lips, was the felicity of the first men on earth; and so the more bitter to them was the loss of so blessed a state, when they estimated how great goods, and how quickly, by their own fault they had lost — which they themselves could have enjoyed perpetually, unless they had been plainly stupid and foolish, with no labor of their own, and with the utmost tranquility and pleasantness of body and mind.9



Rupertus capite 30. libri tertii Commentariorum in Genesim tractans illa verba, Nunc ergo ne forte mittat manum suam, & sumat etiam de ligno vitae, & vivat in aeternum: duo tradit non admodum probabilia, mihi certe minime probata. Ait enim, arborem vitae fuisse a Deo...
Rupert, in chapter 30 of the third book of his Commentaries on Genesis, treating those words, 'Now therefore, lest perhaps he put forth his hand, and take also of the tree of life, and live forever,' hands down two things not very probable, and certainly by no means approved by me. For he says that the tree of life was by God...10



a Deo conditam in Paradiso, ignorasse Adamum quin etiam latuisse diabolum: Si enim is cognovisset vim eius arboris, ut suasit comedere fructum vetitum scientiae boni & mali ut eos miseros faceret: ita suasisset comedere fructum vitae, ut eos in aeternum miseros, & misere aeternos redderet. Arbitratur item, arborem vitae habuisse vim, vel semel percepto eius fructu, vitam hominis perpetuandi. Verba Ruperti sic habent: Nunc illud notandum, quod non dixerit solum, Ne mittat, manum suam: sed, Ne forte, inquit, mittat manum suam. Plane per hoc liquet, quod non sic fuerit illud lignum vitae, ut est herba aliqua sanitatis medicamentum. Siquidem medicinalis herba forte sumpta non perpetuam confert sanitatem, sed studio provisa servatur contra forte redituram infirmitatem. De hoc autem ligno dicit, Ne forte comedat, & vivat in aeternum. Ergo nequaquam (ut nonnulli arbitrantur) frequentandum erat necessario lignum, tanquam perpetuanda vita transitivum medicamentum, sed semel hoc sumpto viveret corpus in aeternum. Nihilominus & per hoc intelligitur, quod hactenus Adam nescierit lignum illud esse vitae, dum dicitur, Ne forte. Ille namque forte fecisse quid, & invenisse dicitur, qui in conscientia non habuit esse in loco vel in re hoc ipsum quod consequitur: veluti qui terram vertit serere volens, nec aliud intendens, & thesaurum invenit. Dixit autem Deus, Ne forte mittat manum suam, tamen certus quod non scienter mittere, licet quasi dubitans aut solicitus velut homo, ne casu id veniret. Igitur nec Adam cognovit, nec ipse serpens diabolus scivit, quod etiam lignum vitae plantasset Dominus Deus in medio Paradisi. Si enim vel ille scisset, nunquam consilium suae malignitatis ita dimidiasset: sed sicut illud lignum temere persuasit, ut miseros faceret: sic & istud praeripere suasisset, ut aeternaliter miseros, & misere aeternos efficeret.
...[the tree of life] created by God in Paradise, that Adam was ignorant of it, nay even that the devil was unaware: for if he had known the power of that tree, as he persuaded them to eat the forbidden fruit of the knowledge of good and evil in order to make them wretched, so he would have persuaded them to eat the fruit of life, in order to make them eternally wretched, and wretchedly eternal. He thinks also that the tree of life had the power, even by tasting its fruit once, of perpetuating man's life. The words of Rupert are thus: 'Now this must be noted, that he did not say only, Lest he put forth his hand, but, Lest perhaps, he says, he put forth his hand. Plainly by this it is clear that that tree of life was not such as is some herb, a medicament of health. For a medicinal herb, taken perchance, does not confer perpetual health, but, provided by care, is kept against an infirmity perhaps about to return. But of this tree he says, Lest perhaps he eat, and live forever. Therefore by no means (as some think) was the tree necessarily to be frequented, as a transitory medicament for perpetuating life, but, this being taken once, the body would live forever. Nonetheless, by this too it is understood that Adam hitherto did not know that tree to be the tree of life, when it is said, Lest perhaps. For that man is said perchance to have done or found something, who did not have in his consciousness that this very thing which follows was in the place or in the thing: as one who turns the earth wishing to sow, intending nothing else, and finds a treasure. But God said, Lest perhaps he put forth his hand, though certain that he would not put it forth knowingly, although as if doubting or solicitous, like a man, lest by chance it should come to pass. Therefore neither did Adam know, nor did the serpent-devil himself know, that the Lord God had also planted the tree of life in the midst of Paradise. For if even he had known, he would never have so halved the counsel of his malignity: but as he rashly persuaded them to that tree, to make them wretched, so he would have persuaded them to snatch this too, to make them eternally wretched, and wretchedly eternal.'11



Nec vero (subdit Rupertus) mirandum cuiquam accidat, aut incredibile videatur, quod inanimatum & insensibile lignum vivacitatis aeternae fructum potuerit afferre. Nunquid enim non & in hoc paupertatis nostrae exilio multa nascuntur, quae naturali virtute mortalitatis nostrae naturam in statum meliusculum permutare comprobantur? Nonne circa ea maxime, quae in terra radicantur medicina, quae non est, nisi a Deo versatur? Ut de ceteris taceam, nonne Mandragorarum potenti auxilio, sterilis uterus Rachelis adeo melioratus est, ut conciperet & pareret, primumque Ioseph, & secundum Beniamin, licet eum periculo mortis enixa est? Sed usque hodie medici pro commendatione artis non fabulosum, sed verum illud fuisse contendunt, quod in libris Gentilium legitur, Aesculapium medicaminibus herbarum suscitasse mortuum, & ob hoc illum esse fulminatum, videlicet ne assuescerent homines artem per quam effugerent utile sibi mortis edictum. Cur igitur incredibile videatur cuiquam materiale lignum vitae esse potuisse, quod virtute sua manducantem hominem defenderet a corporali morte, donec emeritus post obedientiam, plenius iucunditate cum beatis Angelis frueretur divinae Maiestatis visione? Haec Rupertus.
'Nor indeed (Rupert adds) should it happen to anyone as a wonder, or seem incredible, that an inanimate and insensible tree could bring forth the fruit of eternal vivacity. For do not, even in this exile of our poverty, many things spring up, which by a natural power are proved to change the nature of our mortality into a somewhat better state? Is it not especially concerning those things which are rooted in the earth that medicine is engaged, which is not except from God? To say nothing of the rest, was not, by the powerful help of Mandrakes, the sterile womb of Rachel so improved that she conceived and bore, first Joseph and secondly Benjamin, though she bore him with peril of death? But even today physicians, for the commendation of their art, contend that it was not fabulous but true, what is read in the books of the Gentiles, that Aesculapius by the medicines of herbs raised the dead, and on this account was struck by lightning — namely, lest men should grow accustomed to an art by which they might escape the decree of death useful to themselves. Why therefore should it seem incredible to anyone that there could have been a material tree of life, which by its power would defend the man eating it from bodily death, until, having served his time after obedience, he might more fully enjoy, with the blessed Angels, in delight, the vision of the divine Majesty?' Thus Rupert.12



Translator’s notes
	Heading of Question II of the disputation. ↩
	Pererius's own view, in FIVE propositions. FIRST proposition: Adam was cast out the same day he sinned (from Moses's sequence — blushing, loincloths, hiding, rebuke, expulsion; paradise, made for innocence, was unfitting for now-corrupted man; had he stayed he would have known Eve, but Moses places that after the expulsion). Marginal glosses: 'Eodem die quo peccavit Adam Paradiso pulsus est'; 'Paradisus hominis conveniens post peccatum locus non erat.' Page footer signature 'VVV 2'; catchword 'senten.' ↩
	End of the FIRST proposition (the first men were virgins in paradise). SECOND proposition: they were cast out toward the end of that same day, a little before sunset — since Moses says God came 'after midday, to the breeze' (Gen 3:8), the time of the cooling evening wind, the sun setting. Marginal gloss: 'Adam sub vesperam paradiso eiectus est.' Running head '698'; true printed page 708. ↩
	THIRD proposition: they were not a LONG time in paradise — the envious demon could not long refrain from attacking; and had Adam stayed long, he would have eaten of the tree of life and lived longer than he did. Marginal gloss: 'Non fuisse longo tempore primos homines in Paradiso.' ↩
	FOURTH proposition: yet they were NOT there just one day — if the interval were so short, the serpent's 'Why do you not eat of every tree?' would make no sense (they could have answered they had no need or desire of food yet). Rather, the serpent had observed them habitually eating of all the trees but the one; Eve confirms this ('we eat' = 'we are accustomed to eat,' though it could mean 'we may eat'). Marginal gloss: 'Non fuisse primos homines uno tantum die in paradiso.' ↩
	FOURTH proposition (cont.): the many events between Adam's creation and expulsion cannot be crammed into half a day — the animals created and man outside paradise, the precept given, the animals led up and named, Eve formed from Adam's sleep, both dwelling naked without shame, the long serpent-Eve conversation (surely longer than Moses records), the plucking and eating. Catchword: 'lexit' (pellexit; continues on the next page). ↩
	End of the FOURTH proposition: the whole mass of events (the eating, shame, loincloths, hiding, God's coming, the separate interrogations, rebukes, punishments, expulsion) cannot fit in half a day — confirmed by the Doctors of the second opinion cited above. Running head '699'; true printed page 709. ↩
	FIFTH proposition: how long they stayed cannot be precisely determined (not from Scripture, authors, tradition, or conjecture). Rejected guesses: as many years as Christ's earthly life (improbable); forty days (= Christ's fast, to heal their intemperance — no probability); Tostatus's 'day after creation = the sabbath' (rejected — God blessed and rested on the sabbath, so exercising severe judgment then is unfitting). Marginal glosses: 'Quandiu primi homines commorati sint in Paradiso'; 'Tostati sententia reiicitur.' ↩
	Pererius's own conjecture ('if I may divine'): they were in Paradise eight days, cast out on the eighth day from creation — a Friday (feria sexta). This fits the Second Adam, Christ (believed by many conceived and crucified on a Friday); so the Fathers' 'same day' (Adam created, sinned, expelled) = the same day of the week, not the same numerical day. A lament on the brevity of the first felicity and the bitterness of its loss. Marginal gloss: 'Auctoris coniectatio.' ↩
	Introduces Rupert (Commentaria in Genesim 3.30) on the second half of Gen 3:22 ('Nunc ergo ne forte mittat manum suam... et vivat in aeternum'): Rupert hands down two improbable claims (which Pererius rejects), the first being that the tree of life was [unknown] to Adam by God('s design). Marginal gloss: 'Secundum Rupertum arborem vitae fuisse in Paradiso ignotam Adae.' Page footer signature 'VVV 3'; catchword 'a Deo' (continues on the next page). ↩
	Rupert's first improbable claim (which Pererius rejects): the tree of life was unknown both to Adam AND to the devil (else the devil would have urged them to eat of it too, to make them eternally wretched). The 'Ne forte' ('lest perhaps') of Gen 3:22 shows Adam did not know it was the tree of life — like one who finds a treasure while digging to sow. Continuation of Rupert, Comm. in Gen. 3.30. Running head '700'; true printed page 710. ↩
	Rupert's second claim (also rejected by Pererius): it is not incredible that a material tree could give eternal life, since many earthly things (medicinal herbs, from God) alter our mortal nature — e.g. mandrakes healing Rachel's sterile womb (Gen 30, bearing Joseph and Benjamin), and Aesculapius raising the dead by herbs (struck by lightning lest men escape death). So a tree could defend the eater from bodily death until, after his term of obedience, he enjoyed the beatific vision with the Angels. End of the Rupert quote. Marginal glosses: 'Genes. 30'; 'Aesculapius dicitur poena medicinae mortuum revocasse ad vitam.' Catchword: 'Eiectique' (leads to the Gen 3:24 lemma on the next page). ↩




Verse 24. And he cast out Adam, and placed before the Paradise of pleasure the Cherubim, and a flaming sword, turning every way, to guard the way of the tree of life

LatineEnglish


Verse 24. And he cast out Adam, and placed before the Paradise of pleasure the Cherubim, and a flaming sword, turning every way, to guard the way of the tree of life.1
VERS. 24. Eiecitque Adam, & collocavit ante Paradisum voluptatis Cherubim, & flammeum gladium atque versatilem ad custodiendam viam ligni vitae.



Haec verba obscurissimam habent sententiam, & difficillimum explicatum: enitendum igitur efficiendumque, ut aliquam huic loco lucem afferamus. Et illud primum scire convenit, verba illa, Et posuit ante Paradisum, Septuaginta Interpretes in translatione huius loci iunxisse cum eo quod praecessit, Eiecitque Adam, volentes ea intelligi de Adamo, quem Deus licet Paradiso eiecisset, voluit tamen eum e regione Paradisi habitare: quod, scilicet, frequenti Paradisi aspectu, & eius quam perdiderat foelicitatis assidua recordatione, vehementius intimis animi sensibus angeretur, maiorique odio diabolum, qui sibi tantorum malorum auctor fuerat, suumque peccatum tantae infoelicitatis causam prosequeretur: & ex animo sceleris admissi poenitens, veniam a Deo promereretur. Atque hanc Septuaginta Interpretum lectionem secuti, atque interpretati Patres, magnificant & exaggerant hanc Dei providentiam, eamque pro magno beneficio homini tributo praedicant. Lectio autem Septuaginta Interpretum si verbum e verbo Latine reddas, sic habet hoc loco, Et eiecit Adam, & collocavit eum ante Paradisum voluptatis, & posuit Cherubim, & flammeum gladium versatilem ad custodiendam viam ligni vitae. Verum scriptura Hebraica [וישכן מקדם לגן עדן את הכרבים ואת להט החרב המתהפכת לשמר את דרך עץ החיים], Paraphrasis item Chaldaica, & nostra versio Latina illud, Et posuit ante Paradisum, coniungunt cum Cherubino & flammeo gladio versatili: quibus ante Paradisum a Deo collocatis, aditus homini ad arborem vitae omnino est interclusus.
These words have a most obscure sense, and are most difficult to explain: it must therefore be striven and effected that we bring some light to this passage. And this first it is fitting to know: that those words, 'And he placed before Paradise,' the Seventy Interpreters in their translation of this passage joined with what preceded, 'And he cast out Adam,' wishing them to be understood of Adam — whom, although God had cast out of Paradise, he yet willed to dwell over against Paradise: namely, that by the frequent sight of Paradise, and by the continual recollection of the felicity he had lost, he might be more vehemently pained in the inmost senses of his mind, and pursue with greater hatred the devil, who had been to him the author of so many evils, and pursue his own sin as the cause of so great unhappiness; and, repenting from his heart of the crime committed, might earn pardon from God. And the Fathers, following this reading of the Seventy Interpreters, and interpreting it, magnify and exaggerate this providence of God, and proclaim it as a great benefit bestowed on man. But the reading of the Seventy Interpreters, if you render it word for word into Latin, has thus in this place: 'And he cast out Adam, and placed him over against the Paradise of pleasure, and set the Cherubim, and a flaming turning sword, to guard the way of the tree of life.' But the Hebrew scripture [וישכן מקדם לגן עדן את הכרבים ואת להט החרב המתהפכת לשמר את דרך עץ החיים], likewise the Chaldaic Paraphrase, and our Latin version, join that phrase, 'And he placed before Paradise,' with the Cherubim and the flaming turning sword: which being placed before Paradise by God, the approach for man to the tree of life is altogether shut off.2



Translator’s notes
	New lemma: Genesis 3:24 (set off by 'VERS. 24.' and centered). Running head '701'; true printed page 711. ↩
	Opening the exposition of Gen 3:24: the LXX joined 'And he placed before Paradise' with 'he cast out Adam' — making God settle Adam OVER AGAINST paradise (so that the sight and memory of lost felicity would pain him, deepen his hatred of the devil, and move him to penitence and pardon); the Fathers following the LXX magnify this providence. But the Hebrew, the Chaldaic Paraphrase, and the Vulgate join the phrase with the Cherubim and flaming sword, which bar man's access to the tree of life. HEBREW GLYPH verified by magnification (the whole second half of Gen 3:24, given in the right margin with transliteration): וישכן מקדם לגן עדן את הכרבים ואת להט החרב המתהפכת לשמר את דרך עץ החיים (vayyashken mikkedem legan eden eth ha-kerubim ve-eth lahat ha-cherev ha-mmithappecheth lishmor eth derech ets ha-chaim, 'and he placed at the east of the garden of Eden the Cherubim, and the flame of the turning sword, to guard the way of the tree of life'), transliterated in the margin 'vaieschen mikkedem legan eden... hachereb hammittaphecet lischmor... ets hacchaim.' Marginal glosses: 'Lectio huius loci secundum Septuaginta Interpretes'; 'Scriptura Hebraica, si quis eam desiderat, talis est' + the Hebrew verse. ↩




A DISPUTATION ON THE CHERUBIM and the turning sword placed before the entrance of Paradise

LatineEnglish


A DISPUTATION ON THE CHERUBIM and the turning sword placed before the entrance of Paradise.1
DISPUTATIO DE CHERUBIM & gladio versatili positis ante aditum Paradisi.



Sed quid per Cherubim; quid item per Flammeum gladium versatilem, significaverit Moses, & intelligi voluerit, interpretari & asseri qui hoc opus, hic labor est. Exponam igitur primo & expendam aliorum sententias: deinde meam quoque lectori opinionem aperiam.
But what Moses signified and wished to be understood by 'Cherubim,' and what likewise by 'a flaming turning sword' — to interpret and assert this is the work, this is the labor. I shall therefore first set forth and weigh the opinions of others; then I shall open my own opinion too to the reader.2



Translator’s notes
	Major section divider: a new disputation on the meaning of the Cherubim and the flaming turning sword (Gen 3:24). ↩
	Sets up the disputation: the crux is what Moses meant by the Cherubim and the flaming turning sword. Pererius will review others' views first, then give his own. (Echoes Virgil, Aeneid 6.129, 'hoc opus, hic labor est.') ↩




QUESTION I. Whether what is said of the Cherubim, and of the flaming and turning sword, is to be taken historically, or only figuratively and mystically

LatineEnglish


QUESTION I. Whether what is said of the Cherubim, and of the flaming and turning sword, is to be taken historically, or only figuratively and mystically.1
QUAESTIO I. An quod dicitur Cherubim, & gladio flammeo, & versatili, historice, an tantum figurate ac mystice sit accipiendum.



Quidam putant, hanc Mosis orationem non esse historicam, nec ut verba proprie significant interpretandam, sed esse figuratam ac metaphoricam, eaque significari, firmissimo Deum praesidio aditum paradisi munivisse, ne quis eum in locum posset intrare, id est, facultatem & spem omnem ademisse homini, foelicem atque immortalem vitam in terris agendi.
Some think that this speech of Moses is not historical, nor to be interpreted as the words properly signify, but is figurative and metaphorical; and that by it is signified that God fortified the approach of paradise with a most firm garrison, lest anyone could enter into that place — that is, that he took away from man all faculty and hope of leading a happy and immortal life on earth.2



Verum non placet, quae hoc loco, similiter ut superiora omnia, historice narrantur a Mose, ea unam tantum ad interpretationem allegoricam contrahere. Nam si iuvaret allegoricas sequi commentationes, possemus dicere, ut a nonnullis, quibus curae fuit talia consectari, proditum est, Mosem his verbis significasse magna impedimenta, quibus homines post peccatum ab ingressu in paradisum coelestem retardantur. Quorum impedimentorum duplex est genus: Unum est invisibile, ex ipsis daemonibus hic significatis per Cherubim, profectum. Nam ut Paulus inquit, Non est nobis colluctatio adversus carnem & sanguinem, sed adversus principes & potestates, adversus mundi rectores tenebrarum harum, contra spiritualia nequitiae in coelestibus. Alterum est visibile tam bonorum, quam malorum corporalium, quibus homines vel deliniti, vel deterriti, fractique, a consecutione bonorum coelestium retrahuntur: quod adumbratum est a Mose per flammeum gladium & versatilem. Quanquam & illud ea re insinuari potuit, non sine perpetua dimicatione patere nobis in coelum posse aditum, Regnum enim coelorum vim patitur, & violenti rapiunt illud: & verum esse quod dixit Iob, Militiam esse vitam hominis super terram.
But it does not please me to contract to one allegorical interpretation only those things which in this place, similarly to all the preceding, are narrated historically by Moses. For if it helped to follow allegorical commentaries, we could say, as has been handed down by some who took care to pursue such things, that Moses by these words signified the great impediments by which men after sin are held back from entering the heavenly paradise. Of which impediments there is a twofold kind: One is invisible, proceeding from the demons themselves here signified by the Cherubim. For as Paul says, 'Our wrestling is not against flesh and blood, but against principalities and powers, against the rulers of the darkness of this world, against the spiritual wickednesses in the high places.' The other is visible, both of bodily goods and of evils, by which men, either allured, or deterred and broken, are drawn back from the attainment of heavenly goods: which was shadowed forth by Moses through the flaming and turning sword. Although this too could be insinuated by that thing — that the approach to heaven cannot lie open to us without perpetual struggle, for 'the kingdom of heaven suffers violence, and the violent bear it away'; and that what Job said is true, that 'the life of man on earth is a warfare.'3



Illud praeterea ad eiusmodi mystologias addi potest, denotari tria genera rerum quae magno sunt hominibus ad consequendam aeternam vitam impedimento. Etenim vocabulum Cherubim, significat plenitudinem scientiae: curiosum autem scientiae studium, mentisque superbia recusantis humiliter subiici disciplinae, ac fidei Christianae, multos ingressu coeli prohibet. Per gladium vero flammeum significantur omnes cupiditates & vitia, quae oriuntur ex appetitu sensitivo. hic autem duplex est, Concupiscibilis, qui significatus est per flammam, & Irascibilis per gladium. Volubilitas autem eius gladii, instabilitatem denotat, atque inconstantiam rerum humanarum, ipsorumque hominum, quorum plerique, si quando bene agere incipiunt, mox tamen defatigati deficiunt, nec in bonis studiis, propositis, coeptisque perseverant. Haec igitur & alia horum similia super his verbis Mosis allegorice a nobis disputari possent. Quae ut acute, docte, pieque cogitata, & tradita non inficior; sic alium sententiae Mosis sensum historicum, & litteralem quaerendum esse contendo.
This besides can be added to such mystologies: that three kinds of things are denoted which are a great impediment to men for attaining eternal life. For the word 'Cherubim' signifies fullness of knowledge; but the curious study of knowledge, and the pride of a mind refusing to be humbly subjected to discipline and to the Christian faith, prohibits many from entering heaven. But by the flaming sword are signified all the desires and vices which arise from the sensitive appetite; and this is twofold — the Concupiscible, signified by the flame, and the Irascible, by the sword. But the turning of that sword denotes the instability and inconstancy of human affairs, and of men themselves, most of whom, if ever they begin to do well, yet soon, wearied, fail, and do not persevere in good pursuits, purposes, and undertakings. These things, therefore, and others like them, could be disputed by us allegorically upon these words of Moses. Which, as acutely, learnedly, and piously thought out and handed down, I do not deny; so I contend that another, historical and literal sense of Moses's meaning is to be sought.4



Translator’s notes
	Heading of Question I of the disputation. Catchword 'QUIDAM' (the answer begins on the next page). ↩
	The first view answering Question I: the passage is only figurative/metaphorical — signifying that God cut off man's every faculty and hope of an immortal life on earth. Marginal gloss: 'Mystica huius loci interpretatio.' Running head '702'; true printed page 712. ↩
	Pererius: one should not reduce to allegory alone what Moses narrates historically. Yet he grants the allegories that COULD be made: the impediments to the heavenly paradise are twofold — invisible (the demons signified by the Cherubim; Eph 6:12 'our wrestling is not against flesh and blood') and visible (bodily goods and evils, signified by the flaming sword); heaven requires perpetual struggle (Matt 11:12 'the kingdom of heaven suffers violence'; Job 7:1 'the life of man is a warfare'). Marginal glosses: 'Impedimentorum ad aeternam vitam genus duplex'; 'Ephes. ulti.'; 'Matth. 11.'; 'Iob. 7.' ↩
	A further allegory: three impediments to eternal life — Cherubim ('fullness of knowledge') = curiosity and intellectual pride refusing the faith; the flaming sword = the sensitive appetite's desires and vices (concupiscible = flame, irascible = sword); the sword's turning = the inconstancy of men who begin well but fail to persevere. Pererius grants these allegories are pious but insists on seeking the literal, historical sense. Marginal gloss: 'Tria rerum genera, quae magno sunt hominibus ad consequendam vitam beatam impedimento.' Catchword: 'QUAE' (QUAESTIO II, on the next page). ↩




QUESTION II. Whether by those words is signified the situation of paradise under the equator and the torrid zone

LatineEnglish


QUESTION II. Whether by those words is signified the situation of paradise under the equator and the torrid zone.1
QUAESTIO II. An illis verbis significetur situs paradisi sub aequinoctiali & Zona torrida.



Existimant nonnulli Mosem his verbis significare voluisse situm Paradisi: qui erat sub Aequinoctiali: ante ipsum enim fuisse Zonam torridam, quae metaphoricis verbis hoc loco describitur a Mose. Flammeus enim gladius insinuat flagrantissimum aestum Zonae torridae, ad similitudinem gladii eo accedentes ferientem, qui propterea nominatur versatilis, ut denotetur perpetua Solis conversio super Zonam torridam, unde magnitudo illius aestus efficitur. Illum gladium tenebant Cherubim, id est, Angeli, quoniam motus coelorum & corporalis naturae, auctore Augustino, a Deo per Angelos disponitur & efficitur. Ergo significatur hac oratione Mosis, paradisum propter Zonam torridam, qua est circundatus, esse mortalibus inaccessum. Sequitur hanc sententiam beatus Thomas in secunda secundae, quaest. 165. art. ultimo: in qua, multis ante B. Thomam saeculis, etiam fuisse Tertullianum, qui diceret, non temere meo iudicio diceret. In Apologetico enim affirmat Tertullianus locum paradisi esse velut quadam maceria igneae Zonae a communi nostri orbis notitia segregatum. Verum haec opinio, & interpretatio verborum Mosis, refellitur hoc argumento: Liquet ex narratione Mosis, post primorum hominum peccatum eorumque de paradiso eiectionem, collocasse Deum in aditu paradisi Cherubim, & gladium flammeum atque versatilem: at situs Zonae torridae & aestus, quem in ea Sol efficit, non est propter peccatum hominis a Deo factus, sed qualis nunc est, talis fuit ab exordio mundi: quippe qui naturalem ipsius mundi constructionem & confirmationem, rationemque motuum coelestium necessario consequitur.
Some think that Moses by these words wished to signify the situation of Paradise, which was under the Equator: for before it was the torrid zone, which is here described by Moses in metaphorical words. For the flaming sword insinuates the most burning heat of the torrid zone, striking, like a sword, those approaching it; which is therefore called 'turning,' to denote the perpetual revolution of the Sun over the torrid zone, whence the magnitude of that heat is produced. That sword the Cherubim held, that is, the Angels, since the motion of the heavens and of corporeal nature (on Augustine's authority) is arranged and effected by God through the Angels. Therefore it is signified by this speech of Moses, that paradise, on account of the torrid zone by which it is surrounded, is inaccessible to mortals. Blessed Thomas follows this opinion in the Secunda Secundae, question 165, last article; in which [opinion], many centuries before blessed Thomas, was also Tertullian, who — [and] would not, in my judgment, say it rashly. For in the Apologeticum Tertullian affirms that the place of paradise is segregated from the common knowledge of our world as if by a certain wall of the fiery zone. But this opinion, and interpretation of Moses's words, is refuted by this argument: It is clear from the narration of Moses that, after the sin of the first men and their ejection from paradise, God placed at the entrance of paradise the Cherubim and the flaming turning sword; but the situation of the torrid zone, and the heat which the Sun produces in it, was not made by God on account of man's sin, but such as it is now, such it was from the beginning of the world — inasmuch as it necessarily follows the natural construction and establishment of the world itself, and the plan of the celestial motions.2



Translator’s notes
	Heading of Question II of the disputation. Running head '703'; true printed page 713. ↩
	Answering Question II: some hold that Moses signifies paradise's location under the equator, girdled by the torrid zone — the flaming sword = the zone's burning heat, 'versatilis' = the sun's perpetual revolution over it, the Cherubim/Angels 'holding' it because the heavens' motion is arranged by God through Angels (per Augustine); so paradise is inaccessible. Held by Tertullian (Apologeticum — paradise walled off by the fiery zone) and Aquinas (ST 2a2ae q.165, last art.). Refuted: Moses says the Cherubim and sword were placed AFTER the sin, but the torrid zone's heat was not made because of sin — it existed from the world's beginning, following the natural order of the celestial motions. Marginal glosses: 'Opinio Tertulliani & S. Thomae de Cherubim & flammeo gladio'; 'Caelorum motus a Deo per angelos disponitur'; 'S. Thomas'; 'Tertullianus refellitur.' ↩




QUESTION III. Whether by those words is signified a fire surrounding Paradise like a wall

LatineEnglish


QUESTION III. Whether by those words is signified a fire surrounding Paradise like a wall.1
QUAESTIO III. An illis verbis significetur Ignis ambiens Paradisum instar muri.



Nicolaus de Lyra, qui putavit Paradisum in celsissimo orbis terrarum monte fuisse collocatum, hoc loco arbitratur, ex illo altissimo paradisi monte, iussu Dei, circumquaque maximam vim, & copiam ignis erupisse, & in modum coronae seu muri, omnem paradisi aditum a Deo esse circumclusum. Non probatur hoc Tostato, quia si ex illo monte tanta vis ignis perpetuo eructaretur; necesse esset interiora illius montis esse sulphurea, terramque illam penitus exustam, quod...
Nicholas of Lyra, who thought that Paradise was placed on the highest mountain of the earth, judges in this place that, from that highest mountain of paradise, at God's command, on every side a very great force and abundance of fire erupted, and, in the manner of a crown or wall, the whole entrance of paradise was enclosed by God. This is not approved by Tostatus, because if such a force of fire were perpetually belched forth from that mountain, the interior of that mountain would necessarily be sulphurous, and that land utterly burned up — which...2



locum paradisi fecisset infructuosum, sterilem, atque inamoenum. Credit ipse (quae est opinio etiam Magistri Historiae scholasticae) illum gladium igneum non fuisse aliud, quam ingentem quandam vim, & copiam ignis non ex terra paradisi emicantis, sed vel aliunde illuc allati, vel inibi recens a Deo creati, qui instar muri circum paradisum esset, vel ad similitudinem propugnaculi ante paradisi aditum esset positus: quae duo impedimenta putat Epiphanius tantisper duntaxat durasse, quoad vixit Adamus. Ille autem ignis, dictus est gladius versatilis vel gladius utrimque scindens, ad indicandam vim & efficacitatem ignis maxime penetrantis: cuius natura in perpetuo motu, & agitatione versatur, & ad modum gladii in acumen desinens, flammas quasi vibrat. Verum istorum explanatio, & mutila est, quia de Cherubim nullum faciunt verbum, & impropria est nec litteralis: quippe quae verba Mosis a propria significatione detorquens aliorsum, sensum historicum non exprimit.
...would have made the place of paradise unfruitful, sterile, and unpleasant. He himself thinks (which is also the opinion of the Master of the Scholastic History) that that fiery sword was nothing else than a certain huge force and abundance of fire — not flashing forth from the earth of paradise, but either brought thither from elsewhere, or there recently created by God — which was like a wall around paradise, or was placed like a bulwark before the entrance of paradise: which two impediments Epiphanius thinks lasted only so long as Adam lived. But that fire was called a 'turning sword,' or a 'sword cutting on both sides,' to indicate the force and efficacy of the most penetrating fire, whose nature is engaged in perpetual motion and agitation, and, ending in a point like a sword, vibrates flames as it were. But the explanation of these interpreters is both mutilated, because they make no word about the Cherubim, and is improper and not literal: inasmuch as, twisting the words of Moses from their proper signification elsewhere, it does not express the historical sense.3



Translator’s notes
	Heading of Question III of the disputation. ↩
	Answering Question III: Nicholas of Lyra (who placed Paradise on the earth's highest mountain) held that fire erupted from that mountain at God's command, enclosing paradise's entrance like a crown or wall. Rejected by Tostatus: such perpetual fire would make the mountain's interior sulphurous and the land utterly burnt (an absurdity). Marginal gloss: 'Opinio Lyrae, Tostati, & Magistri Historiae scholasticae.' Page footer signature 'XXX'; catchword 'locum' (continues on the next page). ↩
	Conclusion of Question III: Peter Comestor (Master of the Historia Scholastica), following Lyra, held the fiery sword to be a huge fire (brought or newly created by God) forming a wall/bulwark before paradise; Epiphanius: these two impediments lasted only as long as Adam lived; called a 'turning'/'two-edged' sword for its penetrating force in perpetual motion. Pererius rejects it as 'mutilated' (it says nothing of the Cherubim) and non-literal. Running head '704'; true printed page 714. ↩




QUESTION IV. Whether by those words was signified the fire of purgatory
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QUESTION IV. Whether by those words was signified the fire of purgatory.1
QUAESTIO IIII. An illis verbis significatus fuerit ignis purgatorius.



Sanctus Ambrosius explanando versiculum illum Psalmi 118. Retribue servo tuo, ut vivam, & custodiam verba tua, ignem hunc in aditu paradisi collocatum, interpretatur ignem purgatorium: in quo iustorum animae qui in hac vita maculas peccatorum penitus non absterserunt, vel pro condonatis sibi delictis non plene Deo satisfecerunt, in totum purificantur, omnique debito persoluto expiantur. Nihil enim inquinatum, ut scriptum est in Apocalypsi, in coelestem illam civitatem intrare potest. Duplicem autem putat Ambrosius a Deo constitutum ad purganda hominum peccata baptismum: unum in hac vita, qui fit per aquam baptismi, quo eluuntur delicta: alterum post hanc vitam, quo peccata omnino exuruntur, ut vere Deo iusti dicere possint, Transivimus per ignem & aquam, & eduxisti nos in refrigerium. Ambrosii verba sic habent: Est etiam baptismum in paradisi vestibulo, quod antea non erat: sed posteaquam peccator exclusus est, coepit esse romphaea ignea quam posuit Deus, quae antea non erat quando peccatum non erat. Culpa coepit, & baptismum coepit, quo purificentur qui in paradisum redire cupiebant ut regressi dicerent, Transivimus per ignem & aquam. Hic per aquam, illic per ignem. Per aquam, ut abluantur peccata: per ignem, ut exurantur. Sed, quod est gravius, & hic ignem, & illic sustinemus. Quis est, qui in hoc igne baptizat? Non presbyter, non Episcopus, non Ioannes qui ait, Ego vos baptizo in poenitentiam: non Angelus, non Archangelus, non Dominationes, non Potestates, sed de quo Ioannes ait, Qui venit post me, fortior me est, cuius non sum dignus calceamenta portare: ipse vos baptizabit in Spiritu sancto & igni. Habet ventilabrum in manu sua, & permundabit aream suam, & congregabit triticum in horreum suum, paleas autem comburet igni inextinguibili. Non de hoc baptisma...
Saint Ambrose, in explaining that verse of Psalm 118, 'Reward your servant, that I may live, and keep your words,' interprets this fire, placed at the entrance of paradise, as the fire of purgatory: in which the souls of the just, who in this life have not fully wiped away the stains of sins, or for the sins forgiven them have not fully satisfied God, are wholly purified, and, every debt paid, are expiated. For nothing defiled, as it is written in the Apocalypse, can enter into that heavenly city. But Ambrose thinks that a twofold baptism was constituted by God for purging the sins of men: one in this life, which is done by the water of baptism, by which sins are washed away; the other after this life, by which sins are entirely burned away, so that the just can truly say to God, 'We have passed through fire and water, and you have led us out into refreshment.' The words of Ambrose are thus: 'There is also a baptism in the vestibule of paradise, which before was not: but after the sinner was excluded, there began to be the fiery sword which God placed, which before was not, when sin was not. Fault began, and baptism began, by which those might be purified who desired to return into paradise, that returning they might say, We have passed through fire and water. Here through water, there through fire. Through water, that sins may be washed; through fire, that they may be burned. But, which is more grave, we sustain both fire here and there. Who is he who baptizes in this fire? Not a presbyter, not a Bishop, not John who says, I baptize you unto penance; not an Angel, not an Archangel, not Dominations, not Powers, but he of whom John says, He who comes after me is stronger than I, whose shoes I am not worthy to bear: he will baptize you in the Holy Spirit and fire. He has his fan in his hand, and will thoroughly cleanse his floor, and will gather the wheat into his barn, but the chaff he will burn with unquenchable fire. Not of this baptism...'2



baptismate quod fit per sacerdotes Ecclesiae dictum ipse Dominus testificatur, siquidem post consummationem saeculi missis Angelis, qui segregent bonos & malos, hoc futurum est baptisma, quando per caminum ignis iniquitas exuretur, ut in regno Dei fulgeant iusti, sicut sol in regno Patris sui: & si aliquis ut Petrus sit aut Ioannes, baptizatur hoc igni. Veniet Baptista magnus (sic enim eum nomino quomodo nominavit Gabriel dicens, Hic erit magnus,) videbit multos ante paradisi stantes vestibulum, movebit romphaeam versatilem, dicet iis qui a dextris sunt non habentibus gravia peccata, Intrate qui praesumitis, qui ignem non timetis. Praedixeram enim vobis, Ecce venio sicut ignis. Et per Ezechielem dixeram, Ecce proficiscar in Hierusalem, & insufflabo in vos in igne irae meae, ut tabescatis a plumbo & ferro. Veniat ergo ignis consumens, exurat in nobis plumbum iniquitatis, ferrum peccati, faciatque nos aurum syncerum. Urat renes meos & cor meum, ut bona cogitem, ea quae castitatis sunt concupiscam. Sed quia hic purgatus, iterum necesse habet illic purificari, illic quoque nos purificet, quando dicat Dominus, Intrate in requiem meam: ut unusquisque nostrum ustus romphaea illa flammea non exustus, introgressus in illam paradisi amoenitatem, gratias agat Domino suo dicens, Induxisti nos in refrigerium. Qui ergo per ignem transierit, intrat in requiem. Transit a materialibus atque mundanis ad illa incorruptibilia atque perpetua. Alius iste ignis, quo exuruntur peccata non voluntaria, sed fortuita, quem paravit servulis suis dominus Iesus, ut eos ab ista commoratione qua permixta est mortuis emundet: & alius ille ignis, quem deputavit diabolo, & angelis eius, de quo dicit, Ite in ignem aeternum: quo ille dives ardebat, qui stillam sibi de Lazari digito poscebat humorem. At vero Lazarus in Abrahae sinu recumbens vitam carpebat aeternam, quam sibi promittit Propheta dicens, Vivam & custodiam verba tua. Haec Ambrosius.
'...is that baptism which is done by the priests of the Church spoken, the Lord himself testifies, since after the consummation of the age, the Angels being sent to separate the good and the evil, this will be the baptism, when through the furnace of fire iniquity shall be burned away, that in the kingdom of God the just may shine as the sun in the kingdom of their Father; and if anyone, like Peter or John, is baptized by this fire. There will come a great Baptist (for so I name him, as Gabriel named him, saying, He shall be great): he will see many standing before the vestibule of paradise, he will move the turning sword, he will say to those on the right who have no grave sins, Enter, you who presume, who fear not the fire. For I had foretold to you, Behold, I come as fire. And through Ezekiel I had said, Behold, I will set out to Jerusalem, and I will breathe upon you in the fire of my wrath, that you may melt like lead and iron. Let therefore the consuming fire come, let it burn out in us the lead of iniquity, the iron of sin, and make us pure gold. Let it burn my reins and my heart, that I may think good things, that I may desire the things of chastity. But because he who is purged here has need to be purified there again, let it purify us there too, when the Lord shall say, Enter into my rest: that each of us, singed by that flaming sword, not burned up, having entered into that pleasantness of paradise, may give thanks to his Lord, saying, You have led us into refreshment. He therefore who has passed through the fire, enters into rest. He passes from material and worldly things to those incorruptible and perpetual. This is one fire, by which are burned away sins not voluntary but fortuitous, which the Lord Jesus prepared for his little servants, that he might cleanse them from that sojourn by which one is mingled with the dead; and that other fire is another, which he assigned to the devil and his angels, of which he says, Go into eternal fire: by which that rich man burned, who begged for himself a drop of moisture from Lazarus's finger. But Lazarus, reclining in Abraham's bosom, enjoyed eternal life, which the Prophet promises himself, saying, I shall live and keep your words.' Thus Ambrose.3



Similia Rupertus scribit libro tertio Commentariorum in Genesim capite 32. & 33. affirmans, propterea ignem fuisse positum ante paradisum, ut qui ex hac vita excedunt, non omnino puri atque immaculati, per illum examinatorium ignem purificati, beatam in patriam admittantur: ut verissime possint dicere, quod est in Psalm. 65. Probasti nos Deus, igne nos examinasti sicut examinatur argentum. Et quia ministerio Angelorum animae iustorum introducuntur in coelum, & pro meritis cuiusque, aliae citius, aliae tardius ex igne purgatorio in aeternam requiem per Angelos transferuntur: idcirco dicuntur etiam Cherubim fuisse ante paradisum. His addit Rupertus, ignem illum, qui positus est in aditu paradisi, cunctis mortalibus esse inaccessibilem, Etenim afflatus eius longe lateque vehementer urens, ante sentitur intolerabilis, quam possit quispiam eo propius accedere, quamobrem ubi sit paradisi locus, nemini potest esse cognitum: cuius rei sit etiam illud argumentum, quod qui contra cursum Nili processere inquirentes eius fontes atque originem, quanto longius progrediebantur, tanto ferventiores regiones, & aquas Nili calidiores experiebantur. Quod illi quidem referebant ad Zonam torridam quam Nilus permeat: sed verius & credibilius dictu est, id accidere pro...
Rupert writes similar things in the third book of his Commentaries on Genesis, chapters 32 and 33, affirming that the fire was placed before paradise for this reason: that those who depart from this life not wholly pure and immaculate, purified by that examining fire, may be admitted into the blessed fatherland; so that they can most truly say what is in Psalm 65, 'You have proved us, O God, you have tried us by fire as silver is tried.' And because by the ministry of Angels the souls of the just are led into heaven, and, according to each one's merits, some sooner, some later, are transferred by the Angels from the purgatorial fire into eternal rest: therefore the Cherubim too are said to have been before paradise. To these Rupert adds that that fire, which is placed at the entrance of paradise, is inaccessible to all mortals: for the blast of it, vehemently burning far and wide, is felt beforehand as intolerable, before anyone could approach nearer to it; wherefore where the place of paradise is, can be known to no one — of which thing let this too be an argument, that those who advanced against the course of the Nile, inquiring into its sources and origin, the farther they proceeded, the more fervent regions and the hotter waters of the Nile they experienced. Which they indeed referred to the torrid zone through which the Nile passes; but it is more true and more credible to say that this happens on account of...4



propter ignem, quem Deus ante fores Paradisi collocavit: cum divina Scriptura tradat ex ipso Paradiso Nilum profluere. Verum, ut satisfaciam curiosis lectoribus novas & admirandas gravium auctorum sententias propriis eorum verbis expressas, & proditas legere, nosseque cupientibus, integra hac de re Ruperti orationem & disputationem hic adscribam. Ad hunc igitur modum ait:
...on account of the fire which God placed before the doors of Paradise: since divine Scripture hands down that from Paradise itself the Nile flows forth. But, to satisfy curious readers desiring to read and know new and admirable opinions of grave authors expressed and handed down in their own words, I shall here add Rupert's entire discourse and disputation on this matter. In this manner, then, he says:5



Et hic ira grandis, necessaria nobis misericordia societatem non relinquit. Ira namque iusti Dei est, quod ante Paradisum flammeum gladium collocavit: misericordia vero, quod eum gladium versatilem esse voluit. Gladius versatilis, sententia est divini iudicii, quae talis est, ut possit versari, id est, non semper eadem districtione claudat hominibus aditum Paradisi. Flammeus autem esse dicitur: quia revera iudicium Domini, iudicium flamma ignis est iuxta Apostolum, dantis vindictam in flamma ignis, iis qui non noverunt Deum. Porro Cherubim, nomen est Angelicarum fortitudinum. Haec ad Paradisum esse posita ad custodiendum ligni vitae aditum, cum legimus, miramur: cum tamen publica fide teneamus & confiteamur, quod per ignem transituri, & non, nisi per Angelorum ministerium examinati, Paradisum intraturi sumus. Terribile valde est, quod ex hoc loco cum ceteris Scripturarum locis collato concipitur, verbi gratia, cum eo quod dicit Apostolus: Si quis superaedificat super fundamentum hoc, aurum, argentum, lapides pretiosos, ligna, foenum, stipulam, uniuscuiusque opus manifestum erit. Dies enim Domini declarabit, quia in igne manifestabitur. Et uniuscuiusque opus quale sit, ignis probabit. Si cuius opus manserit quod superaedificavit mercedem accipiet. Si cuius opus arserit, detrimentum patietur, ipse autem salvus erit, sic tamen quasi per ignem. Quid enim ex huiusmodi dictis colligimus, nisi ad hoc flammeum gladium, atque versatilem ante Paradisum esse collocatum, ut quicumque deinceps admittendi sunt, illuc transeant per examinatorium ignem? Tanquam diceret, Quia multiplicandi erant conceptus Evae, & futura erat confusa vel permixta multitudo bonorum & malorum, multos autem dominus Deus admittere nolebat, nisi quos ipse nosset ex nomine, & sic excussos, ut dicere possint, Quoniam probasti nos Deus, igne nos examinasti, sicut examinatur argentum, &c. idcirco collocavit ante Paradisum Cherubim, & flammeum gladium atque versatilem. Et recte Angeli, qui in huiusmodi praesunt, Cherubim, id est, plenitudo scientiae vocantur. Ipsi namque iudicandi plenam habent scientiam, Sciunt enim, quid in libro cuiusque nostrum sit scriptum, id est, bene habent memoriae traditum, quid boni aut mali gesserit quisque nostrum. Quotidie singulariter legunt, & in novissimo universaliter recitaturi sunt libros illos, de quibus in Daniele scriptum est, Iudicium sedit, & libri aperti sunt. Recte itaque Cherubim, non tam ad laudem ipsorum, quam ad terrorem nostrum dicti sunt, quia nostra illis occulta publicanda sunt.
'And here a great wrath does not leave off fellowship with the mercy necessary to us. For it is of the wrath of the just God, that he placed a flaming sword before Paradise; but of mercy, that he willed that sword to be turning. The turning sword is the sentence of the divine judgment, which is such that it can turn — that is, does not always with the same severity close the approach of Paradise to men. But it is said to be flaming, because in truth the judgment of the Lord, the judgment is a flame of fire, according to the Apostle, giving vengeance in a flame of fire to those who have not known God. Moreover, Cherubim is the name of Angelic fortitudes. That these were placed at Paradise to guard the approach of the tree of life, when we read, we wonder — although we hold and confess by public faith that we are to pass through fire, and shall not enter Paradise except examined by the ministry of Angels. It is very terrible, what is conceived from this passage compared with other passages of the Scriptures — for example, with that which the Apostle says: If anyone builds upon this foundation gold, silver, precious stones, wood, hay, stubble, the work of each shall be manifest. For the day of the Lord shall declare it, because it shall be revealed in fire. And the fire shall try the work of each, of what sort it is. If anyone's work remains which he has built upon, he shall receive a reward. If anyone's work burns, he shall suffer loss, but he himself shall be saved, yet so as by fire. For what do we gather from such sayings, except that for this the flaming and turning sword was placed before Paradise, that whoever are thereafter to be admitted may pass thither through the examining fire? As if he said: Because the conceptions of Eve were to be multiplied, and there would be a confused or mingled multitude of good and evil, and the Lord God wished to admit many only whom he knew by name, and thus shaken out, so that they can say, Because you have proved us, O God, you have tried us by fire as silver is tried, etc.: therefore he placed before Paradise the Cherubim, and the flaming and turning sword. And rightly the Angels who preside over such things are called Cherubim, that is, fullness of knowledge. For they have full knowledge of judging, for they know what is written in the book of each of us — that is, they have well committed to memory what good or evil each of us has done. Daily they read singly, and at the last they shall universally recite those books, of which in Daniel it is written, The judgment sat, and the books were opened. Rightly, therefore, the Cherubim are so called not so much for their praise, as for our terror, because our hidden things are to be published to them.'6



Sciendum autem, quod tam animabus quam corporibus ignis ille molestissimus est, & inaccessibilis cunctis mortalibus. Mortuis autem, id est, mortuorum fidelium animabus a tempore dominicae passionis exuperabilis est, & corporibus quoque illorum in resurrectione erit pervius. Porro ante eandem Domini nostri passionem, nulli omnino filiorum Adam pervius fuit, donec fusus de corpore...
'But it must be known that that fire is most troublesome both to souls and to bodies, and inaccessible to all mortals. But to the dead — that is, to the souls of the dead faithful — it is surmountable from the time of the Lord's passion, and to their bodies too it will be passable in the resurrection. But before that same passion of our Lord, it was passable to none at all of the sons of Adam, until, poured out from the body...'7



corpore eius sanguis cum aqua, ignem illum exuperavit: non quod substantiam eiusdem ignis extinxerunt, sed quia illis, qui eum expectaverant hanc virtutem contulit, ut eis ille nocere non posset ignis, secutus est confestim latro ille venerabilis, quem confessum in cruce continuo munierat fides sanguinis Christi contra illum ignem, ne obsisteret illi. Consequimur & nos omnes, fundamentum quod est Christus, habentes, alii aurum vel argentum, alii lapides pretiosos, alii ligna, foenum, stipulam, id est, diversorum quique ponderum vel modiorum peccata portantes. Et sicut horum alia aliis facilius difficiliusve igni, consumuntur: ita quique nostrum pro diversitate peccatorum alii citius, alii tardius purgati, Paradisi foelicitatem ingredientur. Hic ignis non solum hoc loco, sed plerisque Scripturae locis gladius dicitur: ut illic, In igne enim Domini devorabitur omnis terra, & in gladio eius omnis caro. Igitur dum dicit Scriptor iste divinus, Et collocavit ante Paradisum Cherubim, & flammeum gladium, atque versatilem ad custodiendam viam ligni vitae, brevius quidem ac secretius rem attigit, scilicet iudicium ignis, per quod transituri sumus, quam in plerisque Scripturae locis invenitur: sed diligenter intuentibus terribilius enunciavit difficultatem regressionis, qua filii benedictionis in hoc exilio generati per gratiam Dei illuc revocantur.
'...his blood, poured out from the body, with water, surmounted that fire: not that they extinguished the substance of that same fire, but because it conferred this power on those who had awaited him, that that fire could not harm them; there immediately followed that venerable thief, whom, confessing on the cross, the faith of the blood of Christ immediately fortified against that fire, lest it should oppose him. And we all follow, having the foundation which is Christ — some gold or silver, some precious stones, some wood, hay, stubble; that is, bearing sins each of diverse weights or measures. And as some of these are consumed by fire more easily or more difficultly than others, so each of us, according to the diversity of sins, some sooner, some later, being purged, shall enter the felicity of Paradise. This fire is called a sword not only in this place, but in most passages of Scripture — as there, For in the fire of the Lord shall all the earth be devoured, and in his sword all flesh. Therefore, when this divine Writer says, And he placed before Paradise the Cherubim, and a flaming and turning sword, to guard the way of the tree of life, he touched the matter more briefly and more secretly — namely, the judgment of fire through which we are to pass — than is found in most passages of Scripture; but to those diligently gazing he announced more terribly the difficulty of the return, by which the sons of blessing, begotten in this exile, are recalled thither by the grace of God.'8



Et cap. seq. Minus, inquit, quam ea quae dicta sunt, videtur sonare illud quod in fine positum est, Ad custodiendam viam ligni vitae: Hoc idem namque constat dici potuisse, si non esset arcendus quisque ab illo ligno vitae, nisi quandiu viveret in isto corpore propter causas superius iam dictas: ad hoc profecto sufficeret flammeus gladius, nec opus esset ut Cherubim quoque ante Paradisum collocarentur. Ille quippe ignis cunctis viventibus est inaccessibilis, & ante afflatus eius est intollerabilis, quam possit ullatenus sciri ubinam Paradisus sit. Sic enim ab hominibus compertum est, qui Nilum contra sequentes, ut caput eius invenirent, potuerunt bibere calentem, & non potuerunt ad eius pervenire originem. Sic enim Romanus auctor dicit: Illos rubicunda perusti / Zona poli tenuit Nilum videre calentem. Non pertinet hic ad nos, quid tales homines de quinque Zonis coeli dicant, quia de Scripturis veritatis non habent fundamentum, cum sint opiniones vel coniecturae saecularium, sed hoc cum illorum confessione certum comprobamus, quod propter intollerabilem, ignis vaporem, nemo mortalium potuit unquam Nili fluminis consequi fontem, cuius constat secundum hanc Scripturam ex Paradiso manare originem. Ergo etiamsi non Cherubim ante Paradisum collocarentur, suffecisset ad abigendos homines flammeus gladius.
'And in the following chapter: Less, he says, than the things which have been said, seems to sound that which is placed at the end, To guard the way of the tree of life: for this same thing, it is agreed, could have been said, if each was not to be kept from that tree of life except so long as he lived in this body, for the causes already said above: for this the flaming sword would surely suffice, nor would it be necessary that the Cherubim too should be placed before Paradise. For that fire is inaccessible to all the living, and beforehand the blast of it is intolerable, before it can be at all known where Paradise is. For so it has been found out by men who, following up the Nile to find its head, were able to drink it warm, and could not reach its origin. For so the Roman author says: The ruddy zone of the pole, scorched, prevented them from seeing the warm Nile. It does not pertain to us here what such men say about the five zones of heaven, because they have no foundation from the Scriptures of truth, since they are the opinions or conjectures of worldly men; but this, with their confession, we prove certain: that on account of the intolerable vapor of fire, no mortal could ever reach the source of the river Nile, whose origin, it is agreed according to this Scripture, flows from Paradise. Therefore, even if the Cherubim were not placed before Paradise, the flaming sword would have sufficed to drive away men.'9



Quod si obiicitur ad haec, Henoch & Eliam adhuc viventes in Paradisum esse translatos: dicimus, potuisse quidem Dominum Deum transferre illos illaesos per ignem iam dictum, quippe qui transferendo Eliam, per currum levavit igneum. Verum hoc nusquam Scriptura dat intelligi, quod illos tulerit in ipsum Paradisum ubi comederent de ligno vitae & viverent in aeternum: sed ita sublati sunt, ut in secreta quadam regione terra ducerentur, ubi in magna carnis & spiritus quiete viverent, quo ad finem mundi redeant, & mortis debitum solvant.
'But if it be objected to these things, that Enoch and Elijah, still living, were translated into Paradise: we say that the Lord God could indeed have translated them unharmed through the fire already mentioned — inasmuch as, in translating Elijah, he raised him by a fiery chariot. But Scripture nowhere gives to understand that he bore them into Paradise itself, where they might eat of the tree of life and live forever; but they were so taken up, that they were led into a certain secret region of the earth, where they might live in great quiet of flesh and spirit, until at the end of the world they return, and pay the debt of death.'10



Igitur non solum repulsam hominum, quod solum littera videtur sonare dicendo, Ad custodiendam viam ligni vitae, sed iudicia quoque de admittendis & non admittendis, rationabili discretione facienda, significat ipsum nomen custodiae ob quam non solus flammeus gladius, sed Cherubim quoque dicitur excubare. Aliqui Doctorum ita distinguunt, ut flammeum gladium, id est, murum igneum in circuitu Paradisi, propter homines: Angelorum vero custodiam, propter malignos spiritus positam esse intelligant. His ita dumtaxat assentimur, ut spiritibus quoque malignis ignem corporeum poenalem esse non negemus. Ignis namque aeternus, iuxta Evangelicam veritatem, paratus est diabolo & Angelis eius. Sanctis autem Angelis non nocet ignis, quippe quos impassibiles iustitia fecit: sed nec animabus iustis, quas mandavit & munivit fides sanguinis iusti Dei, & hominis Iesu Christi. Huc usque sunt verba Ruperti.
'Therefore not only the repulse of men — which alone the letter seems to sound by saying, To guard the way of the tree of life — but also judgments to be made, with rational discretion, about those to be admitted and not admitted, does the very name of "guard" signify, on account of which not only the flaming sword, but also the Cherubim, is said to keep watch. Some of the Doctors so distinguish, that they understand the flaming sword (that is, the fiery wall around Paradise) to have been placed on account of men, but the guard of Angels on account of the malignant spirits. To these we assent only so far as not to deny that a corporeal penal fire exists also for the malignant spirits. For the eternal fire, according to the Gospel truth, is prepared for the devil and his Angels. But the fire does not harm the holy Angels, inasmuch as justice made them impassible; nor the just souls, which the faith of the blood of the just God and man Jesus Christ commended and fortified.' Thus far are the words of Rupert.11



At enim vero, haec Ambrosii & Ruperti interpretatio, qua ignem purgatorium comprobat atque confirmat, verissima est, nec a Catholico ullo negari, aut in dubium vocari potest: qua vero ad hunc ignem purgatorium, ille qui ante Paradisum erat accommodatur, secundum allegoricum & mysticum sensum, egregia valdeque laudanda est interpretatio. Quod si contendat quispiam hanc esse historicam & litteralem verborum Mosis sententiam & intelligentiam, huic ego non facile assentiar. Ignis enim ille positus erat ante Paradisum terrestrem, ignis vero purgatorius transeundus est ante ingressum in coelestem Paradisum. Et ille in aditu Paradisi locatus erat, ne quis eum in locum penetrans, fructumque arboris vitae comedens, in aeternum viveret: hoc autem in purgatorium ignem minime quadrat. Quid, quod ignis purgatorius intra terram ponitur a Theologis non procul terrae centro, ignis autem de quo loquitur Moses, supra terram & ante Paradisum terrestrem erat positus? Denique, nunc in illis regionibus ubi creditur fuisse Paradisus, nusquam eiusmodi ignis reperitur. Dicendum igitur (secundum istam opinionem) esset, ignem purgatorium, vel e medio esse sublatum, vel alia in loca translatum.
But indeed, this interpretation of Ambrose and Rupert, by which it approves and confirms the fire of purgatory, is most true, and cannot be denied or called into doubt by any Catholic; but insofar as that fire which was before Paradise is accommodated to this purgatorial fire, according to the allegorical and mystical sense, it is an excellent and highly praiseworthy interpretation. But if anyone contends that this is the historical and literal meaning and understanding of Moses's words, to him I shall not easily assent. For that fire was placed before the terrestrial Paradise, but the purgatorial fire must be passed before entrance into the heavenly Paradise. And that one was placed at the entrance of Paradise, lest anyone penetrating into that place, and eating the fruit of the tree of life, should live forever: but this does not at all fit the purgatorial fire. Moreover, the purgatorial fire is placed by the Theologians within the earth, not far from the center of the earth, but the fire of which Moses speaks was placed above the earth and before the terrestrial Paradise. Finally, now in those regions where Paradise is believed to have been, nowhere is such a fire found. It must therefore be said (according to that opinion) that the purgatorial fire was either taken away from the midst, or translated into other places.12



Translator’s notes
	Heading of Question IV of the disputation. ↩
	Answering Question IV: Ambrose (on Ps 118[119], 'Retribue servo tuo') interprets the fire at paradise's entrance as purgatory, where the imperfectly purified just are cleansed (nothing defiled enters the heavenly city, Rev 21:27). A twofold baptism: water in this life, fire after (Ps 65/66:12, 'Transivimus per ignem et aquam'). The Ambrose quote begins: the fiery sword = a baptism begun with sin — both water and fire; who baptizes in this fire? — Christ (Matt 3:11-12, 'ipse vos baptizabit in Spiritu sancto et igni'). Marginal glosses: 'Ambrosii, & Ruperti de Igne purgatorio valde observanda sententia'; 'Apocal. 21.'; 'Psal. 65.'; 'Duplex ex Ambrosio baptismus'; 'Matth. 3.'; 'Ibidem.' Catchword: 'baptisma' (baptismate; continues on the next page). ↩
	Ambrose (continued): this purgatorial fire is not the sacramental baptism done by priests (that is the final separation of good and evil, Matt 13:41-43); the coming great 'Baptist' who moves the turning sword (Isa 66:15, 'Ecce venio sicut ignis'; Ezek 22:19-22, melting lead and iron; making us pure gold; singed but not burned, we enter and say Ps 66:12, 'Induxisti nos in refrigerium'). Two fires after this life: the purgatorial (for fortuitous, not voluntary, sins) and the eternal (assigned to the devil, Matt 25:41 — the rich man, Luke 16:24; vs. Lazarus in Abraham's bosom). End of the Ambrose quote. Marginal glosses: 'Matth. 13.'; 'Ibidem'; 'Luca 1.'; 'Isaia 66.'; 'Ezech. 21.'; 'Psalm. 65.'; 'Duplex ignis post hanc vitam, infernus & purgatorius. Matth. 25.'; 'Luca 16.' Running head '705'; true printed page 715. ↩
	Rupert (Comm. in Gen. 3.32-33) similarly interprets the fire before paradise as the examining/purgatorial fire (Ps 65/66:10, 'igne nos examinasti sicut examinatur argentum'); the souls of the just are led to heaven by Angels, sooner or later per their merits — hence the 'Cherubim' before paradise. He adds that this fire is inaccessible to all mortals (its scorching blast felt intolerable before one can approach), so paradise's location is unknowable — argued from Nile explorers, who found ever hotter regions and warmer waters the farther upstream they went (which they ascribed to the torrid zone, but more truly...). Marginal gloss: 'Ruperti de eodem igne sententia.' Page footer signature 'XXX 2'; catchword 'pro' (propter; continues on the next page). ↩
	Pererius: paradise's location is unknown because of the fire — though Scripture holds that the Nile flows from Paradise. He now transcribes Rupert's whole discourse on the flaming sword and Cherubim for curious readers. Running head '706'; true printed page 716. ↩
	Rupert's discourse (Comm. in Gen.): the flaming sword = God's wrath, its 'turning' = his mercy (not always closing the way with equal severity); 'flaming' because the Lord's judgment is a flame of fire (2 Thess 1:8). Cherubim = Angelic fortitudes/powers; all pass through the examining fire (1 Cor 3:12-15, 'saved yet so as by fire') — because Eve's offspring would be a mingled multitude, God admits only those he knows by name, tried like silver (Ps 66:10). The Angels who preside are 'Cherubim' = fullness of knowledge (they know each one's 'book,' Dan 7:10, 'the judgment sat and the books were opened'); named for our terror. Marginal glosses: 'Ruperti verba'; '2. Thess. 1.'; '1. Corint. 13.' (properly 1 Cor 3); 'Daniel. 7.' ↩
	Rupert (continued): that fire is most troublesome to souls and bodies, inaccessible to all mortals; but surmountable to the faithful dead from the time of Christ's passion (and to their bodies in the resurrection). Before the passion it was passable to no son of Adam, until [Christ's blood was poured out]. Marginal gloss: 'Ignis purgationis fidelibus exuperabilis est.' Catchword: 'corpore' (continues on the next page). ↩
	Rupert (continued): Christ's blood (with water) surmounted the fire, giving those who awaited him immunity; the good thief followed at once, fortified by faith in Christ's blood. We all follow, bearing sins of diverse weights (gold/silver vs. wood/hay/stubble, 1 Cor 3), purged sooner or later before entering paradise. This fire is called a 'sword' in Scripture (Zeph 1:18/Isa 66:16, 'in his sword all flesh'). Moses touched the fire-judgment briefly, but announced terribly the difficulty of the return. Marginal glosses: 'Luc. 3'; 'Sopho. 3.' Running head '707'; true printed page 717. ↩
	Rupert (continued): the closing 'to guard the way of the tree of life' would need only the flaming sword (to bar the tree while man lives in the body); but the Cherubim too are placed because the fire is inaccessible to all the living and its blast intolerable, so paradise's location is unknowable — proved by the Nile explorers who could drink it warm but never reach its source (Lucan, Pharsalia 10, 'Illos rubicunda perusti / Zona poli tenuit Nilum videre calentem'); no mortal reached the Nile's source, which Scripture holds flows from Paradise. Marginal gloss: 'Lucan. li. 10.' ↩
	Rupert (conclusion): to the objection that Enoch and Elijah, still living, were translated into Paradise — God could have carried them unharmed through the fire (as Elijah by a fiery chariot), but Scripture nowhere says into Paradise itself to eat of the tree of life; rather into a secret earthly region, in great quiet, until they return at the end of the world to pay the debt of death. Marginal gloss: 'Secundum Rupertum neque Henoch, neque Elias translati sunt in Paradisum ex quo eiectus est Adam.' Page footer signature 'XXX 3'; catchword 'IGI' (Igitur; continues on the next page). ↩
	End of the Rupert quote: the 'guard' implies not merely repelling men but discerning judgments (who is admitted); some Doctors distinguish the fiery wall (against men) from the Angel-guard (against evil spirits). Pererius assents only that penal fire exists for evil spirits too (Matt 25:41, eternal fire for the devil), but holy Angels and just souls are unharmed. 'Thus far Rupert.' Marginal gloss: 'Matth. 5.' Running head '708'; true printed page 718. ↩
	Pererius's assessment: the purgatory doctrine of Ambrose and Rupert is most true and undeniable by any Catholic, and excellent as an allegorical/mystical accommodation; but he will not accept it as the LITERAL sense of Moses — for (1) that fire was before the terrestrial paradise, whereas purgatory is passed before the heavenly; (2) it barred access to the tree of life, which does not fit purgatory; (3) purgatory is within the earth near its center, but Moses's fire was above the earth before the terrestrial paradise; (4) no such fire is now found in the region believed to be Paradise (so one would have to say it was removed or translated). Marginal gloss: 'Existimatio opinionis Ambrosii & Ruperti.' ↩




QUESTION V. What the word Cherubim signifies, according to Theodoret

LatineEnglish


QUESTION V. What the word Cherubim signifies, according to Theodoret.1
QUAESTIO V. Quid significet vox Cherubim secundum Theodoretum.



Theodoretus in quaestionibus super Genesim, in q. 40. putat Cherubinos ad Paradisi custodiam positos, non fuisse incorporeas & invisibiles Angelorum virtutes, ut plerique opinantur, sed potentes quasdam, & terribiles visiones, ac figuras animalium horrificas, quae Adamum territando, ab ingressu Paradisi arcerent. Quotiescumque autem Scriptura vocat Cherubim, non significat vel animalia, vel naturas aliquas invisibiles, sed illud omne, quod magna pollet vi & potentia, quemadmodum dixit David, Qui sedes super Cherubim, hoc est, Qui potenter regnas: & alibi, Ascendit super Cherubim: & volavit, volans super pennas ventorum. Hoc est, cum magna venit potentia & virtute. Theodoreti haec ipsa sunt verba: Non est credendum, Cherubim dicere virtutes quasdam...
Theodoret, in the Questions on Genesis, question 40, thinks that the Cherubim placed for the guard of Paradise were not incorporeal and invisible virtues of Angels, as most think, but certain powerful and terrible visions, and horrific figures of animals, which by terrifying might keep Adam off from the entrance of Paradise. But whenever Scripture calls [something] 'Cherubim,' it signifies not either animals or any invisible natures, but everything which is strong with great force and power — as David said, 'You who sit upon the Cherubim,' that is, 'You who reign powerfully'; and elsewhere, 'He ascended upon the Cherubim, and he flew, flying upon the wings of the winds.' This is, 'he came with great power and virtue.' These are the very words of Theodoret: 'It is not to be believed that Cherubim means certain virtues...'2



quasdam invisibiles, ut quidam existimant, quoniam invisibilis natura nihil illic contulisset: cum visio sensibilis esse deberet, qua ipsum Adam exterreret. Non igitur gladius ille flammeus naturaliter igneus erat, sed visu talis: neque Cherubim erant animalia, sed talia videbantur. Siquidem & Ezechiel Cherubim vidit habentes quatuor facies: cum tamen invisibilis natura quadruplicem faciem non habeat: sed Cherubim vocat illud omne, quod potentia praeditum est. Sic dicit, Qui sedet super Cherubim, hoc est, qui potenter regnat: & Ascendit super Cherubim, hoc est, advenit cum multa virtute. Illud igitur, Et statuit Cherubim, dixit, ut indices potentem quandam, & terribilem visionem, & formam, perinde ac si quaedam animalia in ingressu Paradisi collocasset, quibus inde Adam arceretur. Sic Theodoretus.
'...certain invisible [virtues], as some think, since an invisible nature would have contributed nothing there — whereas it ought to have been a sensible vision, by which it might terrify Adam himself. Therefore that flaming sword was not naturally fiery, but such in appearance; nor were the Cherubim animals, but seemed such. Since Ezekiel too saw Cherubim having four faces — although an invisible nature does not have a fourfold face; but he calls "Cherubim" everything which is endowed with power. So he says, He who sits upon the Cherubim, that is, who reigns powerfully; and He ascended upon the Cherubim, that is, he came with much power. That, therefore, And he set Cherubim, he said, that you might understand a certain powerful and terrible vision and form, just as if he had placed certain animals at the entrance of Paradise, by which Adam might thence be kept off.' Thus Theodoret.3



Eadem fuit opinio Theodori Heracleae Episcopi, & Procopii Gazaei hunc Mosis locum in Comment. suis, quos scripserunt in Genesim, explanantium. Ergo isti arbitrantur, Cherubim qui ante Paradisum erant, non fuisse aliud, quam spectra quaedam, & simulachra terribili forma ad incutiendum horrorem, metumque primis hominibus in vestibulo paradisi collocata, more agricolarum, qui in hortis & satis ligneos defigunt palos laceris humanarum vestium pannis obvolutos, ut eo terriculamenti genere aves a seminum & frugum pastu deterritas arceant. Verum, si negare isti volunt nomen Cherubim significare aliquando in sacris litteris ordinem quendam coelestium spirituum, nequaquam sunt audiendi, id quippe adversatur probatissimae Theologorum doctrinae a B. Dionysio in coelesti illo de coelesti hierarchia libello traditae, ideoque videre licet apud Athanasium in sermone super illis verbis, Omnia mihi tradita sunt a Patre meo, Chrysostomum sermone 3. de incomprehensibili Dei natura, & in Liturgia: quinetiam apud ipsummet Theodoretum in libro divinorum decretorum, cap. 7. Hebraei tradunt, vocabulum hoc Cherubim proprie picturam seu figuram significare, semper fere hominum, praeterquam apud Ezech. cap. 9. & 10. ubi significat figuras animalium. B. Dionysius & Hieronymus vocem Cherubim interpretantur multitudinem seu plenitudinem scientiae.
The same was the opinion of Theodore, Bishop of Heraclea, and of Procopius of Gaza, explaining this passage of Moses in their Commentaries which they wrote on Genesis. Therefore these think that the Cherubim which were before Paradise were nothing else than certain specters, and images of terrible form, placed to strike horror and fear into the first men in the vestibule of paradise — after the manner of farmers, who in gardens and sown fields fix wooden stakes wrapped in torn rags of human garments, that by that kind of scarecrow they may keep off the birds, frightened from feeding on the seeds and crops. But if these wish to deny that the name Cherubim sometimes signifies in the sacred writings a certain order of celestial spirits, they are by no means to be heard, for that is contrary to the most approved doctrine of the Theologians, handed down by blessed Dionysius in that little book on the Celestial Hierarchy; and therefore one may see it in Athanasius, in the sermon upon those words, 'All things are delivered to me by my Father'; in Chrysostom, sermon 3 on the incomprehensible nature of God, and in the Liturgy; nay, in Theodoret himself, in the book of the Divine Decrees, chapter 7. The Hebrews hand down that this word Cherubim properly signifies a picture or figure, almost always of men, except in Ezekiel chapters 9 and 10, where it signifies figures of animals. Blessed Dionysius and Jerome interpret the word Cherubim as a multitude or fullness of knowledge.4



Translator’s notes
	Heading of Question V of the disputation. ↩
	Question V: Theodoret's view (Quaestiones in Genesim 40) — the Cherubim guarding Paradise were not incorporeal invisible Angelic virtues but powerful, terrible visions and horrific animal-figures to frighten Adam off; 'Cherubim' signifies whatever has great power (Ps 79/80:2 'Qui sedes super Cherubim' = 'who reign powerfully'; Ps 17/18:11 'Ascendit super Cherubim... super pennas ventorum'). Pererius then begins to quote Theodoret's own words. Marginal glosses: 'Psalm 79.'; 'Psalm. 17.' Catchword: 'quasdam' (continues on the next page). ↩
	The quoted words of Theodoret: the Cherubim were not invisible virtues (which would not have frightened Adam), but a sensible terrifying vision; the flaming sword only appeared fiery, and the Cherubim only seemed to be animals (as Ezekiel's four-faced Cherubim); 'Cherubim' names whatever is endowed with power ('Qui sedet super Cherubim' = reigns powerfully). 'And he set Cherubim' = a powerful and terrible apparition, as if animals were placed to keep Adam off. Marginal gloss: 'Ezechiel. 1.' Running head '709'; true printed page 719. ↩
	The same view held by Theodore of Heraclea and Procopius of Gaza (the Cherubim = specters/scarecrow-like images to frighten the first men). But Pererius: if they deny that 'Cherubim' ever signifies an order of celestial spirits, they are not to be heard — contrary to Dionysius (De Coelesti Hierarchia), Athanasius, Chrysostom, and Theodoret himself (De divinis decretis 7). The Hebrews take 'Cherubim' as a picture/figure (usually of men, except the animal-figures of Ezek 9-10); Dionysius and Jerome as 'fullness of knowledge.' Marginal glosses: 'Cherubim unus est coelestium spirituum ordo'; 'Cherubim quid proprie significet.' ↩
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QUESTION VI. What is the true and genuine meaning of those words.1
QUAESTIO VI. Quae sit vera & germana illorum verborum sententia.



Verum longe probabilior est sententia, certe multorum & gravium Auctorum assensu comprobata, haec Mosis verba, ut sonant, ita esse accipienda & interpretanda. Munivit igitur Deus Paradisi aditum duplici custodia, & quasi praesidio, tum Angelorum, tum earum rerum quae maxime sunt homini formidabiles ac terribiles: ut est ignis & gladius. Voluit enim Deus ingressum Paradisi occludere tam contra diabolum, quam contra hominem. Ad arcendum diabolum, apposuit multos Angelos, quod significatur vocabulo Cherubim: licet enim id nominis proprie tribuatur octavo Angelorum ordini, extenditur tamen ad omnes ordines Angelorum. Illa...
But far more probable is the opinion, certainly approved by the assent of many and grave authors, that these words of Moses are to be taken and interpreted as they sound. Therefore God fortified the entrance of Paradise with a twofold guard, and as it were garrison — both of Angels, and of those things which are most formidable and terrible to man, such as fire and sword. For God willed to close the entrance of Paradise both against the devil and against man. To keep off the devil, he set up many Angels, which is signified by the word Cherubim: for although that name is properly attributed to the eighth order of Angels, yet it is extended to all the orders of Angels. Those...2



Illa enim vera est Dionysii sententia, omnes proprietates omnium ordinum angelicorum in singulis etiam reperiri, verum hoc discrimine: proprietates superiorum ordinum reperiuntur etiam in inferioribus, sed per diminutam earum proprietatum participationem; proprietates autem inferiorum ordinum sunt item in superioribus, sed eminenter & excellenter. Cherubim igitur significat plenitudinem scientiae, quae per excellentiam est in octavo ordine, per participationem autem communicatur cum inferioribus ordinibus. Itaque hoc loco nomen Cherubim non significat spiritus coelestes octavi ordinis, sed inferiorum ordinum Angelos, supreme enim Hierarchiae spiritus non mittuntur a Deo ad externa ministeria. Angeli porro, quibus custodia Paradisi assignata est, rite nominati sunt Cherubim ex abundantia scientiae: ut ex eo intelligeretur, vigilantissimum & sapientissimum Paradisi custodem esse a Deo positum, quem scilicet nemo aut dolis fallens, aut viribus vincens, in Paradisum intrare posset.
For that is the true opinion of Dionysius, that all the properties of all the angelic orders are found also in each, but with this distinction: the properties of the superior orders are found also in the inferior, but through a diminished participation of those properties; but the properties of the inferior orders are likewise in the superior, but eminently and excellently. Cherubim, therefore, signifies fullness of knowledge, which by excellence is in the eighth order, but by participation is communicated with the inferior orders. And so in this place the name Cherubim does not signify the celestial spirits of the eighth order, but the Angels of inferior orders, for the spirits of the supreme Hierarchy are not sent by God to external ministries. Moreover, the Angels to whom the guard of Paradise was assigned were rightly named Cherubim from abundance of knowledge: that from it might be understood that a most vigilant and most wise guard of Paradise was set by God, whom, namely, no one, either deceiving by wiles or conquering by force, could pass to enter Paradise.3



Sed quaerat aliquis, Cur opus fuit custodia Paradisi adversus daemones, quos nulla incessere poterat cupido intrandi in Paradisum? quorsum enim intrare cuperent? an ut oppugnarent homines? at nullus inibi hominum erat, an potius ut voluptatem caperent ex amoenitate loci? sed natura incorporea, voluptatibus & deliciis corporeis affici & oblectari non potest. Respondendum est, debuisse a Paradisi aditu arceri daemonem, ne eum in locum penetrans, decerperet fructum arboris vitae, cuius promissione ac donatione, mortales prorogandae vitae avidissimos & curiosissimos falleret, & ad sui cultum & obsequium adduceret.
But someone may ask: Why was there need of a guard of Paradise against the demons, whom no desire of entering Paradise could assail? For to what end would they wish to enter? Was it that they might attack men? But there was no man there. Or rather that they might take pleasure from the amenity of the place? But an incorporeal nature cannot be affected and delighted by corporeal pleasures and delights. It must be answered that the demon had to be kept off from the entrance of Paradise, lest, penetrating into that place, he should pluck the fruit of the tree of life — by the promise and gift of which he might deceive mortals most avid and curious of prolonging life, and lead them to his own worship and obedience.4



Per flammeum autem gladium, non aliud equidem intelligo, quam illos ipsos Angelos sub specie & figura hominum, tenentes manibus suis gladios acerrima acie acutissimos, & ex eorum vibratione fulgentissimos. Solet enim ensis cum vehementer vibratur, emissis quasi scintillis & fulgore explendescere. Similiter enim legimus Numer. 22. visum esse Balaam Angelum cum gladio districto: & proditum est lib. 2. Regum, cum Hierosolymis atrox saeviret pestis, sublatis oculis vidisse Davidem Angelum tenentem manu sua gladium, similemque ferire gestienti. Quod autem dicitur gladius versatilis, periti linguae Hebraeae significari volunt gladium illum fuisse ancipitem, id est, utrinque acutissima acie, & ad feriendum acerrima praeditum.
But by the flaming sword I understand nothing else than those same Angels, under the appearance and figure of men, holding in their hands swords most sharp with keenest edge, and most flashing from their vibration. For a sword, when it is vehemently brandished, is wont to shine forth with scattered sparks and flashing. For similarly we read in Numbers 22 that an Angel was seen by Balaam with a drawn sword; and it is handed down in the second book of Kings, when an atrocious plague raged at Jerusalem, that David, lifting up his eyes, saw an Angel holding a sword in his hand, and eager to strike like one about to smite. But as to its being called a 'turning sword,' those skilled in the Hebrew tongue hold that it signified that the sword was two-edged (anceps), that is, endowed on both sides with a most sharp edge, and most keen for striking.5



Sed huius sexti libri, quem de infelicissimo semperque lacrymabili primorum hominum casu scripsimus, hic finis esto. Deinceps reliquum vitae, quod illi Paradiso exterminati aerumnose ac misere complures annos exegerunt, usque ad supremam mortis poenam, quam suae inobedientiae decretam, ac debitam persolverunt, necnon & progeniem eorum, atque humani generis usque ad diluvium propagationem, septimo libro persequemur. FINIS LIBRI SEXTI.
But let this be the end of this sixth book, which we have written on the most unhappy and ever-lamentable fall of the first men. Next, the rest of [their] life, which they, exterminated from Paradise, spent in affliction and misery for many years, up to the supreme penalty of death, which — decreed for and due to their disobedience — they paid; and also their progeny, and the propagation of the human race up to the flood, we shall pursue in the seventh book. THE END OF THE SIXTH BOOK.6



Translator’s notes
	Heading of Question VI of the disputation. ↩
	Question VI (the true meaning): Pererius's own view — Moses's words are to be taken as they sound. God fortified paradise's entrance with a twofold guard (Angels, and things terrible to man like fire and sword), against both the devil and man. To keep off the devil, many Angels — signified by 'Cherubim' (properly the eighth Angelic order, but extended to all the orders). Marginal gloss: 'Cherubim nomen extenditur ad omnes Angelorum ordines.' Catchword: 'ILLA' (continues on the next page). ↩
	Pererius's view continues, with Dionysius's principle: all angelic properties are in each order (superior in inferior by diminished participation, inferior in superior eminently). 'Cherubim' = fullness of knowledge, by excellence in the eighth order but shared with lower orders; here it means the lower-order Angels (the supreme Hierarchy is not sent to external ministries). The guard-Angels are aptly 'Cherubim' from abundance of knowledge — a most vigilant, wise guard none could deceive or overpower. Marginal gloss: 'Vere Theologica Dionysii sententia.' Running head '710'; true printed page 720. ↩
	Objection and answer: why a guard against demons, who have no desire to enter Paradise (no men there to attack; an incorporeal nature takes no corporeal pleasure)? Answer: to keep the demon from plucking the fruit of the tree of life, by whose promise he might deceive mortals eager to prolong life and draw them to his worship. Marginal gloss: 'Cur arcendus fuerit daemon ab ingressu Paradisi.' ↩
	The flaming sword = those same Angels in human form, holding sharp, flashing swords (a brandished sword flashes with sparks); compare the Angel with a drawn sword seen by Balaam (Num 22) and by David during the plague at Jerusalem (2 Sam 24). 'Turning sword' (versatilis): according to Hebrew experts, it means the sword was two-edged (anceps), sharp on both sides. Marginal glosses: 'Quid significetur per flammeum gladium ac versatilem'; 'Capite ultimo'; 'Quid gladius versatilis significet.' ↩
	Epilogue and close of Book VI (the fall of the first men). The seventh book will pursue the rest of the first men's afflicted life up to their death, their progeny, and the propagation of the human race to the flood. 'FINIS LIBRI SEXTI.' Marginal gloss: 'Epilogus sexti libri & transitio ad septimum.' ↩
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BENEDICTI PERERII, COMMENTARIORUM IN GENESIM, LIBER SEPTIMUS. Qui est de Cain & Abel, caeteraque progenie primorum hominum usque ad diluvium.



Translator’s notes
	Book title: the opening of Book VII (Genesis 4, Cain and Abel and the antediluvian generations), set beneath a decorative headband. Running head '711' (misprinted for true 721); the running header from here is 'IN GENESIM, LIB. VII.' Running head '711'; true printed page 721. ↩




PREFACE
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PREFACE.1
PRAEFATIO.



Absoluta est prima huius libri pars, tribus superioribus capitibus a Mose descripta, & explicata. Primam equidem illam dixerim, praecipuamque huius voluminis partem, originis antiquitate, mirabilitate divinae potestatis, & operationis varietate, ac praestantia tot tantorumque Dei operum, quibus rerum constat universitas, doctrinae sublimitate, plurimarum quaestionum, quae cum ea doctrina complicatae sunt, altitudine & obscuritate, orationis gravitate ac maiestate, denique tractatus & explicatus difficultate. In hac autem parte duo potissimum a Mose tradita sunt: alterum est, Deum ab initio temporis, ex nihilo, nulla necessitate, sed summa voluntatis libertate, infinita potentia & sapientia mundum creasse: alterum est, in hoc mundo condidisse hominem quasi eius principem & dominum, eumque omnium copia bonorum instructum ornatumque, foelicissimo in statu collocasse: sed mox cum voluntate sua, Dei lege violata, ex tanta foelicitate deiectum, innumerabilibus malis & calamitatibus fuisse obnoxium. Prioris rei cognitio multum confert, quo sit homini perspectum, quaecumque sunt in rebus, sive magna, sive...
The first part of this book has been completed, described and explained by Moses in the three preceding chapters. I would call that the first, and the chief, part of this volume — by the antiquity of [the world's] origin, by the marvelousness of the divine power and the variety of its operation, and the excellence of so many and so great works of God, of which the universe of things consists; by the sublimity of doctrine; by the depth and obscurity of the many questions which are involved with that doctrine; by the gravity and majesty of the discourse; and finally by the difficulty of treatment and explanation. But in this part two things especially were handed down by Moses: one is, that God, from the beginning of time, from nothing, by no necessity, but by the highest freedom of will, with infinite power and wisdom, created the world; the other is, that in this world he established man as, so to speak, its prince and lord, and, furnishing and adorning him with an abundance of all goods, placed him in a most happy state; but soon, by his own will, God's law being violated, cast down from so great a felicity, he became subject to innumerable evils and calamities. The knowledge of the former matter confers much toward man's having clearly seen whatever things are in existence, whether great or...2



sive parva, sive mortalia, sive immortalia, sive convenientia & utilia homini, sive contraria & noxia, non casu & fortuito, nec suapte natura extitisse, nec a multis principiis esse facta, sed ab uno Deo, & ab initio esse constituta, & omni tempore conservari, atque gubernari, eaque ratione cunctis innotesceret incomparabilis Dei bonitas, vis, & sapientia, quae in mundi huius molitione, eiusque partium omnium decentissima, & pulcherrima dispositione, mirabiliter elucet.
...whether small, whether mortal, whether immortal, whether agreeable and useful to man, whether contrary and harmful, did not exist by chance and fortuitously, nor of their own nature, nor were made from many principles, but were established by one God, and from the beginning, and are at all times preserved and governed; and by that reason there might become known to all the incomparable goodness, power, and wisdom of God, which shines forth marvelously in the construction of this world, and in the most fitting and most beautiful disposition of all its parts.3



Posterioris autem rei notitia conducit plurimum, scilicet, ut exploratum sit mortalibus, quae fuerit origo & causa eorum malorum & aerumnarum, quibus omne genus humanum misere conflictatur, inobedientia nempe primi hominis, nequis forte putet, qualis nunc est homo, talem ab initio fuisse eum a Deo creatum: simulque ut intelligeretur maxima necessitas adventus Messiae, quem veluti scopum tota spectat & petit divina Scriptura. In consequentibus autem huius libri capitibus usque ad eius finem, describitur humani generis propagatio: primum quidem ex Adamo usque ad Noe, duobus proxime sequentibus capitibus: tum, diluvio cunctis praeter octo deletis hominibus, narratur quemadmodum post diluvium ex tribus Noe filiis proseminatum sit genus humanum, & in varias gentes atque linguas multiplicatum, & per omnes maris & terrarum oras dispersum: eaque narratio perducitur usque ad ortum Abrahae, undecimo capite huius voluminis a Mose proditum. Ex quo loco deinceps usque ad finem libri, ut fuerit populus Dei ab aliis gentibus segregatus, & paulatim auctus, atque in Aegyptum introductus, commemoratur.
But the knowledge of the latter matter conduces very much, namely, that it may be explored by mortals what was the origin and cause of those evils and afflictions by which the whole human race is miserably tormented — namely the disobedience of the first man — lest anyone perhaps think that man, such as he now is, was created such by God from the beginning; and at the same time that there might be understood the greatest necessity of the coming of the Messiah, whom, as its goal, all divine Scripture regards and seeks. But in the following chapters of this book up to its end, the propagation of the human race is described: first indeed from Adam up to Noah, in the two next following chapters; then, all men being destroyed by the flood except eight, it is narrated how after the flood the human race was sown from the three sons of Noah, and multiplied into various nations and tongues, and dispersed through all the shores of the sea and lands; and that narration is carried up to the birth of Abraham, set forth by Moses in the eleventh chapter of this volume. From which place thereafter up to the end of the book, it is commemorated how the people of God was segregated from the other nations, and gradually increased, and introduced into Egypt.4



In quarto autem & quinto capite quae hoc septimo libro explanaturi sumus, contemplari licet nascentes duas civitates, alteram Dei, ortam in Abel: alteram diaboli, ex Cain inchoatam, cum utriusque vario & mirabili progressu & successu: in quibus duabus civitatibus subtiliter exponendis duos & viginti libros consumpsit Augustinus, illos dico nobilissimos, nec unquam satis a quoquam laudandos de Civitate Dei libros. Verum civitas diaboli originem ex Cain habens prior fuit, & idcirco prior a Mose describitur, sed paucis expeditur. Etenim principale divinae Scripturae propositum est, agere de Civitate Dei, eiusque civibus: de civitate autem diaboli...
But in the fourth and fifth chapters, which we are about to explain in this seventh book, one may contemplate two cities being born: one of God, arisen in Abel; the other of the devil, begun from Cain, with the various and marvelous progress and success of each — in expounding subtly which two cities Augustine consumed twenty-two books, those most noble books, and never sufficiently to be praised by anyone, On the City of God. But the city of the devil, having its origin from Cain, was prior, and therefore is described first by Moses, but is dispatched in few words. For the principal purpose of divine Scripture is to treat of the City of God and its citizens; but of the city of the devil...5



diaboli, eiusque civitatis incolis & diaboli ministris, qui est populus impiorum, agit quidem etiam sacra historia, sed ea tantum ratione, quia mali, dum in terris vivitur, mixti sunt bonis, eosque insequendo & affligendo, ad profectum virtutis gloriaeque incrementa maiorem in modum exercent: & quod in divina impiorum omnium animadversione, bonorumque adversus eos propugnatione ac protectione, iustitia & misericordia Dei mirifice resplendet. Sed redeo ad duas illas, quas supra posui civitates, harum utriusque diversas civium proprietates, expresse repraesentant duorum primorum fratrum, non modo dissimilia ingenia, mores, studia, & instituta, sed ipsa quoque eorum vocabula Cain & Abel. Siquidem nomen Cain, Latine significat possessionem: cives autem huius mundi, in hac vita sibi possessionem & hereditatem quaerunt & comparare student: mundana enim bona, eorum spectant vota, curae, spes denique omnes: horum bonorum adeptione & possessione, foelicitatem suam, eorundem amissione & privatione, summam miseriam metiuntur ac definiunt. Nec ad hoc non bene quadrant, quae paulo infra tradit Moses, Cain primum omnium mortalium civitatem aedificasse. Sic profecto est: qui ad civitatem diaboli pertinent in terris sibi sedem, quietem, & foelicitatem quaerunt. Vocabulum porro Abel, si Latine interpreteris, significat luctum aut vanitatem, aut nihilum. Nimirum, tale est ingenium, talis animus, tale studium, & institutum piorum hominum, quibus solenne est lugere sua pariter, atque aliena peccata, Deique iniurias & offensas, omniaque huius mundi bona, ut inania, caduca, nulliusque momenti, & instar nihili ducere.
...of the devil, and of the inhabitants of his city and the ministers of the devil, who is the people of the impious, sacred history does indeed treat, but only for this reason: because the evil, while life is lived on earth, are mingled with the good, and by persecuting and afflicting them exercise them in a greater degree to the advancement of virtue and the increase of glory; and because in the divine animadversion of all the impious, and in the defense and protection of the good against them, the justice and mercy of God shine forth marvelously. But I return to those two cities which I set forth above: the diverse properties of the citizens of each of these are expressly represented by the two first brothers — not only their dissimilar dispositions, characters, pursuits, and institutions, but also their very names Cain and Abel. For the name Cain, in Latin, signifies 'possession': but the citizens of this world seek for themselves possession and inheritance in this life, and are eager to acquire them; for worldly goods are the object of their wishes, cares, and finally all their hopes: by the attainment and possession of these goods they measure and define their felicity, by the loss and privation of the same, their utmost misery. Nor do those things not fit well with this, which a little below Moses hands down — that Cain first of all mortals built a city. So indeed it is: those who belong to the city of the devil seek for themselves a seat, rest, and felicity on earth. But the word Abel, if you interpret it into Latin, signifies mourning, or vanity, or nothing. Doubtless, such is the disposition, such the mind, such the pursuit and institution of pious men, whose custom it is to mourn their own and others' sins alike, and the injuries and offenses against God, and to reckon all the goods of this world as empty, perishable, of no moment, and like nothing.6



Verum hoc libet duabus Augustini sententiis confirmare & illustrare. In exordio libri 15. de Civitate Dei hunc in modum scribit Augustinus:
But I wish to confirm and illustrate this by two opinions of Augustine. In the beginning of book 15 of the City of God, Augustine writes in this manner:7



Omne genus humanum in duo genera hominum distribuimus: unum eorum, qui secundum hominem: alterum eorum qui secundum Deum vivunt: quas etiam mystice appellamus civitates duas, hoc est, duas societates hominum, quarum est una, quae praedestinata est in aeternum regnare cum Deo, altera aeternum supplicium subire cum diabolo. Harum exortus fuit sive in Angelis, quorum numerus ignoratur a nobis, sive in duobus primis hominibus: processus autem & excursus earum civitatum...
'We distribute the whole human race into two kinds of men: one of those who live according to man, the other of those who live according to God; which we also mystically call two cities, that is, two societies of men, of which one is that which is predestined to reign eternally with God, the other to undergo eternal punishment with the devil. Their rise was either in the Angels, whose number is unknown to us, or in the two first men: but the progress and course of those cities...'8



est, ex quo duo illi homines generare coeperunt, donec homines generare cessabunt. Hoc enim universum tempus, in quo cedunt morientes, succeduntque nascentes, istarum duarum civitatum excursus est. Natus est igitur prior Cain ex illis duobus generis humani parentibus pertinens ad hominum civitatem: posterior Abel, ad civitatem Dei. Sicut enim in uno homine quod dicit Apostolus experimur: Quia non prius quod spiritale est, sed quod animale, postea vero quod spiritale, sic in universo genere humano, cum primum duae istae coeperunt nascendo atque moriendo procurrere civitates, prior est natus civis huius saeculi, posterior autem isto peregrinus in saeculo, & pertinens ad civitatem Dei, gratia praedestinatus, gratia electus, gratia peregrinus deorsum, gratia civis sursum. Scriptum itaque est de Cain, quod condidit civitatem: Abel autem tanquam peregrinus non condidit. Superna est enim sanctorum civitas, quamvis hic pariat cives suos: in quibus tamen peregrinatur, donec regni eius tempus adveniat, cum congregatura est omnes in suis corporibus resurgentes, quando eis promissum dabitur regnum, ubi cum suo principe Rege saeculorum sine ullo temporis fine regnabunt. Sic ibi Augustinus.
'...is, from the time those two men began to generate, until men shall cease to generate. For this whole time, in which the dying give place and the born succeed, is the course of these two cities. Cain therefore was born first from those two parents of the human race, belonging to the city of men; afterward Abel, to the city of God. For as in one man we experience what the Apostle says, That not first is what is spiritual, but what is animal, and afterward what is spiritual — so in the whole human race, when first those two cities began to run their course by being born and dying, first was born a citizen of this world, but afterward one who is a pilgrim in the world, and belonging to the city of God, predestined by grace, elected by grace, a pilgrim below by grace, a citizen above by grace. And so it is written of Cain, that he founded a city; but Abel, as a pilgrim, did not found one. For the city of the saints is above, although here it brings forth its citizens, among whom it is a pilgrim, until the time of its kingdom comes, when it will gather all rising again in their bodies, when the promised kingdom will be given them, where with their Prince, the King of the ages, they shall reign without any end of time.' Thus Augustine there.9



Idem autem Augustinus extremo capite libri 14. eiusdem operis, unde istae civitates originem, & quatenus processum habeant, praeclare his verbis exponit:
But the same Augustine, in the last chapter of book 14 of the same work, excellently expounds in these words whence these cities have their origin, and how far they have their progress:10



Fecerunt civitates duas amores duo: terrenam, scilicet, amor sui usque ad contemptum Dei, caeleste vero: Amor Dei usque ad contemptum sui. Et illa quidem in seipsa, haec autem in Domino gloriatur. Illa quaerit ab hominibus gloriam, huic Deus conscientiae testis maxima est gloria. Illa in gloria sua exaltat caput suum: haec dicit Deo, gloria mea, & exaltans caput meum. Illi in principibus eius, vel in eis quas subiugat nationibus dominandi libido dominatur: in hac serviunt invicem in charitate, & praepositi consulendo, & subditi obtemperando. In illa sapientes eius secundum hominem viventes, aut corporis, aut animi sui bona, aut utriusque sectati sunt: aut qui potuerunt cognoscere Deum, non ut Deum tamen honoraverunt, vel gratias egerunt, sed evanuerunt in cogitationibus suis, & obscuratum est insipiens cor eorum, ad simulacra enim adoranda, vel duces populorum, vel sectatores fuerunt: In hac autem civitate nulla est hominis sapientia nisi pietas, qua recte colitur verus Deus, expectans praemium in societate sanctorum, non solum hominum, verumetiam Angelorum, ut sit Deus...
'Two loves made two cities: the earthly, namely, self-love unto the contempt of God; but the heavenly, love of God unto the contempt of self. And the former glories in itself, the latter in the Lord. The former seeks glory from men, but to the latter God, the witness of conscience, is the greatest glory. The former in its glory exalts its own head; the latter says to God, my glory, and the one who exalts my head. In the former, the lust of domination dominates, in its princes or in the nations it subjugates; in the latter, they serve one another in charity, both the rulers by counseling and the subjects by obeying. In the former, its wise men, living according to man, have pursued either the goods of the body, or of the mind, or of both; or those who were able to know God, yet did not honor him as God, nor gave thanks, but became vain in their thoughts, and their foolish heart was darkened — for they were either leaders or followers of the people in worshiping images. But in this [heavenly] city there is no human wisdom except piety, by which the true God is rightly worshiped, awaiting the reward in the society of the saints, not only of men but also of Angels, that God may be...'11



'...God all in all.' Thus Augustine.12
Deus omnia in omnibus. Haec Augustinus.



Verum nos historiam Cain & Abel a Mose traditam, ad explanationem quarti capitis aggredientes, diligenter excutiamus atque perpendamus.
But let us, approaching the explanation of the fourth chapter, diligently examine and weigh the history of Cain and Abel handed down by Moses.13



Translator’s notes
	Heading of the preface to Book VII. ↩
	Opening of the Preface to Book VII: the first part of the work (Genesis 1-3, treated in the six preceding books) is complete — the chief part of the volume, for the antiquity of the world's origin, the marvel of divine power, the sublimity of doctrine, and the difficulty of the questions. Moses there handed down two chief things: that God created the world from nothing by the freedom of his will; and that he established man as lord of the world in a happy state, from which man soon fell by violating God's law, becoming subject to innumerable evils. Marginal gloss: 'Primae partis libri Geneseos commendatio.' Page footer signature 'YYY'; catchword 'sive' (continues on the next page). ↩
	Preface to Book VII (continued): the value of knowing the creation — that all things (great or small, mortal or immortal, useful or harmful) were made not by chance nor from many principles, but by one God, and are preserved and governed by him; thereby God's incomparable goodness, power, and wisdom shine in the fabric of the world. Running head '712'; true printed page 722. ↩
	The value of knowing the fall: the origin of human evils is the first man's disobedience (lest one think man was created as he now is); and the necessity of the Messiah's coming, the goal of all Scripture. Summary of the rest of Genesis: the propagation of the race (Adam to Noah, Gen 4-5); the flood sparing eight; from Noah's three sons the nations and tongues, dispersed (to Abraham's birth, Gen 11); then the people of God segregated and brought into Egypt. Marginal gloss: 'Summa libri huius & reliquorum Geneseos capitum quae in hoc opere explicantur.' ↩
	The theme of Book VII (Genesis 4-5): the birth of two cities — the City of God (in Abel) and the city of the devil (from Cain), the subject of Augustine's twenty-two books De Civitate Dei. The devil's city (from Cain) is prior, so described first by Moses but briefly, since Scripture's chief aim is the City of God. Marginal glosses: 'De duabus civitatibus, altera Dei, & altera diaboli'; 'Augustini libri de Civitate Dei commendantur.' Catchword: 'diaboli' (continues on the next page). ↩
	Scripture treats the city of the devil (the people of the impious) only because the evil, mingled with the good, exercise them in virtue and manifest God's justice and mercy. The two brothers represent the two cities even by their names: 'Cain' = possession (worldly citizens seek earthly possession and felicity; Cain built the first city), 'Abel' = mourning/vanity/nothing (pious men mourn sins and reckon worldly goods as nothing). Marginal gloss: 'Scriptura principale institutum est agere de Dei civitate.' Running head '713'; true printed page 723. ↩
	Pererius introduces two passages of Augustine (De Civitate Dei 15.1 and 14.28) to confirm the theme of the two cities. Marginal gloss: 'Augustinus De distinctione duarum civitatum, quarum altera est Dei, altera diaboli.' ↩
	Augustine, De Civitate Dei 15.1 (beginning): the human race is two kinds — those who live according to man and those according to God — 'mystically' two cities/societies, one predestined to reign with God, the other to eternal punishment with the devil; their rise in the Angels (of unknown number) or in the two first men. Catchword: 'est' (continues on the next page). Page footer signature 'YYY 2.' ↩
	Augustine, De Civ. Dei 15.1 (continued): the whole time of the dying and the born is the course of the two cities; Cain born first (city of men), Abel after (city of God) — as 'not first the spiritual but the animal' (1 Cor 15:46); Cain founded a city, but Abel as a pilgrim did not, for the saints' city is above, its pilgrims destined to reign forever with the King of the ages. Marginal glosses: '1. Cor. 15.'; 'Genes. 4.' Running head '714'; true printed page 724. ↩
	Pererius introduces the second Augustine passage (De Civitate Dei 14, last chapter — 14.28), on the origin and progress of the two cities. ↩
	Augustine, De Civ. Dei 14.28 — the celebrated definition: 'Two loves made two cities — the earthly by self-love unto contempt of God, the heavenly by love of God unto contempt of self.' The earthly glories in itself, seeks glory from men, is ruled by lust of domination; the heavenly glories in the Lord (Ps 3:4), serves in charity. The earthly's wise men pursued bodily/mental goods or, knowing God, did not honor him (Rom 1:21, worshiping images); the heavenly city's only wisdom is piety, worshiping the true God, awaiting the reward with saints and Angels. Marginal glosses: 'Amores duo duarum civitatum auctores'; 'Psalm. 3.'; 'Rom. 1.' Catchword: 'Deus' (Deus omnia in omnibus; continues on the next page). ↩
	End of the Augustine quote (De Civ. Dei 14.28): the heavenly city awaits that God may be 'all in all' (1 Cor 15:28). Running head '715' (the digit misprinted; misprint = true 725 minus 10); true printed page 725. ↩
	Transition from the Preface to the commentary: Pererius turns to a careful examination of the history of Cain and Abel (Genesis 4). ↩
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CHAPTER FOUR OF THE BOOK OF GENESIS.1
CAPUT QUARTUM LIBRI GENESEOS.



Translator’s notes
	Chapter divider: the beginning of the commentary on Genesis chapter 4 (Cain and Abel). ↩




And Adam knew his wife Eve, who conceived and bore Cain, saying, I have gotten a man through God. And again she bore his brother Abel. And Abel was a shepherd of sheep …

LatineEnglish


Adam vero cognovit uxorem suam Evam, quae concepit, & peperit Cain, dicens, Possedi hominem per Deum. Rursumque peperit fratrem eius Abel. Fuit autem Abel pastor ovium, & Cain agricola: Factum est autem post multos dies ut offerret Cain de fructibus terrae munera Domino. Abel quoque obtulit de primogenitis gregis sui, & de adipibus eorum. Et respexit Dominus ad Abel, & ad munera eius: ad Cain autem, & ad munera illius non respexit. Iratusque est Cain vehementer, & concidit vultus eius. Dixitque Dominus ad eum, Quare iratus es? & cur concidit facies tua? Nonne si bene egeris, recipies, sin autem male, statim in foribus peccatum tuum aderit? sed sub te erit appetitus eius, & tu dominaberis illius. Dixitque Cain ad Abel fratrem suum, Egrediamur foras. Cumque essent in agro, consurrexit Cain adversus fratrem suum Abel, & interfecit eum. Et ait Dominus ad Cain, Ubi est Abel frater tuus? Qui respondit, Nescio. Nunquid custos fratris mei sum ego? Dixitque ad eum, Quid fecisti? vox sanguinis fratris tui clamat ad me de terra. Nunc igitur maledictus eris super terram, quae aperuit os suum, & suscepit sanguinem fratris tui de manu tua. Cum operatus fueris eam, non dabit tibi fructus suos: vagus & profugus eris super terram. Dixitque Cain ad Dominum, Maior est iniquitas mea, quam ut veniam merear. Ecce eiicis me hodie a facie...
And Adam knew his wife Eve, who conceived and bore Cain, saying, I have gotten a man through God. And again she bore his brother Abel. And Abel was a shepherd of sheep, and Cain a tiller of the ground. And it came to pass, after many days, that Cain offered of the fruits of the earth gifts to the Lord. Abel also offered of the firstborn of his flock, and of their fat. And the Lord had respect to Abel and to his gifts; but to Cain and to his gifts he had no respect. And Cain was exceedingly angry, and his countenance fell. And the Lord said to him, Why are you angry? and why is your face fallen? If you do well, shall you not receive? but if ill, shall not your sin at once be present at the doors? but its appetite shall be under you, and you shall have dominion over it. And Cain said to his brother Abel, Let us go forth abroad. And when they were in the field, Cain rose up against his brother Abel, and slew him. And the Lord said to Cain, Where is Abel your brother? He answered, I know not: am I my brother's keeper? And he said to him, What have you done? the voice of your brother's blood cries to me from the earth. Now therefore you shall be cursed upon the earth, which has opened its mouth and received the blood of your brother from your hand. When you shall till it, it shall not give you its fruits: a vagabond and a fugitive shall you be upon the earth. And Cain said to the Lord, My iniquity is greater than that I may deserve pardon. Behold, you cast me out this day from the face...1



Translator’s notes
	Lemma: Genesis 4:1-14a (given as a block, with verse numbers 1-14 in the margin; the birth of Cain and Abel, their offerings, God's respect to Abel not Cain, Cain's anger and God's warning, the murder of Abel, God's questioning and curse, and Cain's despairing reply). Page footer signature 'YYY 3'; catchword 'a facie' (continues on the next page, 'a facie terrae'). ↩




...from the face of the earth, and I shall be hidden from your face, and I shall be a vagabond and a fugitive upon the earth: everyone therefore that finds me shall kill …

LatineEnglish


a facie terrae, & a facie tua abscondar, & ero vagus, & profugus in terra: omnis igitur qui invenerit me, occidet me. Dixitque ei Dominus, Nequaquam ita fiet: sed omnis, qui occiderit Cain, septuplum punietur. Posuitque Dominus in Cain signum: ut non interficeret eum omnis, qui invenisset eum. Egressusque Cain a facie Domini habitavit profugus in terra ad orientalem plagam Eden. Cognovit autem Cain uxorem suam: quae concepit, & peperit Henoch, & aedificavit civitatem. Vocavitque nomen eius ex nomine filii sui Henoch. Porro genuit Irad, & Irad genuit Mauiael, & Mauiael genuit Mathusael, & Mathusael genuit Lamech. Qui accepit duas uxores, nomen uni Ada, & nomen alteri Sella. Genuitque Ada Iabel qui fuit pater habitantium in tentoriis, atque pastorum. Et nomen fratris eius Iubal ipse fuit pater canentium cithara & organo. Sella quoque genuit Tubalcain, qui fuit malleator & faber in cuncta opera aeris & ferri. Soror quoque Tubal-cain Noema. Dixitque Lamech uxoribus suis Ada & Sella, Audite vocem meam uxores Lamech, auscultate sermonem meum: Quoniam occidi virum in vulnus meum, & adolescentulum in livorem meum; Septuplum ultio dabitur de Cain: de Lamech vero septuagies septies. Cognovit quoque adhuc Adam uxorem suam, & peperit filium, vocavitque nomen eius Seth, dicens; Posuit mihi Deus semen aliud pro Abel, quem occidit Cain. Sed & Seth natus est filius, quem vocavit Enos: iste coepit invocare nomen Domini.
...from the face of the earth, and I shall be hidden from your face, and I shall be a vagabond and a fugitive upon the earth: everyone therefore that finds me shall kill me. And the Lord said to him, By no means shall it be so: but everyone who kills Cain shall be punished sevenfold. And the Lord set a mark upon Cain, that whoever found him should not kill him. And Cain, having gone out from the face of the Lord, dwelt a fugitive in the land at the eastern region of Eden. And Cain knew his wife, who conceived and bore Henoch; and he built a city, and called its name from the name of his son Henoch. And Henoch begot Irad, and Irad begot Mauiael, and Mauiael begot Mathusael, and Mathusael begot Lamech, who took two wives, the name of the one Ada, and the name of the other Sella. And Ada bore Iabel, who was the father of those dwelling in tents, and of shepherds. And the name of his brother was Iubal: he was the father of those who play on the harp and organ. Sella also bore Tubalcain, who was a hammerer and smith in every work of brass and iron. And the sister of Tubalcain was Noema. And Lamech said to his wives Ada and Sella, Hear my voice, you wives of Lamech, hearken to my speech: For I have slain a man to my own wounding, and a young man to my own bruising; sevenfold vengeance shall be given for Cain, but for Lamech seventy times sevenfold. Adam also knew his wife again, and she bore a son, and called his name Seth, saying, God has appointed me another seed instead of Abel, whom Cain slew. But to Seth also was born a son, whom he called Enos: he began to call upon the name of the Lord.1



Translator’s notes
	Lemma continued: Genesis 4:14b-26 (Cain's fear and the mark; his exile east of Eden; his line — Henoch, Irad, Mauiael, Mathusael, Lamech and his two wives, Iabel, Iubal, Tubalcain, Noema; Lamech's song; the birth of Seth and of Enos). Verse numbers 15-26 in the margin. Running head '716'; true printed page 726. Catchword 'Adam' (the commentary begins on the next page). ↩




And Adam knew his wife Eve, who conceived and bore Cain, saying, I have gotten a man through God

LatineEnglish


And Adam knew his wife Eve, who conceived and bore Cain, saying, I have gotten a man through God.1
Adam vero cognovit uxorem suam Evam, quae concepit & peperit Cain dicens, Possedi hominem per Deum.



Cum propter alia, tum vel hoc nomine lingua Hebraea qua utitur divina Scriptura, merito appellatur sancta, quod viri & mulieris commixtionem carnalemque copulam tam honeste casteque significet, appellans eam, cognitionem foeminae. Honeste quidem Latini id dixerunt, dare operam liberis; & Graeci, communicare mulieri: sed Hebraice honestius, virum cognoscere uxorem. Cur autem congressus viri cum muliere nominetur cognitio mulieris, varias afferunt rationes Lyranus & Oleaster: sed quas, ut leviusculas, neque castis auribus ingerendas, praeteriri hoc loco satius fuerit.
Both for other reasons, and even on this account, the Hebrew tongue which divine Scripture uses is rightly called holy: because it signifies the union and carnal copula of man and woman so honorably and chastely, calling it 'the knowing of the woman.' The Latins indeed said it honorably, 'to give attention to children'; and the Greeks, 'to have communion with a woman': but in Hebrew more honorably, 'the man to know his wife.' But why the intercourse of the man with the woman is named 'the knowing of the woman,' Lyra and Oleaster bring various reasons; but which, as somewhat trivial and not to be forced upon chaste ears, it will be better to pass over in this place.2



Ex hoc loco satis apparet, primos homines quoad fuerunt in Paradiso, fuisse virgines, siquidem primam eorum commixtionem fuisse indicat Moses, postquam Paradiso eiecti sunt. Et haec sententia est Patrum, eo maxime probabilis, quod perexiguo tempore illi fuerint in Paradiso ante peccatum: statim autem ut peccarunt, eodem, inquam, die, Paradiso pulsi sunt. Scitum igitur est illud Hieronymi adversus Iovinianum: Nuptiae, inquit, terram replent, virginitas Paradisum. Neque hoc dicimus, quod in Paradiso futuram generationem prolis fuisse negemus: sed quod brevi illo tempore quo sunt in Paradiso versati, virginitatem illibatam custodierint: quod umbram & imaginem quandam praetulit eius virginitatis, quae in Paradiso coelesti post resurrectionem corporum in omnem aeternitatem a sanctis conservanda est. At enim, dicet aliquis, Deus praeceperat primis illis hominibus, ut generationi prolis operam darent, dicens, Crescite & multiplicamini, & replete terram: confestim igitur eos divinis iussis obtemperantes, generationi prolis operam dedisse putandum est. Verum, illud Dei praeceptum, affirmativum erat, id est, obligans semper, sed non ad semper. Et, ut inquit Augustinus, divinum illi homines mandatum expectabant vacandi prolis generationi, quod illis, dum fuere in Paradiso, non est datum.
From this passage it sufficiently appears that the first men, so long as they were in Paradise, were virgins, since Moses indicates their first union to have been after they were cast out of Paradise. And this is the opinion of the Fathers, the more probable because they were in Paradise for a very short time before sin; and immediately as they sinned, on the same day, I say, they were driven from Paradise. Well known, therefore, is that saying of Jerome against Jovinian: 'Marriage,' he says, 'fills the earth, virginity Paradise.' Nor do we say this because we deny that the generation of offspring was to be in Paradise; but because in that short time in which they were in Paradise, they kept their virginity unspotted — which bore a shadow and a certain image of that virginity which is to be preserved by the saints for all eternity in the heavenly Paradise after the resurrection of bodies. But indeed, someone will say, God had commanded those first men to give attention to the generation of offspring, saying, 'Increase and multiply, and fill the earth': therefore it must be thought that they, at once obeying the divine commands, gave attention to the generation of offspring. But that command of God was affirmative — that is, binding always, but not unto always [obliging at all times, but not for every moment]. And, as Augustine says, 'those men were awaiting the divine mandate of devoting themselves to the generation of offspring, which was not given to them while they were in Paradise.'3



Ex interpretatione vocabuli Cain satis liquet, linguam, qua primi homines usi sunt, fuisse Hebraeam, ut in qua sola omnium linguarum, huiusmodi vocabulorum interpretationes locum habent. Simul & illud intelligitur, non recte libro undecimo de Praeparatione Evangelica, capite quarto, Eusebium vocem Cain interpretantem dixisse eo vocabulo significari invidiam, quod scilicet Cain fratris sui Abel ardens invidia eum occiderit. Illud autem, Possedi hominem per Deum, Iusiurandum esse putat Rupertus lib. tertio Commentariorum in Genesim, capite 34. sed non recte. Hebraice est [קניתי איש את יהוה, Kanithi isch eth Adonai], Deo vel Domino: sed ad explendam sententiam adiungi debet praepositio...
From the interpretation of the word Cain it is sufficiently clear that the language which the first men used was Hebrew, as being the only one of all languages in which such interpretations of these words have place. At the same time this too is understood, that Eusebius, in book eleven of the Preparation for the Gospel, chapter four, interpreting the word Cain, did not rightly say that by that word is signified 'envy,' namely because Cain, burning with envy of his brother Abel, killed him. But as to 'I have gotten a man through God,' Rupert (in book 3 of his Commentaries on Genesis, chapter 34) thinks it is an oath; but not rightly. In Hebrew it is [קניתי איש את יהוה, Kanithi isch eth Adonai], 'to God' or 'to the Lord'; but to complete the sense the preposition ['through'] must be joined...4



sitio aliqua. Septuaginta Interpretes eosque secutus Interpres noster Latinus, addiderunt praepositionem Per, qua significatur, prolem illam datam fuisse Evae, potestate, munere, ac favore Dei. Similisque sententia est in paraphrasi Chaldaica, quae sic habet ad verbum: Acquisivi virum de coram Domino: quamquam huic lectioni nonnulli existimant hanc subesse sententiam: Acquisivi virum coram Domino, hoc est, qui nobis defunctis, Dominum Deum timeat, colat, & coram eo ambulet.
...some preposition. The Seventy Interpreters, and our Latin Interpreter following them, added the preposition 'Per' (through), by which it is signified that that offspring was given to Eve by the power, gift, and favor of God. And a similar meaning is in the Chaldaic paraphrase, which has thus word for word: 'I have acquired a man from before the Lord'; although some think this meaning underlies this reading: 'I have acquired a man before the Lord,' that is, one who, when we are dead, may fear and worship the Lord God, and walk before him.5



Sed nunquid Cain fuit primogenitus Adami? an potius alios ille procreavit liberos ante Cain, quos more suo tacuit Scriptura, quod nihil de illis memorabile prodendum esset? Verum proculdubio Cain primogenitus fuit: hoc enim narratio Mosis indicat, Evam cum primum a viro cognita est, peperisse Cain, Idemque demonstrat etymologia nominis Cain: eo nempe generato, dixit Eva, Possedi hominem per Deum: quod non utique dixisset, si alios filios ante Cain genuisset, in illos enim potius, quam in Cain id nominis conveniebat.
But was Cain the firstborn of Adam? or rather did he beget other children before Cain, whom in its manner Scripture passed over in silence, because nothing memorable was to be published about them? But without doubt Cain was the firstborn: for the narration of Moses indicates this, that Eve, when first she was known by the man, bore Cain; and the same is demonstrated by the etymology of the name Cain: for, he being begotten, Eve said, 'I have gotten a man through God' — which she would not have said if she had begotten other sons before Cain, for that name would rather fit them than Cain.6



Caeterum, illud fortasse aliquis de nobis quaerat, quanto tempore postquam primi homines Paradiso expulsi sunt, Cain & Abel generati fuerint. Auctor historiae scholasticae in historia libri Geneseos, cap. 25. refert memoriae proditum esse, Methodio Martyri, cum is propter fidei confessionem in carcere esset, huiusmodi quandam revelationem accidisse: Patefactum enim ei divinitus fuisse, primos homines cum eiecti sunt Paradiso, fuisse virgines, & postea per quindecim annos copula carnali abstinuisse: toto scilicet eo tempore lugentes peccatum a se commissum, & tot tantorumque bonorum, quibus donati fuerant a Deo, amissionem deplorantes: decimoquinto autem anno quam Paradiso exterminati fuerant, generasse primum filium Cain, & sororem eius nomine Calmanan: deinde quindecim annis post, id est, trigesimo anno quam primi homines expulsi fuerant Paradiso, generatum esse Abel & sororem eius Delboram: Anno praeterea centesimo & trigesimo Adami, Cain occidisse Abel, quem Adamus & Eva centum annis luxerunt: finitoque luctu, genuerunt pro eo alterum filium nomine Seth: hic enim, ut habet translatio Septuaginta interpretum, natus est, patre Adamo trigesimum & ducentesimum annum agente. Et haec quidem feruntur Methodio revelata.
But someone of us might perhaps ask, how long after the first men were expelled from Paradise, Cain and Abel were begotten. The author of the Scholastic History, in the history of the book of Genesis, chapter 25, relates that it was handed down to memory that to Methodius the Martyr, when he was in prison for the confession of the faith, a certain revelation of this kind happened: For it was divinely disclosed to him that the first men, when they were cast out of Paradise, were virgins, and afterward for fifteen years abstained from carnal union — during all that time mourning the sin committed by them, and deploring the loss of so many and so great goods with which they had been endowed by God; but in the fifteenth year after they had been exterminated from Paradise, they begot the first son Cain, and his sister by name Calmana; then fifteen years after, that is, in the thirtieth year after the first men were expelled from Paradise, Abel and his sister Delbora were begotten; moreover, in the hundred and thirtieth year of Adam, Cain killed Abel, whom Adam and Eve mourned for a hundred years; and, the mourning finished, they begot in his place another son by name Seth — for he, as the translation of the Seventy Interpreters has it, was born when his father Adam was in his two hundred and thirtieth year. And these things indeed are reported as revealed to Methodius.7



Verum haec legentem, atque cogitantem, magna subit indignatio, tam ineruditum & futile commentum sanctissimo viro & Martyri, sub specioso revelationis obtentu esse affictum. Est vero probandum, primos illos homines cum matura aetate, & ad generandum idonea creati essent, eisque praecepisset illud Deus, Crescite & multiplicamini, atque ipsi naturali prolis desiderio tenerentur, necnon & post peccatum vis libidinis & concupiscentiae carnalis acrior in illis & ardentior fuisset, expectasse illos quindecim annos, ut operam liberis darent? Neque vero, vacare generationi prolis, eorum proposito, atque instituto...
But great indignation comes upon one reading and considering these things — that so unlearned and futile a fabrication should be foisted upon a most holy man and Martyr, under the specious pretext of revelation. Is it indeed to be approved that those first men — when they were created of mature age and fit for generating, and when God had commanded them 'Increase and multiply,' and they themselves were held by the natural desire of offspring, and moreover after sin the force of lust and carnal concupiscence had been sharper and more ardent in them — should have waited fifteen years to give attention to children? Nor indeed did devoting themselves to the generation of offspring conflict with their purpose and institution...8



instituto poenitentiam agendi adversabatur, cum res esset honesta, & a Deo praecepta, & in exordio mundi ad propagationem humani generis pernecessaria. Illud autem quantam habet probabilitatem, inter generationem Cain & Abel interfluxisse quindecim annos? cum ex narratione Mosis existimari possit, Abel secundum fuisse filium Adami, & statim natum post Cain. Nisi quis putet, Evam edito Cain, fuisse per quindecim annos infoecundam, quod desipientis est hominis opinari. Etenim primis hominibus maximam Deus tribuit foecunditatem: hoc nempe paucitas illa hominum, & ad conservationem humanae speciei, multiplicatio generis humani id temporis exigebat.
...their institution of doing penance — since the thing was honorable, commanded by God, and at the beginning of the world most necessary for the propagation of the human race. But what probability does it have, that fifteen years intervened between the generation of Cain and Abel? — when from the narration of Moses it may be reckoned that Abel was the second son of Adam, and born immediately after Cain. Unless anyone should think that Eve, having brought forth Cain, was barren for fifteen years, which is the mark of a foolish man to suppose. For to the first men God attributed the greatest fecundity: namely, that scarcity of men, and the multiplication of the human race, demanded it at that time for the conservation of the human species.9



Quod autem dicitur, Adamum filii sui Abel mortem centum annis luxisse, totoque eo tempore a carnali copula sese abstinuisse, quis inducat in animum credere? Neque enim Adam, cum vir esset prudentissimus, tandiu mortuum filium lugeret, nec ob eam causam tamdiu a generatione prolis abhorreret: quin, propter mortem Abel, vehementius cuperet alterum filium pro eo gignere. Id quod non obscure indicavit ipse, cum procreato Seth dixit, Posuit mihi Deus semen aliud pro Abel quem occidit Cain. Falsitas quoque eius traditionis convincitur ea ratione, quod in ea dicitur Seth natum esse anno ducentesimo & trigesimo aetatis Adami: cum Hebraica Scriptura, & Latina versio vulgata habeant eum centesimo & trigesimo anno Adami esse generatum. Licet enim in translatione Septuaginta interpretum sit, Adamum fuisse ducentorum & triginta annorum cum genuit Seth: eam tamen translationem in eo numero annorum, atque in nonnullis aliis consequentibus numeris esse aliorum vitio, & culpa depravatam & corruptam, infra ostendemus.
But as to what is said, that Adam mourned the death of his son Abel for a hundred years, and during all that time abstained from carnal union — who would bring himself to believe it? For neither would Adam, being a most prudent man, mourn his dead son so long, nor for that cause so long shrink from the generation of offspring; nay, on account of the death of Abel, he would more vehemently desire to beget another son in his place. Which he himself not obscurely indicated, when, Seth being procreated, he said, 'God has appointed me another seed instead of Abel, whom Cain killed.' The falsity of that tradition is also convicted by this reason, that in it Seth is said to have been born in the two hundred and thirtieth year of Adam's age — whereas the Hebrew Scripture and the Latin Vulgate version have him begotten in the hundred and thirtieth year of Adam. For although in the translation of the Seventy Interpreters it is [said] that Adam was two hundred and thirty years old when he begot Seth, yet that translation, in that number of years, and in some other following numbers, is by the fault and blame of others depraved and corrupted, as we shall show below.10



Translator’s notes
	Lemma repeated at the head of the commentary: Genesis 4:1 (marginal 'CAP. 4. VERS. 1.'). Running head '717'; true printed page 727. ↩
	The Hebrew tongue is rightly 'holy' — it names carnal union chastely as 'knowing' (more decorously than the Latin 'dare operam liberis' or the Greek 'communicare mulieri'). Pererius passes over Lyra's and Oleaster's trivial explanations of why it is called 'knowing.' Marginal gloss: 'Honestas & sanctitas linguae Hebraeae.' ↩
	The first men were virgins in Paradise (their first union came after the expulsion; they were there only a short time before sin — Jerome, Adversus Iovinianum: 'Marriage fills the earth, virginity Paradise'). Not that generation was not destined for Paradise, but they kept virginity there — a shadow of the saints' eternal virginity. Objection: God said 'Increase and multiply' — answered: that affirmative command binds always but not for every moment (Augustine: they awaited the mandate to generate, not given in Paradise). Marginal glosses: 'Primos homines fuisse in Paradiso virgines'; 'Hiero. lib. 1. adv. Iovin.'; 'Cur primi homines in Paradiso simul commixti non fuerint.' ↩
	From the etymology of 'Cain' the first language is shown to be Hebrew (only Hebrew supports such name-etymologies). Eusebius (Praeparatio Evangelica 11.4) wrongly derived 'Cain' from 'envy.' Rupert (Comm. in Gen. 3.34) wrongly takes 'Possedi hominem per Deum' as an oath. HEBREW GLYPH verified by magnification (Gen 4:1b, given in the right margin with transliteration): קניתי איש את יהוה (Kanithi isch eth Adonai — qaniti ish eth-YHWH, 'I have gotten a man with the LORD'; the legible words are קניתי 'I have gotten,' איש 'a man,' את, and the divine name), transliterated in the margin 'Kanithi isch eth-Adonai'; Pererius glosses the last word 'Deo vel Domino' ('to God or to the Lord'). Marginal glosses: 'Prima omnium linguarum, Hebraea'; 'Verba Hebraica sunt' + the phrase. Catchword: 'sitio' (praepositio; continues on the next page). ↩
	The LXX and the Vulgate added the preposition 'per' ('through' God) — the offspring given by God's power, gift, and favor. The Chaldaic paraphrase: 'I have acquired a man from before the Lord'; some take it as 'one who, when we are dead, may fear and worship God, and walk before him.' Running head '718'; true printed page 728. ↩
	Was Cain the firstborn? Yes, without doubt — Moses's narrative (Eve bore Cain at her first union), and the etymology ('Possedi hominem,' which would fit an earlier son if there were one). Marginal gloss: 'Utrum Cain fuerit primogenitus Adami.' ↩
	How long after the expulsion were Cain and Abel begotten? Peter Comestor (Historia Scholastica, on Genesis, ch. 25) reports a 'revelation' to Methodius the Martyr in prison: the first men, virgins at their expulsion, abstained fifteen years in mourning; begot Cain and his sister Calmana in the 15th year, Abel and his sister Delbora in the 30th; Cain killed Abel in Adam's 130th year; Adam and Eve mourned a hundred years, then begot Seth (born, per the LXX, when Adam was 230). Marginal gloss: 'Quanto tempore post eiectionem primorum hominum e Paradiso, Cain & Abel generati fuerint.' ↩
	Pererius indignantly rejects the Methodius tradition as an unlearned, futile fabrication foisted on the martyr under pretext of revelation: is it credible that the first men — mature, fit for generation, commanded 'Increase and multiply,' held by natural desire, and after sin with sharper lust — waited fifteen years to have children? Marginal gloss: 'Commentitia revelatio falso afficta Methodio martyri refellitur.' Catchword: 'instituto' (continues on the next page). ↩
	Refuting the 15-year interval: generation did not conflict with penance (it was honorable, commanded, necessary). Abel was the second son, born immediately after Cain; Eve was not barren fifteen years (a foolish supposition); God gave the first men the greatest fecundity, which the scarcity of men demanded. Running head '719'; true printed page 729. ↩
	Refuting the 100-year mourning and abstinence: incredible — the prudent Adam would not mourn so long nor shrink from generation; rather, he desired another son (Gen 4:25, 'God has appointed me another seed instead of Abel'). The tradition's falsity is also shown by its dating Seth's birth to Adam's 230th year, whereas the Hebrew and Vulgate give the 130th; the LXX's '230' is a corrupted number (to be shown below). Marginal glosses: 'Genes. 4.'; 'Septuaginta interpretum versio corrupta.' ↩




But Abel was a shepherd of sheep, and Cain a tiller of the ground

LatineEnglish


But Abel was a shepherd of sheep, and Cain a tiller of the ground.1
Fuit autem Abel pastor ovium, & Cain agricola.



Post peccatum Adami, primus omnium hominum, qui iustus & innocens appellatur in divina Scriptura, fuit Abel. Et hic primus omnium fuit pastor, suoque exemplo maiorem in modum hanc pastoralem artem cohonestavit ac nobilitavit, ut eam deinceps omnes Patriarchae & principes populi Hebraei praeter ceteras partes summo studio coluerint: nec profecto sine causa. Est enim pastoralis ars omnium simplicissima, minimeque operosa vel artificiosa, nec ita animum hominis occupatum tenet, ut non ei otium relinquat ad meditationem rerum naturalium, divinarumque contemplationem: neque certis indiget domiciliis, aut stabiles fixasque sedes exigit: sed a peregrinantibus etiam tractari & exerceri potest, eiusque multiplex utilitas est ad humanae vitae, & divini cultus usum. Suppeditat enim victum & vestitum, materiam item oblationum & sacrificiorum, quae Deo fieri oportet. Refert praeterea imaginem quandam...
After the sin of Adam, the first of all men who is called just and innocent in divine Scripture was Abel. And this one was the first of all a shepherd, and by his example in great degree honored and ennobled this pastoral art, so that thereafter all the Patriarchs and princes of the Hebrew people cultivated it above other pursuits with the highest zeal — and indeed not without cause. For the pastoral art is the simplest of all, and least laborious or artificial, nor does it so occupy the mind of man as not to leave him leisure for the meditation of natural things and the contemplation of divine things; nor does it need fixed dwellings, or require stable and fixed seats, but can be practiced and exercised even by wanderers; and its usefulness is manifold for the use of human life and of divine worship. For it supplies food and clothing, and likewise the material of offerings and sacrifices, which ought to be made to God. It presents besides a certain image...2



dam regalis administrationis & gubernationis: talem enim decet esse regem erga sibi subditos, qualiter pastor gregem suum regit: quapropter apud priscos illos non aliter boni reges, quam pastores populorum appellabantur [Homerus vocat reges ποιμένες λαῶν]. Quid plura? repraesentat haec pastorum ars & exercitatio, Dei providentiam erga homines, praesertim autem erga electos: quamobrem Deus & Christus dominus gaudet pastoris appellatione, eoque nomine frequenter in sacris litteris nominantur.
...[a certain image] of royal administration and governance: for such it behooves a king to be toward his subjects, as a shepherd rules his flock; wherefore among those ancients, good kings were called nothing else than shepherds of the peoples [Homer calls kings ποιμένες λαῶν, 'shepherds of peoples']. What more? This art and practice of shepherds represents the providence of God toward men, and especially toward the elect: wherefore God and Christ the Lord delight in the appellation of shepherd, and by that name are frequently named in the sacred writings.3



Sed unde Abel in exordio mundi didicit sacrificia offerre Deo? Didicit profecto vel ex patre Adamo, qui id a Deo doctus, itidem filios suos docuerat: vel etiam nullo docente, potuit id Abel naturali ratione cognitum habere, & tacito quodam naturae instinctu & impulsu ad id faciendum adduci. Quemadmodum enim naturalis ratio docet unum esse Deum omnium rerum conditorem ac dominum: ita docet ac praecipit hunc Deum esse ab homine omni cultu tam interiori quam exteriori colendum atque venerandum. Sicut enim inter homines, qui aliorum potestati & imperio subiecti sunt, & tributa pendunt, & munera offerunt dominis suis, quod id argumentum sit & dominationis eorum, suaeque subiectionis atque servitutis: ita oportet omnes homines exterius & interius venerari Deum, ea re profitentes atque testificantes, ipsum esse Dominum omnium, seque servos eius: qui nisi eius potestate ac benignitate, nec malis quibus premuntur liberari, nec bona quae optant consequi, nec ad aeternam vitam & felicitatem pervenire possunt. Ad hanc de sacrificio Abel illustrandam historiam, multa de his quae tractat B. Thomas in secunda secundae, quaest. 85. disputans de sacrificio, quod soli Deo, etiam secundum legem naturalem, a cunctis hominibus fieri debet, belle accommodari possunt.
But whence did Abel, at the beginning of the world, learn to offer sacrifices to God? He learned it certainly either from his father Adam, who, taught it by God, had likewise taught his sons; or even, with no one teaching, Abel could have known it by natural reason, and been led to do it by a certain silent instinct and impulse of nature. For just as natural reason teaches that there is one God, founder and lord of all things, so it teaches and prescribes that this God is to be worshiped and venerated by man with all worship, both interior and exterior. For just as among men, those who are subject to the power and rule of others both pay tributes and offer gifts to their lords — because this is a proof of their dominion and of their own subjection and servitude — so all men ought to venerate God exteriorly and interiorly, by that thing professing and testifying that he is Lord of all and that they are his servants, who — except by his power and kindness — can neither be freed from the evils by which they are pressed, nor attain the goods they wish, nor come to eternal life and felicity. For illustrating this history of Abel's sacrifice, many things from those which blessed Thomas treats in the Secunda Secundae, question 85, disputing about sacrifice — which ought to be made to God alone, even according to the natural law, by all men — can be aptly accommodated.4



Illud fortasse alicui mirandum accidet: Cum ceteros Patriarchas Deo sacrificasse sacra memoret historia, cur duos maxime insignes Patriarchas Adamum & Isaac sacrificasse Deo, nusquam in sacris litteris proditum sit? augetque magis admirationem, quod primus omnium hominum Adamus sacrificasse creditur, primusque fuisse posterioris suis sacrificandi doctor & auctor: Isaac vero, sanctum ac religiosum Dei cultorem quam qui maxime, quis dubitet saepenumero sacrificasse Deo. Verum sine dubitatione ulla credendum est, duos istos Patriarchas sacrificasse Deo propterea tamen de sacrificio Adam tacuit Scriptura, quod cum in eo fuisset origo peccati, non videbatur conveniens ac decens, ut in eodem ostenderetur origo sanctitatis & religionis: sed id potius in Abel, qui primus omnium mortalium appellatus est iustus & innocens, expressum est. Isaac porro, quoniam ea re fuit maxime illustris Christi domini figura, quod a patre suo, quantum in ipso fuit, immolatus & sacrificatus est, ut remaneret integra eius figurae vis plenumque mysterium: idcirco non inducit eum Scriptura offerentem Deo externa sacrificia. Quamquam & illud simplicius, ac veritati historiae proprius & convenientius fuerit...
This will perhaps seem wonderful to someone: since sacred history mentions that the other Patriarchs sacrificed to God, why is it nowhere handed down in the sacred writings that the two most notable Patriarchs, Adam and Isaac, sacrificed to God? And it increases the wonder more, that Adam is believed to have been the first of all men to sacrifice, and to have been the first teacher and author of sacrificing to his descendants; but Isaac — who would doubt that so holy and religious a worshiper of God as anyone very much sacrificed to God many times? But it must be believed, without any doubt, that those two Patriarchs sacrificed to God; yet Scripture was silent about Adam's sacrifice for this reason, that since in him had been the origin of sin, it did not seem fitting and decent that in the same [person] should be shown the origin of sanctity and religion — but that rather was expressed in Abel, who was the first of all mortals called just and innocent. But Isaac, since by that thing he was the most illustrious figure of Christ the Lord — that he was, as far as depended on him [his father], immolated and sacrificed by his own father, that the force of his figure and the full mystery might remain entire — therefore Scripture does not bring him in offering external sacrifices to God. Although it would be simpler, and nearer and more fitting to the truth of history...5



fuerit responsum, eorum dumtaxat sacrificia in sacra historia memorari, in quibus aliquid evenit divinitus mirabile admodum atque memorabile, cuiusmodi quia nihil in sacrificiis istorum accidit: propterea nihil etiam de illis esse proditum.
...it would have been answered, that only those sacrifices are recorded in sacred history in which something happened divinely quite marvelous and memorable; of which kind, because nothing happened in the sacrifices of these [Adam and Isaac], therefore nothing was handed down about them either.6



Translator’s notes
	New lemma: Genesis 4:2 (marginal 'VERS. 2.'). ↩
	Commentary on Gen 4:2: Abel is the first man called 'just and innocent' in Scripture, and the first shepherd, who ennobled the pastoral art (thereafter cultivated by all the Patriarchs and Hebrew princes). Praise of the pastoral art: the simplest and least laborious, leaving leisure for contemplation of natural and divine things; needing no fixed dwelling; practiced even by wanderers; supplying food, clothing, and the material of sacrifices. Marginal gloss: 'Laus pastoritiae artis.' Page footer signature 'ZZZ'; catchword 'dam' (quandam; continues on the next page). ↩
	Praise of the pastoral art (continued): it images royal governance (a good king rules like a shepherd) and God's providence toward men and the elect (God and Christ delight in the name 'shepherd'; John 10, Ezek 34). GREEK GLYPH verified by magnification: ποιμένες λαῶν (poimenes laōn, 'shepherds of peoples' — Homer's epithet for kings; the legible portion 'μένες λαῶν' with 'ποι-' hyphenated at the previous line). Marginal gloss: 'Homerus vocat reges ποιμένες λαῶν. Ioannis 10. Ezech. 34. & alibi.' Running head '720'; true printed page 730. ↩
	Whence Abel learned to sacrifice: either from Adam (taught by God) or by natural reason and instinct — for natural reason teaches there is one God, to be worshiped inwardly and outwardly (as subjects pay tribute to their lords, so all must venerate God, professing him Lord and themselves servants). Aquinas, ST 2a2ae q.85 (on sacrifice due to God alone by natural law) applies. Marginal glosses: 'Unde Abel cognoverit sacrificandum esse Deo'; 'Omnes homines lege naturali obligatos esse ut Deum tam interiori cultu venerentur, in signum eius dominationis, suaeque subiectionis, servitutis'; 'S. Thomas.' ↩
	A puzzle: why does Scripture never record the sacrifices of Adam and Isaac, though the other Patriarchs' are recorded? Both surely sacrificed (Adam the first author of it); but Scripture is silent about Adam because, having the origin of sin in him, it was unfitting to show in him the origin of sanctity — shown rather in Abel (first called just and innocent). Isaac, the great figure of Christ (immolated by his father Abraham, Gen 22), is not shown offering external sacrifices, that the figure remain entire. Marginal glosses: 'Cur nusquam Scriptura memoret Adamum & Isaac sacrificasse Deo'; 'Genes. 22.' Catchword: 'fuerit' (continues on the next page). ↩
	The simpler explanation why Adam's and Isaac's sacrifices are unrecorded: Scripture records only sacrifices at which something marvelous occurred, and nothing marvelous happened at theirs. Running head '721'; true printed page 731. ↩




And it came to pass, after many days, that Cain offered of the fruits of the earth gifts to the Lord: Abel also offered of the firstborn of his flock, and of their fat

LatineEnglish


And it came to pass, after many days, that Cain offered of the fruits of the earth gifts to the Lord: Abel also offered of the firstborn of his flock, and of their fat.1
Factum est autem post multos dies, ut offerret Cain de fructibus terrae munera Domino: Abel quoque obtulit de primogenitis gregis sui, & de adipibus eorum.



Cur Abel obtulit primogenita gregis & adipem? An quia meliora esse solent primogenita, & dominis cariora, ob idque magis Deo grata & accepta: quod ipse Deus postea declaravit, lege per Mosem lata, praecipiens offerri sibi primogenita. Illud autem De adipe eorum, duplicem sententiam habere potest: vel quod Abel adipem animalium cremaverit, & adoleverit Deo, eo nempe modo, quo postea per Mosem fieri praecepit Deus: Vel significat obtulisse Abel Deo ex pecoribus maxime adipatis & pinguibus, ut ex hoc loco intelligere liceat, quae multis post saeculis per legem Mosis praescripta & praecepta sunt Hebraeis, ea iam inde ab exordio mundi in usu fuisse apud viros pios. Ex hac igitur narratione, apparet, oblationem Abel tribus de causis meliorem ac laudabiliorem fuisse, quam oblationem Cain. Fuit enim illa uberior & copiosior: fuit item electior & excellentior, id est, lectissimarum & optimarum rerum: fuit denique magna fide & eximia pietate animi Deo facta.
Why did Abel offer the firstborn of the flock and the fat? Was it because the firstborn are wont to be better and dearer to their masters, and on that account more pleasing and acceptable to God — which God himself afterward declared, in the law given through Moses, commanding the firstborn to be offered to him? But that phrase, 'Of their fat,' can have a twofold meaning: either that Abel burned the fat of the animals and consumed it to God (in that manner in which God afterward commanded to be done through Moses); or it signifies that Abel offered to God from the fattest and most fleshy of the cattle — so that from this passage one may understand that the things which many centuries later were prescribed and commanded to the Hebrews through the law of Moses, were already in use from the beginning of the world among pious men. From this narration, therefore, it appears that Abel's oblation was better and more praiseworthy than Cain's for three reasons. For it was richer and more copious; it was likewise more choice and more excellent, that is, of the choicest and best things; and it was finally made to God with great faith and singular piety of mind.2



Quamobrem merito eam oblationem laudavit Paulus cap. 11. epistolae ad Hebraeos ita scribens, Fide, plurimam hostiam Abel, quam Cain obtulit Deo: per quam testimonium consecutus est esse iustus, testimonium perhibente muneribus eius Deo, & per illam defunctus adhuc loquitur. Quem locum Pauli luculente tractans Rupertus libro quarto Commentariorum in Genesim capite secundo, ad hunc modum ait, Recte Paulus, inquit, fide Abel plurimam hostiam obtulisse: nam cultu vel religione potiorem uterque obtulit hostiam, siquidem uterque cui debuit obtulit, sed non recte uterque divisit. Nam Cain cum Deo offerret sua, seipsum sibi retinuerat, repositum habens in cupiditate terrena. Huiusmodi portionem Deus non accipit, Sed Praebe, inquit, fili cor tuum mihi: at Cain cor suum retinuit sibi, & fructus terrae obtulit Deo. Abel autem primo cor suum, deinde rem suam offerendo, plurimam hostiam per fidem obtulit: credendo scilicet futurum esse, ut versaretur, seu removeretur gladius ille, quem collocaverat Dominus ante Paradisum ad custodiendam viam ligni vitae, credendo, inquam, futurum esse illud semen mulieris, quod contereret caput antiqui serpentis. Hac fide emeritum, non dubitandum est prophetiae quoque spiritum accepisse, ut illud semen mulieris, inter quod audierat Deum posuisse inimicitias & inter semen serpentis, sciret non tantum fore semen mulieris sed & Fi...
Wherefore Paul rightly praised that oblation, writing thus in chapter 11 of the epistle to the Hebrews: 'By faith Abel offered to God a fuller sacrifice than Cain, by which he obtained testimony that he was just, God bearing testimony to his gifts; and by it, being dead, he yet speaks.' Which passage of Paul, Rupert luminously treating in book four of his Commentaries on Genesis, chapter two, says in this manner: 'Rightly [says] Paul that by faith Abel offered a fuller sacrifice: for by worship or religion each offered the more excellent sacrifice — since each offered to him to whom he ought, but not rightly did each divide. For Cain, when he offered his things to God, had retained himself for himself, keeping [it] laid up in earthly desire. Such a portion God does not accept, but, "Give," he says, "my son, your heart to me": but Cain retained his heart for himself, and offered the fruits of the earth to God. But Abel, offering first his heart, then his thing, offered a fuller sacrifice by faith — namely, believing that it would come to pass that that sword should be turned aside, or removed, which the Lord had placed before Paradise to guard the way of the tree of life; believing, I say, that there would be that seed of the woman which should crush the head of the ancient serpent. Having merited by this faith, it must not be doubted that he also received the spirit of prophecy, so that he might know that that seed of the woman — between which and the seed of the serpent he had heard that God placed enmities — would be not only the seed of the woman but also the Son...'3



'...the Son of God, who, the true Lamb of God, by his innocence should trample the serpent's malice, and by his blood extinguish the flaming sword.' Thus Rupert.4
lium Dei, qui verus agnus Dei per suam innocentiam, serpentis conculcaret malitiam, & per suum sanguinem, flammeum gladium restingueret. Haec Rupertus.



Translator’s notes
	New lemma: Genesis 4:3-4a (marginal 'VERS. 3.'). ↩
	Commentary on Gen 4:3-4a. Why Abel offered firstborn and fat: the firstborn are better and dearer (God later commanded them, Exod 13); 'of their fat' = either burning the fat to God (as Moses later commanded, Exod 29, Lev 3), or offering the fattest — showing the Mosaic law was already in use among pious men. Abel's oblation was better than Cain's for THREE reasons: richer/more copious; choicer/more excellent; made with great faith and piety. Marginal glosses: 'Cur Abel obtulerit primogenita & adipem'; 'Exod. 13.'; 'Exod. 29.'; 'Levit. 3.'; 'Abelis oblatio melior oblatione Cain tribus de causis.' ↩
	Paul praises Abel's oblation (Heb 11:4, 'By faith Abel offered a fuller sacrifice... being dead, he yet speaks'). Rupert (Comm. in Gen. 4.2): each offered to the right one, but Cain 'divided' wrongly — retaining his heart in earthly desire (Prov 23:26, 'Give, my son, your heart to me'); Abel offered his heart first, then his thing, by faith — believing the flaming sword would be removed and the seed of the woman would come to crush the serpent; and, by that faith, receiving the spirit of prophecy to know that seed would be the Son [of God]. Marginal glosses: 'Explicatur locus Pauli qui est 11. cap. epistolae ad Hebraeos'; 'Egregia Ruperti sententia'; 'Proverb. 23.' Catchword: 'lium' (Filium; continues on the next page). Page footer signature 'ZZZ 2.' ↩
	End of the Rupert quote (Comm. in Gen. 4.2): Abel by faith foresaw that the seed of the woman would be the Son of God, the true Lamb, who by his innocence would crush the serpent and by his blood quench the flaming sword. Running head '722'; true printed page 732. ↩




Verses 4 and 5. And the Lord had respect to Abel and to his gifts: but to Cain and to his gifts he had no respect

LatineEnglish


Verses 4 and 5. And the Lord had respect to Abel and to his gifts: but to Cain and to his gifts he had no respect.1
VERS. 4. & 5. Et respexit Dominus ad Abel, & ad munera eius: ad Cain autem, & ad munera eius non respexit.



Pro Respexit, Hebraeum verbum quo hic usus est Moses [וישע, vaischa, a radice שעה], significat respicere, attendere, animadvertere, intentoque & defixo obtutu aliquid cernere. Secundum Oleastrum vero proprie significat desinere, quiescere, & requiescere: quae verbi notio bene congruit huic loco. Paraphrasis Chaldaica sic ad verbum habet, Fuit complacentia apud Deum erga Abel, hoc est, placuit Domino munus Abel; vel, ut alias dicere solet sacra Scriptura, complacuit sibi Deus, vel complacitum est Deo in munere Abel. Dupliciter autem significare solet Scriptura placuisse Deo aliquod sacrificium: vel dicendo, Deum respexisse ad illud sacrificium, sicut hoc loco, nec aliud est respicere, quam approbare, & acceptum habere: vel dicendo, Deum esse odoratum illud sacrificium in odorem suavitatis, quod Moses infra cap. 8. huius libri scribit de primo sacrificio, quod Noe post diluvium obtulit Deo.
For 'He had respect [Respexit],' the Hebrew word which Moses here used [וישע, vaischa, from the root שעה] signifies to look upon, to attend, to notice, and with fixed and intent gaze to discern something. But according to Oleaster it properly signifies to cease, to rest, and to be at rest — which notion of the word suits this place well. The Chaldaic Paraphrase has thus word for word: 'There was complacency with God toward Abel,' that is, Abel's gift pleased the Lord; or, as sacred Scripture is wont to say elsewhere, God was well pleased, or it was pleasing to God in Abel's gift. But Scripture is wont to signify in two ways that some sacrifice pleased God: either by saying that God 'had respect' to that sacrifice, as in this place — and 'to have respect' is nothing else than to approve and to hold accepted; or by saying that God 'smelled' that sacrifice 'as an odor of sweetness,' which Moses writes below in chapter 8 of this book about the first sacrifice which Noah offered to God after the flood.2



Intellexit autem Cain Deo placuisse oblationem Abel, non autem suam, signo quodam externo: quod non fuit aliud, quam ut docet Hieronymus in libro Traditionum Hebraicarum in Genesim, de coelo repente misso igne cremasse Deum, & consumpsisse sacrificium Abel, intacta prorsus oblatione Cain. Id quod secutus Theodotio, sic hunc locum vertit, Et inflammavit Dominus super Abel. Neque coniectura haec fidem non habet. Siquidem eo signo legimus postea saepe declarasse Deum sibi placuisse aliquorum hominum sacrificia: quemadmodum de sacrificio consecrationis Aaron proditum est, Levit. 9. de sacrificio Gedeonis, Iudic. 6. Davidis priori libri Paralip. cap. 21. Salomonis 2. Paralip. cap. 7. Eliae 3. Reg. 18. Neemiae lib. 2. Machab. cap. 1. Simile quoddam prodigium ostentare solitum daemonem alicubi in sacrificiis quae sibi offerebantur (adeo semper nequissimus divinitatis aemulator, & callidissimus simulator fuit daemon) tradit Solinus, cap. 11. Nec longe, ait, inde collis est Vulcanius, in quo qui divinae rei operantur, ligna vitea super aras struunt, nec ignis apponitur in hanc congeriem, cum porricias intulerint. Si adest Deus, sic sacrum probatur: Sarmenta licet viridia ignem sponte concipiunt, & nullo inflammante a litato numine fit incendium. Ibi epulantibus alludit flamma, quae flexuosis excessibus vagabunda, quem contigerit non adurit, nec aliud est quam imago nuncia perfecti rite voti. Ita Solinus.
But Cain understood that Abel's oblation pleased God, and not his own, by a certain external sign — which was nothing else, as Jerome teaches in the book of Hebrew Traditions on Genesis, than that God, fire being suddenly sent from heaven, burned and consumed Abel's sacrifice, Cain's oblation being wholly untouched. Which Theodotion, following, thus rendered this passage: 'And the Lord inflamed [it] upon Abel.' Nor does this conjecture lack credibility. Since by that sign we read that God afterward often declared that the sacrifices of some men pleased him: as is handed down of the sacrifice of Aaron's consecration (Lev 9), of Gideon's sacrifice (Judg 6), of David's (1 Paralip. 21), of Solomon's (2 Paralip. 7), of Elijah's (3 Kings 18), of Nehemiah's (2 Maccabees 1). That the demon was accustomed to display some similar prodigy somewhere in the sacrifices offered to him (so ever a most wicked rival of divinity, and a most cunning imitator, was the demon) Solinus relates, chapter 11: 'Not far from there,' he says, 'is the Vulcanian hill, on which those who perform divine rites pile vine-wood upon the altars, nor is fire applied to this heap when they have brought the offerings. If God is present, the sacred rite is thus proved: green twigs, though they be, conceive fire of their own accord, and with no one kindling, from the propitiated deity a burning arises. There the flame plays about the feasters, which, wandering with winding excursions, does not burn whomever it touches, and is nothing else than an image announcing the vow rightly perfected.' Thus Solinus.3



Cur autem Moses describendo generationem horum duorum fratrum, priorem nominet Cain quam Abel: mox autem narrando utriusque oblationem, & divinam approbationem munerum...
But why Moses, in describing the generation of these two brothers, names Cain before Abel; yet soon, in narrating the oblation of each, and the divine approbation of the gifts...4



Abel non autem Cain, prius memoret Abel, quam Cain, rationem exponens B. Ambrosius libri primi, de Cain & Abel. cap. 3. ad hunc modum scribit: Non est otiosum, quod cum ante generatus sit Cain, ut lectio docet, praelatus sit hoc loco Abel, nec idem sit ordo nominum, qui est ordo naturae. Quid sibi vult mutatio ordinis, ut prius iunioris meminerit, ubi scribitur vitae status, operisque usus? Officiorum interrogemus distantiam, ut colligamus causam praelationis. Operari terram usu prius est, gratia inferius quam oves pascere, Hoc enim instar est cuiusdam doctoris & principis. Meritoque prior se a vetustioribus inchoavit, iunior recentiora praetulit, quae nullas spinas, nullos tribulos germinarent, nulli sententiae essent obnoxia. Denique peccati reus Adam de Paradiso dimissus est voluptatis, ut operaretur terram. Recte ergo ubi nascuntur hi fratres, servatur etiam in praedicando ordo naturae: ubi vero exprimitur disciplina vivendi, seniori iunior antefertur: quia etsi tempore iunior, virtute praestantior est. Innocentia enim tempore posterior est quam malitia, & quadam suppar aetate, sed meritorum nobilitate antiquior. Senectus enim venerabilis est non annis incana, sed moribus, & aetas, inquit, senectutis vita immaculata. Ubi enim generatio exprimitur, praeveniat Cain: ubi disciplinarum fit praedicatio, praecurrat Abel. Adolescentiam igitur, & ipsam in exordiis iuventutem variarum illecebris passionum fervere quis abnuat? Sed ubi maturior aetas successerit, tanquam pubescentis lasciviae tempestate discussa tranquillitatem refundi, & in quosdam portus quietos lassa anima navigium subducere. Itaque graves motus nostrae adolescentiae fida senectutis statione placidantur. Sic Ambrosius.
...names Abel, but not Cain — [why] he mentions Abel before Cain — blessed Ambrose, in the first book on Cain and Abel, chapter 3, expounding the reason, writes in this manner: 'It is not idle, that although Cain was generated before, as the reading teaches, Abel is preferred in this place, nor is the order of names the same as the order of nature. What does the change of order mean, that it mentions the younger first, where the state of life and the practice of work is written? Let us inquire into the difference of the offices, that we may gather the cause of the precedence. To work the earth is prior in use, inferior in grace, to feeding sheep; for this is like a kind of teacher and prince. And deservedly the elder began himself from more ancient things, the younger preferred more recent ones, which would sprout no thorns, no thistles, and be subject to no penalty. Finally, Adam, guilty of sin, was sent from the Paradise of pleasure, to work the earth. Rightly, therefore, where these brothers are born, the order of nature is preserved even in the telling; but where the discipline of living is expressed, the younger is preferred to the elder — because, although younger in time, he is more excellent in virtue. For innocence is later in time than malice, and of a nearly equal age, but more ancient in the nobility of merits. For old age is venerable not gray with years, but with morals; and "age," he says, "is the immaculate life of old age." For where generation is expressed, let Cain come first; where the proclamation of disciplines is made, let Abel run before. Who then would deny that adolescence, and youth itself in its beginnings, boils with the enticements of various passions? But when a riper age has succeeded, [the mind] is, as it were, the storm of pubescent wantonness dispelled, restored to tranquility, and the weary soul draws its ship into certain quiet ports. And so the grave motions of our adolescence are calmed by the faithful station of old age.' Thus Ambrose.5



Translator’s notes
	New lemma: Genesis 4:4b-5a (marginal 'VERS. 4. & 5.'). ↩
	On 'Respexit' (Gen 4:4). HEBREW GLYPH verified by magnification: וישע (vaischa = va-yisha', 'and he had regard,' Gen 4:4), from the root שעה (sha'ah, 'to look/regard'); the margin reads 'Hebraeum verbum est וישע vaischa a radice שעה.' The word signifies to look upon, attend, discern; Oleaster: to rest. Chaldaic: 'complacency toward Abel.' Scripture signifies God's pleasure in a sacrifice in two ways: 'had respect' (= approved and accepted), or 'smelled as an odor of sweetness' (as of Noah's sacrifice, Gen 8). Marginal glosses: 'Quid sit Deum respexisse ad Abel, & quo signo id cognosci potuerit'; 'Hebraeum verbum est וישע (vaischa) a radice שעה.' ↩
	Cain knew that Abel's oblation pleased God, not his own, by an external sign: fire suddenly sent from heaven consumed Abel's sacrifice, leaving Cain's untouched (Jerome, Traditiones Hebraicae in Genesim; Theodotion rendered it 'And the Lord inflamed upon Abel'). The same sign is recorded for Aaron (Lev 9), Gideon (Judg 6), David (1 Chr 21), Solomon (2 Chr 7), Elijah (1 Kgs 18), Nehemiah (2 Macc 1). The demon imitated this prodigy (Solinus 11 — the Vulcanian hill where vine-wood on the altars ignites spontaneously if the deity is propitiated, a harmless wandering flame signaling the vow accepted). Marginal glosses: 'Quo signo sibi Abelis sacrificium placuisse Deus ostenderit'; 'Prodigiosa daemonum fallacia ex historia Solini.' ↩
	Raises the next question: why Moses names Cain before Abel in the account of their birth, but soon [names Abel first] in the account of their offering and God's approval. Marginal gloss: 'Cur in generatione prior nominetur Cain.' Catchword: 'Abel' (continues on the next page). ↩
	Ambrose (De Cain et Abel 1.3): why Abel is named before Cain in the oblation — the change of order marks the difference of offices. Tilling the earth is prior in USE but inferior in GRACE to shepherding (which is like a teacher and prince); in birth the order of nature is kept (Cain first), but in the discipline of living the younger, more virtuous, is preferred; innocence is later than malice but nobler in merit; old age is venerable by morals not years (Wisd 4:9, 'the immaculate life'); youth boils with passions, calmed by mature age. Marginal glosses: 'In oblatione autem prior memoretur Abel'; 'B. Ambrosius'; 'Sapien. 3.' NOTE: the running header on this page misprints 'IN GENESIM, LIB. VI.' for LIB. VII. Running head '723'; true printed page 733. ↩




And the Lord said to Cain, Why are you angry? and why is your face fallen? If you do well, shall you not receive? but if ill, shall not your sin at once be present at …

LatineEnglish


And the Lord said to Cain, Why are you angry? and why is your face fallen? If you do well, shall you not receive? but if ill, shall not your sin at once be present at the doors? but its appetite shall be under you, and you shall have dominion over it.1
Dixitque Dominus ad Cain, Quare iratus es? & cur concidit facies tua? Nonne si bene egeris, recipies: sin autem male, statim in foribus peccatum tuum aderit? sed sub te erit appetitus eius, & tu dominaberis illius.



Hic locus quatuor modis legitur: aliam enim lectionem habet nostra versio Latina, aliam paraphrasis Chaldaica, aliam scriptura Hebraica, aliam denique Graeca translatio Septuaginta interpretum. Harum nos quatuor lectionum singulas proprie, ac distincte tractantes & interpretantes, huius loci sententiam & doctrinam ex luculentis Patrum commentariis & scriptis illustrare, exornare, ac locupletare volumus: nobilissimus enim hic locus est, & a Patribus & Theologis crebro usurpatus, mireque celebratus. Primo autem lectionem Latinam quam supra posuimus, interpretemur. Quare iratus es? Dixit Dominus Cain, & cur concidit facies tua? Vehementer Cain iratus fuit, quod divino respectu & adprobatione fratris sui munus suo praelatum esset: unde protinus arsit invidia simul, & odio fratris: idque ab effectis statim claruit, quia...
This passage is read in four ways: for our Latin version has one reading, the Chaldaic paraphrase another, the Hebrew scripture another, and finally the Greek translation of the Seventy Interpreters another. Treating and interpreting each of these four readings properly and distinctly, we wish to illustrate, adorn, and enrich the meaning and doctrine of this place from the luminous commentaries and writings of the Fathers: for this is a most noble passage, and frequently employed by the Fathers and Theologians, and wonderfully celebrated. First, let us interpret the Latin reading which we set forth above. 'Why are you angry?' said the Lord to Cain, 'and why is your face fallen?' Cain was vehemently angry, because by the divine regard and approbation his brother's gift had been preferred to his own; whence at once he burned with envy together and with hatred of his brother; and this was immediately manifest from the effects, because...2



concidit vultus eius: videlicet ira in odium versa, (ut ait Rupertus lib. 4. Commentariorum in Genesim, c.3.) trabali pondere declinavit in terram vultum & oculos suos, terram namque aspiciunt, qui crudelia meditantur. Unde est illud in psalmo: Proiicientes me nunc circumdederunt me, oculos suos statuerunt declinare in terram. Utrumque ab illo requirit Deus. Dixit enim: Quare iratus es? addiditque, & cur concidit facies tua? Siquidem etiam si non occidere vellet, iam pro tali causa iratum fuisse, scelus est, peccatum diabolicum est, quia diabolum imitatur qui alterius iustitia invidet. Alias autem moveri vel irasci, humanum est, dummodo ira prius resideat, quam peccati opus generet. Quapropter in Psalm. dictum est, Irascimini & nolite peccare: quae dicitis in cordibus vestris, & in cubilibus vestris compungimini. Ac si diceret, Etsi ad horam, ut homines, movemini, nihil tamen per iram operemini, & de hoc ipso quod moti vel irati fuistis, cito poenitemini. Sed hanc iram, qua iratus est Cain, nusquam Scriptura concedit: nam ipsa est invidia diaboli. Bene ergo Deus utrumque requirit dicendo, Quare iratus es? & cur concidit facies tua? Quia videlicet iratus fuerat invidendo, & conciderat facies eius parricidium meditando. Ita percunctando vocat illum mitis ad misericordiam, ad conscientiam suam, invitat eum ad cor suum, ut videat ipse quod cogitet, bonum, scilicet sit an malum. Amplius autem subiungendo, Nonne si bene egeris recipies, &c. Forti illum invectione pulsat, ut vultum suum sublevet a terra, ut mentis oculos sustollat a terra, scilicet ut trabem de oculo suo eiiciat, & procul aspiciat, videatque prudenter quod magis expediat, quid eventurum sit, quis finis, quis fructus succedat, si malum quod cogitatione deliberat, opere perficiat.
...his face fell: namely, anger turned into hatred (as Rupert says, book 4 of the Commentaries on Genesis, ch. 3) inclined his face and eyes to the earth with beam-like weight; for those who meditate cruel things look at the earth. Whence is that saying in the psalm: 'Casting me forth, they have now surrounded me; they have set their eyes to bend down to the earth.' God requires both from him. For he said, 'Why are you angry?' and added, 'and why is your face fallen?' Since, even if he did not wish to kill, that he was already angry for such a cause is a crime, a diabolical sin, because he who envies another's justice imitates the devil. But to be otherwise moved or angry is human, provided the anger subside before it generates the work of sin. Wherefore it is said in the Psalm, 'Be angry, and do not sin: the things you say in your hearts, be sorry for them in your beds.' As if he said: Although for an hour, as men, you are moved, yet do nothing through anger, and for this very thing, that you were moved or angry, quickly repent. But this anger, with which Cain was angry, Scripture nowhere permits: for it is the envy of the devil. Well, therefore, does God require both, saying, 'Why are you angry? and why is your face fallen?' — namely because he had been angry by envying, and his face had fallen by meditating parricide. So by questioning, [God], mild, calls him to mercy, to his own conscience; invites him to his own heart, that he himself may see what he is thinking, whether it be good or evil. But by further subjoining, 'Shall you not, if you do well, receive?' etc., he strikes him with a strong rebuke, that he may lift his face from the earth, that he may raise the eyes of his mind from the earth — namely, that he may cast the beam from his own eye, and look afar, and prudently see what is more expedient, what will happen, what end, what fruit will follow, if he carries out in deed the evil he deliberates in thought.3



Nonne, inquit, si bene egeris, recipies? sin autem male, statim in foribus peccatum tuum aderit? sed subter te erit appetitus eius, & tu dominaberis illius. Quod est dicere, Quia tu mente deliberas perpetrare opus peccati, en ego priusquam id facias, ne posteaquam feceris, quasi de ignorantia te excuses, dico tibi, Nonne scis quia si bene egeris, recipies? sin autem male (subauditur & illud recipies) nam statim in foribus peccatum aderit, ut quocumque te verteris quicquid agere volueris, tecum sit comes in itinere, princeps in opere. Et tunc quidem super te erit & dominabitur tui, quia videlicet, Omnis qui facit peccatum, servus est peccati. Nunc autem antequam facias illud, dum adhuc est in appetitu ipse appetitus eius subter te erit, & tu dominaberis illius: verbi gratia, quemadmodum is qui nondum rex creatus est, subter populum est, & populus dominatur illius, ita ut eum recipiat si vult. Hactenus Rupertus.
'"Shall you not," he says, "if you do well, receive? but if ill, shall not your sin at once be present at the doors? but its appetite shall be under you, and you shall have dominion over it." Which is to say: Because you deliberate in mind to perpetrate the work of sin, behold, before you do it — lest afterward, when you have done it, you excuse yourself as if from ignorance — I tell you: Do you not know that if you do well, you shall receive? but if ill (understand also "you shall receive it"), for at once at the doors sin shall be present, so that wherever you turn, whatever you wish to do, it may be your companion on the way, your prince in the work. And then indeed it will be over you, and will have dominion over you, because, namely, "Everyone who commits sin is the servant of sin." But now, before you do it, while it is still in the appetite, that appetite of it will be under you, and you shall have dominion over it: for example, just as he who is not yet made king is under the people, and the people has dominion over him, so that it may receive him if it wishes.' Thus far Rupert.4



Ex hac autem lectione Latina liquido intelligitur, Deum aequissimum esse hominum iudicem tam remunerandi eorum benefactis, quam maleficiis puniendis. Si, inquit, bene egeris recipies: scilicet praemium & mercedem tuorum benefactorum: sin autem male egeris statim in foribus peccatum tuum aderit: id est, peccati tui poena & vindicta praesto tibi erit, nec te sinet tranquillo & quieto animo vivere: adversariam enim tibi intra te conscientiam habebis, quae te dies & noctes accusans, & divini iudicii ac supplicii metu territans, nunquam te pacato & laeto animo esse patietur. Simile huius loci est, quod scripsit Paulus ad Rom. c.2. Reddet, inquit, Deus unicuique secundum opera eius: iis quidem...
But from this Latin reading it is clearly understood that God is a most just judge of men, both in rewarding their good deeds and in punishing their evil deeds. 'If,' he says, 'you do well, you shall receive' — namely the reward and wage of your good deeds; 'but if you do ill, at once at the doors your sin shall be present' — that is, the penalty and punishment of your sin will be at hand, nor will it let you live with a tranquil and quiet mind: for you will have your conscience as an adversary within you, which, accusing you day and night, and terrifying you with fear of the divine judgment and punishment, will never suffer you to be of a peaceful and glad mind. Similar to this place is what Paul wrote to the Romans, chapter 2: 'God,' he says, 'will render to each according to his works: to those indeed...'5



dem qui secundum patientiam boni operis, gloriam & honorem, & incorruptionem quaerunt, vitam aeternam: iis autem qui sunt ex contentione, & qui non acquiescunt veritati, credunt autem iniquitati: ira & indignatio. Tribulatio & angustia in omnem animam hominis operantis malum, Iudaei primum & Graeci: gloria autem & honor & pax omni operanti bonum, Iudaeo primum & Graeco: non enim est acceptio personarum apud Deum.
'...to those indeed who, according to the patience of good work, seek glory and honor and incorruption — eternal life; but to those who are of contention, and who do not acquiesce to truth, but believe iniquity — wrath and indignation. Tribulation and anguish upon every soul of man working evil, of the Jew first and of the Greek; but glory and honor and peace to everyone working good, to the Jew first and to the Greek: for there is no respect of persons with God.'6



Illud quoque concludi potest ex hac lectione Latina, idemque ex lectione Graeca & Hebraica, quas paulo infra subiiciam, argumentari licet, atque id plurimum valet adversus nostri temporis haereticos, hominem esse liberi arbitrii, nullaque trahi ad peccandum necessitate, sed in eo esse peccare & non peccare, & dominari peccato, a se illud arcendo, vel ipsum admittendo, turpissima ei servitute subiici, ac mancipari.
This too can be concluded from this Latin reading, and from the Greek and Hebrew reading (which I shall subjoin a little below) one may argue the same — and it avails very much against the heretics of our time: that man is of free will, and is drawn by no necessity to sin, but that it is in him to sin and not to sin, and to have dominion over sin (by warding it off from himself), or, by admitting it, to be subjected and enslaved to it in a most base servitude.7



Sub te, dixit Dominus Cain, erit appetitus eius, & tu dominaberis illius. Quem locum egregie tractans Bernardus serm. 5. de Quadragesima: Grande, inquit, periculum est, & gravis lucta adversus domesticum hostem, maxime cum nos advena simus, & ille civis: ille suam inhabitet regionem, nos exules simus & peregrini. Magnum quoque discrimen adversus diabolicae fraudis astutias, tam crebros: immo continuos habere conflictus, quem nec videre quidem possumus, & quem nimis astutum fecerit tam natura subtilis, quam longa exercitatio malitiae eius. Veruntamen in nobis est, si vinci nolumus, & nemo nostrum in hoc certamine deiicitur invitus. Sub te est, o homo, appetitus tuus, & tu dominaberis illius. Potest inimicus tuus excitare tentationis motum, sed in te est, si volueris dare, seu negare consensum. In tua facultate est, si volueris inimicum tuum, facere servum tuum, ut omnia tibi cooperentur in bonum. Ecce enim inflammat inimicus desiderium cibi, vanitatis, aut impatientiae, cogitationes ingerit, aut excitat libidinis motum: tu solummodo nec consenseris, & quoties restiteris, toties coronaberis. Veruntamen negare non possumus: molesta sunt haec & periculosa, sed & in ipso certamine, si viriliter resistimus, quaedam pia tranquillitas de conscientia bona nascitur. Credo etiam, si cogitationes illas, quam cito in nobis advertimus, non patimur remorari, sed in spiritu vehementi animus adversus illas excitatur, quoniam inimicus confusus abscedet a nobis, nec tam libenter illico revertetur. Sed qui sumus nos, aut qua fortitudo nostra, ut tam multis tentationibus resistere valeamus? Hoc erat certe, quod quaerebat Deus, hoc erat ad quod nos perducere satagebat, ut videntes defectum nostrum, & quod non est nobis auxilium aliud, ad eius misericordiam tota humilitate curramus. Ita Bernardus.
'Under you,' the Lord said to Cain, 'will be its appetite, and you shall have dominion over it.' Which passage, excellently treating, Bernard (sermon 5 on Lent): 'Great,' he says, 'is the danger, and grave the struggle, against the domestic enemy — especially since we are the newcomer, and he the citizen: he inhabits his own region, while we are exiles and pilgrims. A great peril too, to have such frequent — nay, continuous — conflicts against the cunning of diabolical fraud: an enemy whom we cannot even see, and whom both a nature so subtle and the long exercise of his malice has made too cunning. But nevertheless it is in us, if we do not wish to be conquered; and none of us is cast down in this contest unwilling. Under you, O man, is your appetite, and you shall have dominion over it. Your enemy can stir up the motion of temptation, but it is in you, if you wish, to give or refuse consent. It is in your power, if you wish, to make your enemy your servant, so that all things may work together for you unto good. For behold, the enemy inflames desire of food, of vanity, or of impatience, brings in thoughts, or stirs up the motion of lust: do you only not consent, and as often as you resist, so often you shall be crowned. But nevertheless we cannot deny: these things are troublesome and dangerous; yet even in the contest itself, if we manfully resist, a certain pious tranquility is born from a good conscience. I believe also, if we do not suffer those thoughts to linger as soon as we notice them in us, but the mind is roused with vehement spirit against them, that the enemy, confounded, will depart from us, nor return so willingly at once. But who are we, or what is our fortitude, that we should be able to resist so many temptations? This certainly was what God was seeking, this was that to which he busied himself to lead us: that, seeing our defect, and that there is no other help for us, we might run with all humility to his mercy.' Thus Bernard.8



Paraphrasis Chaldaica hanc habet huius loci lectionem, Nunquid si emendaveris opera tua remittetur tibi? quod si non emendaveris opera tua, ad diem iudicii peccatum tuum conservatur, quo futurum est, ut poena sumatur a te, si non poenitentiam egeris: quod si poenitentiam egeris, remittetur tibi. Pro illa voce, Opera, vocabulum Chaldaicum [עובדך, Guadach] non solum operari, sed etiam colere significat: ideo quidam hoc loco cultum Dei, hoc est, sacrificium quod Deo Cain obtulerat, interpretantur, quasi Dominus eum monere voluerit, ut exemplo fratris sui Abel, maiori deinceps fide ac pietate sacrificia sua offerret, si...
The Chaldaic Paraphrase has this reading of this passage: 'Shall it not, if you amend your works, be remitted to you? but if you do not amend your works, your sin is reserved to the day of judgment, on which it will come to pass that punishment is taken from you, if you do not do penance; but if you do penance, it will be remitted to you.' For that word, 'Works,' the Chaldaic word [עובדך, Guadach] signifies not only 'to work,' but also 'to worship'; therefore some in this place interpret it as the worship of God — that is, the sacrifice which Cain had offered to God — as if the Lord wished to warn him that, by the example of his brother Abel, he should thereafter offer his sacrifices with greater faith and piety, if...9



ret, si ea Deo grata & accepta esse cuperet. Alii vero ad bona opera, vitaeque emendationem id referunt: quasi dixerit Dominus, Si emendaveris opera tua, tuamque vitam correxeris, placebunt mihi sacrificia tua, quae nihili facio, si ea non ex animo fideli pio & innocenti proficiscantur. Sic est profecto: dignitas & meritum externorum operum, ex interiori cordis fide, pietate, & charitate spectatur & aestimatur. Verissimaque est illa Salomonis in lib. Proverbiorum sententia: Victimae impiorum abominabiles Domino, vota iustorum placabilia. Verum nullo modo hic tacendum est, quemadmodum hunc locum Thargum Hierosolymitanum interpretetur. Sic enim in eo est, Nonne si emendaveris opera tua in saeculo isto, condonabitur & remittetur tibi in saeculo futuro: quod si non emendaveris opera tua in saeculo hoc, ad diem iudicii magni peccatum tuum conservabitur, & ad ostium cordis quiescet. Veruntamen in manum tuam tradidi potestatem concupiscentiae tuae, & tu dominare ei sive ad bonum, sive ad malum.
...if he desired them to be pleasing and accepted by God. But others refer it to good works and the amendment of life: as if the Lord had said, If you amend your works, and correct your life, your sacrifices will please me — which I count as nothing, if they do not proceed from a faithful, pious, and innocent mind. So it is indeed: the dignity and merit of external works is regarded and estimated from the interior faith, piety, and charity of the heart. And most true is that saying of Solomon in the book of Proverbs: 'The victims of the impious are abominable to the Lord, the vows of the just are pleasing.' But by no means must it be here passed over in silence, how the Jerusalem Targum interprets this passage. For thus it is in it: 'Shall it not, if you amend your works in this age, be pardoned and remitted to you in the age to come? but if you do not amend your works in this age, your sin is reserved to the day of the great judgment, and at the door of the heart it will rest. Yet into your hand I have delivered the power of your concupiscence, and you — have dominion over it, whether unto good, or unto evil.'10



Sequitur lectio Hebraica huius loci, quam breviter explanans beatus Hieronymus in libro Quaestionum Hebraicarum in Genesim. Necessitate compellimur, ait, in singulis diutius immorari, siquidem & nunc multo alius in Hebraeo, quam in Septuaginta translatoribus sensus est. Ait enim Dominus ad Cain: Quare irasceris, & quare concidit vultus tuus? Nonne si bene egeris, dimittetur tibi? & si non bene egeris, ante fores peccatum tuum sedebit: & ad te societas eius? sed tu magis dominare eius. Quod autem dicit, hoc est: Quare irasceris, & invidia in fratrem livore cruciatus, vultum demittis in terram? Nonne si bene feceris, dimittetur tibi omne delictum tuum? sive, ut Theodocion ait, acceptabile erit, id est, munus tuum suscipiam, ut suscepi fratris tui, quod si male egeris, illico peccatum ante vestibulum tuum sedebit, & tali ianitore comitaberis. Verum quia liberi arbitrii es, moneo, ut non tibi peccatum, sed tu peccato domineris. Sic Hieronymus.
There follows the Hebrew reading of this passage, which blessed Jerome briefly explains in the book of Hebrew Questions on Genesis. 'We are compelled by necessity,' he says, 'to dwell longer on the individual words, since now too the sense is much other in the Hebrew than in the Septuagint translators. For the Lord says to Cain: Why are you angry, and why is your face fallen? Shall it not, if you do well, be remitted to you? and if you do not do well, before the doors your sin shall sit: and to you shall be its fellowship? but do you rather have dominion over it. But what he says is this: Why are you angry, and, tormented with envy of your brother by ill-will, do you cast down your face to the earth? Shall it not, if you do well, be remitted to you every sin of yours? or, as Theodotion says, it will be acceptable — that is, I will accept your gift, as I accepted your brother's; but if you do ill, at once sin will sit before your vestibule, and you will be accompanied by such a doorkeeper. But because you are of free will, I warn you, that sin should not have dominion over you, but you over sin.' Thus Jerome.11



Sed quia verbum Hebraeum, [שאת] Seeth, pro quo Interpres vertit, recipies, significat etiam condonare & remittere, itemque attollere & levare: propterea nonnulli sic vertunt ex Hebraeo, Nonne si bene egeris, condonabit, subaudi, tibi Deus peccatum tuum? Alii sic, Nonne si bene egeris, attolles, seu levabis: subaudi vultum tuum, id est, Nonne incedes recto vultu, vivesque in gaudio & laetitia? Nec desunt qui ad hunc modum interpretentur, Nonne si bene egeris, exaltatio erit tibi? quasi dicat, Tu videris dolere, quod frater tuus sit elatus, & evectus supra te: at si etiam tu bene facere studueris, attolleris & exaltaberis ut ille, atque hanc isti explanationem convenire magis Hebraicae veritati contendunt.
But because the Hebrew word [שאת] Seeth, for which the [Latin] Interpreter renders 'you shall receive,' also signifies 'to pardon and remit,' and likewise 'to raise and lift up': therefore some render thus from the Hebrew, 'Shall not, if you do well, God pardon' — understand — 'you your sin?' Others thus, 'Shall you not, if you do well, lift up' — understand — 'your face,' that is, 'Shall you not walk with upright face, and live in joy and gladness?' Nor are there lacking those who interpret in this manner, 'Shall there not, if you do well, be exaltation for you?' — as if he should say, 'You seem to grieve that your brother is exalted and raised above you: but if you too study to do well, you will be lifted up and exalted like him' — and they contend that this explanation agrees more with the Hebrew truth.12



Verum eorum, qui ad veritatem lectionis Hebraicae sacras litteras interpretari & tractare studuerunt, nemo videtur subtilius & enucleatius hunc locum examinasse, quam Hieronymus ab Oleastro: cuius super hoc loco plenum commentarium, probabilemque sententiam, ne quid lector desideret, hic adscribam. Verbum, inquit, [שאת] Seeth, a [נשא] Nassa, ortum habet, quod multa significat, proprie tamen videtur significare portare, levare, & elevare. Dictio vero [חטאת] Chattah, peccatum, significat...
But of those who have studied to interpret and treat the sacred writings according to the truth of the Hebrew reading, no one seems to have examined this passage more subtly and clearly than Hieronymus ab Oleastro; whose full commentary and probable opinion on this passage, that the reader may desire nothing, I shall here add. 'The word,' he says, '[שאת] Seeth, has its origin from [נשא] Nassa, which signifies many things, but properly seems to signify to carry, to lift, and to raise up. But the word [חטאת] Chattah, [meaning] "sin," signifies...'13



significat, & poenam pro peccato inflictam, sicut Zacharia 14. Hoc erit [חטאת] Chattath, hoc est, poena peccati Aegypti [וחטאת] Vechattath, id est poena peccati, seu punitio omnium gentium. Significat etiam oblationem pro peccato, frequenter in Exodo & Levitico. Ut Levitici quarto, Omnem adipem [החטאת] Hachattath, id est, peccati seu oblationis pro peccato, quo capite ter aut quater in eadem accipitur significatione. Sequens vero dictio, scilicet [רבץ] Robes, quam vertimus Cubans significat iacere, cubare, ut patet infra, Geneseos 49. Curvavit se [רבץ] Rabas, id est, accubuit seu iacuit ut leo. Sic Iob 11. [ורבצת] Verabastha, id est, & accumbes, aut iacebis, & non erit exterrens. Potest ergo hic [חטאת] Chattath, significare punitionem peccati, & peccatum ipsum.
'...[the word Chattah] signifies also the penalty inflicted for sin, as in Zechariah 14: This will be the [חטאת] Chattath — that is, the penalty of the sin of Egypt; [וחטאת] Vechattath — that is, the penalty of the sin, or the punishment of all the nations. It signifies also the oblation for sin, frequently in Exodus and Leviticus: as in Leviticus 4, All the fat of the [החטאת] Hachattath — that is, of the sin, or of the sin-offering — in which chapter it is taken three or four times in the same signification. But the following word, namely [רבץ] Robes, which we render "lying," signifies to lie down, to crouch, as is clear below, Genesis 49: He bowed himself, [רבץ] Rabas — that is, he lay down or lay like a lion. So Job 11: [ורבצת] Verabastha — that is, and you shall lie down, or lie, and there will be none to terrify. Therefore [חטאת] Chattath here can signify the punishment of sin, and sin itself.'14



Et si poenam aut punitionem significet tunc sensus est, Nonne si bene egeris, portare, id est, portabis praemium. Si autem non bene egeris ad ostium peccatum iacet? id est, propter te est punitio peccati: Et ad te desiderium eius, id est, cupit te tenere poena peccati tui: Sed tu, si vis dominaberis illius, id est, apud te situm erit declinare poenam eius seu punitionem. Loquitur autem hic Dominus metaphorice, comparando peccatum seu punitionem peccati cani, qui ad ostium cubat cupiens ingredi: sed in potestate Domini est claudere ianuam, ne ingrediatur, aut aperire, ut intret. Noverat enim cordium scrutator, Cain inique adversus fratrem cogitare, ideo illi dicit, punitionem ad ostium iacere. Videtur enim quod quamprimum aliquis peccatum committit, poena seu punitio desideret eum tenere: & iste meo iudicio est sensus huius loci.
'And if it signifies the penalty or punishment, then the sense is: Shall you not, if you do well, carry — that is, you shall carry a reward? But if you do not do well, sin lies at the door — that is, on your account is the punishment of sin; and to you [is] its desire — that is, the penalty of your sin desires to hold you; but you, if you will, shall have dominion over it — that is, it will lie with you to turn aside its penalty or punishment. But here the Lord speaks metaphorically, comparing sin, or the punishment of sin, to a dog which lies at the door desiring to enter: but it is in the Lord's power to shut the door, that it may not enter, or to open it, that it may come in. For the searcher of hearts knew that Cain was thinking wickedly against his brother, therefore he tells him that the punishment lies at the door. For it seems that, as soon as anyone commits sin, penalty or punishment desires to hold him: and this, in my judgment, is the sense of this place.'15



Si autem peccatum pro peccato, & non pro punitione accipias, tunc sensus erit, si bene egeris, levare, id est, erit levatio peccati, seu condonatio, id est, Si bene egeris, facilis erit condonatio peccati. Alii, si bene egeris erit levatio animi & vultus qui concidit: ac si dicat, erit hilaritas: Si non bene egeris, peccatum ad ostium cubat, id est, desiderium occidendi fratrem prope te est, & cupit ad te ingredi scilicet ad exequendum homicidium, sed in potestate tua erit acceptare. Praefert autem priorem sensum secundo contextus littera: praecedit enim, Nonne si bene egeris, portabis, scilicet praemium: ubi non de bono opere, sed de praemio illius est sermo. Cum ergo sequitur, Si autem male, ad ostium peccatum cubat: videtur etiam de poena seu punitione peccati esse sermo: ac si dicat, Si bene egeris, portabis praemium, si vero male poenam, quoniam punitio e vestigio peccatum sequitur, &c.
'But if you take "sin" for sin, and not for punishment, then the sense will be: if you do well, [there will be] a lifting — that is, there will be a lifting of sin, or a pardon; that is, If you do well, easy will be the pardon of sin. Others: if you do well there will be a lifting of the spirit and of the fallen countenance — as if to say, there will be cheerfulness. If you do not do well, sin lies at the door — that is, the desire of killing your brother is near you, and wishes to enter to you, namely to execute the homicide; but it will be in your power to accept it. But the context, in its letter, prefers the former sense to the latter: for there precedes, Shall you not, if you do well, carry — namely a reward; where the discourse is not of the good work, but of its reward. When, therefore, there follows, But if [you do] ill, sin lies at the door, it seems the discourse is also of the penalty or punishment of sin; as if to say, If you do well, you shall carry a reward, but if ill, a penalty — since punishment follows sin at once,' etc.16



Restat lectio Graeca huius loci secundum translationem Septuaginta interpretum, quam plerique Patrum secuti sunt. Ea vero, ut ipsam citat Hieronymus in libro Traditionum Hebraicarum in Genesim, ut videre licet apud Ambrosium, Chrysostomum, & Augustinum sic habebat, Dixit Dominus ad Cain, Quare concidit vultus tuus? Nonne si recte offeras, non recte autem dividas, peccasti? Quiesce: ad te conversio eius, & tu dominaberis illius. Cuius lectionis instar copiosissimi & exactissimi commentarii atque interpretationis, lectori esse debent quae tres eximii Catholicae Ecclesiae Doctores Ambrosius, Chrysostomus, & Augustinus, hunc locum pertractantes, scriptis suis prodiderunt. Ambrosius quidem certe libri secundi de Cain & Abel extremo capite sexto, & per totum caput septimum ad hunc...
There remains the Greek reading of this passage, according to the translation of the Seventy Interpreters, which most of the Fathers followed. It, as Jerome cites it in the book of Hebrew Traditions on Genesis (as may be seen in Ambrose, Chrysostom, and Augustine), was thus: 'The Lord said to Cain, Why is your face fallen? Have you not sinned, if you offer rightly, but do not rightly divide? Be still: to you is its turning, and you shall have dominion over it.' Of which reading, in place of a most copious and exact commentary and interpretation, there ought to be for the reader those things which the three excellent Doctors of the Catholic Church — Ambrose, Chrysostom, and Augustine — treating this passage, handed down in their writings. Ambrose indeed, in the last chapter, the sixth, of the second book on Cain and Abel, and through the whole seventh chapter, in this...17



modum scribit: Non ergo quantitas oblationis, sed animus reddentis, & qualitas consideratur, & affectus. Recte igitur Cain obtulit, quia oblatio insigne devotionis, & indicium gratiarum est: sed non recte divisit, quia ante omnia Deo debuit deferre primitias, ut a gratia inchoaret auctoris. Etenim divisionis hic ordo est, ut prima secundis, non primis secunda praecurrant, & coelestia terrenis, non terrena coelestibus praeferantur. Sed quia Cain hunc ordinem confudit, dicitur ei, Peccasti, quiesce. Omnia docet Deus primum ne pecces, ut in Adam monuit: secundo, si peccaveris, quiescas, ut in Cain doceris. Erubescere enim debemus, & condemnare peccatum non defendere, quia pudore culpa minuitur, defensione cumulatur. Et silendo corrigimur, contentione prolabimur. Sit saltem verecundia, ubi non est absolutio. Inde illud, Iustus in exordio sermonis accusator est sui, & per Isaiam Dominus; Dic tu iniquitates tuas primus ut iustificeris. Quanta pudoris gratia, ut iustitiam teneat verecundia, quam culpa reatus abstulerit. Ideo autem ait, Quiesce, quoniam non habes, quod excuses. Culpa ipsius ad te conversio est: non enim frater ei adiicitur, sed error adscribitur cuius ipse sibi auctor est, In te, inquit, revertetur crimen, quod a te coepit. Non habes in quo necessitatem magis quam mentem tuam arguas. In te retorquetur improbitas, tu princeps es illius. Bene ait, Tu princeps es illius. Etenim impietas mater est delictorum, & qui graviora peccaverit, in cetera facile prolabitur. Quomodo enim ab humanis temperare, qui divina violavit, & hominibus bonus esse potest, qui Deum laesit? Atrociorum igitur scelerum reatum vitia qualibet sequuntur, quoniam quo flagitiosa propenderint, eo inclinant cetera. Tu ergo princeps operis tui, tu dux criminis: non te invitum, non imprudentem error attraxit, sed voluntarius reus: iudicio non lapsu fecisti dolum, quo te divinae iniuriae reum ipse convincis. Sic Ambrosius.
...he writes in this manner: 'Not, therefore, the quantity of the oblation, but the mind of the one rendering it, and the quality, and the affection, is considered. Rightly, therefore, did Cain offer, because an oblation is a mark of devotion and a sign of thanksgiving; but he did not rightly divide, because before all things he ought to have offered the firstfruits to God, that he might begin from the grace of the Author. For this is the order of dividing, that the first should precede the second, not the second the first; and that heavenly things be preferred to earthly, not earthly to heavenly. But because Cain confounded this order, it is said to him, You have sinned, be still. God teaches all things: first, that you sin not, as he warned in Adam; second, if you have sinned, that you be still, as you are taught in Cain. For we ought to blush, and to condemn sin, not to defend it, because by shame the fault is diminished, by defense it is heaped up. And by being silent we are corrected, by contention we slip further. Let there at least be shame, where there is no absolution. Whence that saying, The just man in the beginning of his speech is his own accuser; and by Isaiah the Lord: Tell you your iniquities first, that you may be justified. How great the grace of shame, that shame should hold the justice which the guilt of the crime has taken away! And therefore he says, Be still, since you have nothing to excuse. Its fault's turning is to you: for the brother is not joined to it, but the error is ascribed of which he himself is the author; In you, he says, will the crime return, which began from you. You have nothing in which you may accuse necessity rather than your own mind. Upon you the wickedness is turned back; you are its prince. Well he says, You are its prince. For impiety is the mother of misdeeds; and he who has sinned more gravely, easily slips into the rest. For how can he refrain from human wrongs, who has violated divine ones, and be good to men, who has injured God? Therefore vices of every kind follow the guilt of more atrocious crimes, since whither the shameful deeds have inclined, thither the rest lean. You, therefore, are the prince of your work, you the leader of the crime: error did not draw you unwilling, nor imprudent, but a voluntary offender; by judgment, not by a slip, you wrought guile, by which you yourself convict yourself guilty of injury to the divine.' Thus Ambrose.18



Hunc ipsum locum ampla, ut solet, & diserta oratione explanans Chrysostomus homilia 18. in Genesim, ad hunc modum scribit: Expende ineffabilem Dei misericordiam, & in docendo, nobis congruam humilitatem. Postquam enim vidit ipsum Cain ab invidentia affectione oppugnari, pro sua benignitate congrua ipsi remedia apponit, ut statim emergat & aquis non obtegatur, Quare, inquit, tristis factus es? quare concidit vultus tuus? quia & in facie maeroris magnitudinem ostendis: quare ira te invasit? quare non a te ipso quod oportebat fieri considerasti? Non homini sacrificium obtulisti, qui falli possit? ignoras quod mihi non est opus ut aliquid offeratur, sed sanam offerentium mentem volo? Quare concidit vultus tuus? Nonne si recte obtulisti, non recte autem dividas? Hoc quidem, quod in animum accepisti esse offerendum, laude dignum est, quod vero non recte dividis, oblati repudiationem operatum est. Oportet enim offerentem Deo, in discernendo magnam adhibere diligentiam. Et quantum differunt, qui offert, & qui accipit, tanta & in discretione facienda diversitas. At horum nihil tu cogitasti, sed ut fortuito contigit, obtulisti: Atque idcirco non potuerunt esse accepta munera tua: Nam sicut intentio tua, cum qua oblationem fecisti, nihil distare existimans, reiectanea fecit, quae a te sunt oblata, sic fratris tui animus, qui rectus fuit, & dignum in discernendo studium habuit, accepta illius dona fecit. Verum tamen neque sic poenam delicti repeto, sed ostendo duntaxat delictum, & consilium affero; quod...
Explaining this same passage in ample and eloquent speech, as is his wont, Chrysostom (homily 18 on Genesis) writes in this manner: 'Weigh the ineffable mercy of God, and, in teaching, the humility fitting for us. For after he saw Cain himself assailed by the affection of envy, out of his kindness he applies fitting remedies to him, that he may at once emerge and not be covered by the waters: Why, he says, are you become sad? why is your face fallen? because in your face too you show the greatness of your grief; why has anger invaded you? why did you not consider from yourself what ought to be done? Have you offered a sacrifice to a man, who could be deceived? Do you not know that I have no need that anything be offered, but I want the sound mind of the offerers? Why is your face fallen? Have you not, if you offered rightly, but did not rightly divide, [sinned]? This indeed, that you took to mind that something was to be offered, is worthy of praise; but that you do not rightly divide, that wrought the repudiation of the thing offered. For it behooves one offering to God to apply great diligence in discerning. And as much as those differ, who offers and who receives, so great a diversity also in the discretion to be made. But of these things you thought nothing, but as it happened by chance, you offered; and therefore your gifts could not be accepted. For just as your intention, with which you made the oblation, reckoning nothing to differ, made the things offered by you rejectable, so your brother's mind, which was upright and had a worthy zeal in discerning, made his gifts accepted. But nevertheless, not even so do I demand the penalty of the offense, but I only show the offense, and bring counsel; which...'19



quod si accipere volueris, & peccatum emendabis, & teipsum gravioribus malis non involves. Quomodo? Peccasti, & graviter peccasti, sed non punio propter delictum: misericors enim sum, & nolo mortem peccatoris, sed ut convertatur & vivat. Igitur quia peccasti, quiesce, tranquillitatem facito tuarum cogitationum, & libera mentem a procellis fluctuum inundantium: cohibe tumultus illos tuos, ne addas priori peccato gravius aliud: Ne consilium arripias, ut medicina post hac nihil prosit. Ne teipsum maligno daemoni captivum tradas, Peccasti, quiesce. Sciebat ab initio quod fratrem hic aditurus esset, & ideo antea verbis reprimit. Deus enim cui etiam arcana sunt cognita quia sciebat cordis illius motus, multum admonendo, & verba illius infirmitati accommoda proferendo congruam ipsi narrationem protulit, sua omnia faciens, tametsi ille repulso medicamento, in fratricidii profundum se praecipitarit. Peccasti, quiesce. Ne putes, inquit, licet tuum adversatus sim sacrificium ob pravam mentem, fratrisque oblationem acceptam habuerim ob sanam intentionem, quod ideo primatu te destituam, & primogeniturae dignitatem a te auferam. Nam licet honore ego illum prosecutus fuerim, acceptaque fuerint illius dona: verum tamen ad te conversio illius, & tu ipsius dominaberis. Atque post peccatum hoc permitto ut primogeniturae privilegiis gaudeas, illumque sub tua potestate & dominio esse iubeo. Vide misericordiam Domini, quomodo furorem & insaniam illius demulcere & verbis his impetum auferre nititur. Quippe motus mentis illius videns, & crudelem, ac sanguinariam illius voluntatem sciens, nunc praemitigare eius rationem vult, & serenitatem menti inducere, subiiciendo ipsi fratrem, & potestatem ipsius nihil minuendo. Veruntamen post tantam curam & tanta remedia, nihil commodi amplius inde sensit. Haec Chrysostomus.
'...which counsel, if you are willing to receive it, you will both amend the sin, and not involve yourself in graver evils. How? You have sinned, and gravely sinned, but I do not punish you for the offense: for I am merciful, and I do not wish the death of the sinner, but that he be converted and live. Therefore, because you have sinned, be still: make tranquility of your thoughts, and free your mind from the storms of inundating waves; restrain those tumults of yours, lest you add another graver one to the prior sin; do not seize a counsel such that medicine may thereafter avail nothing. Do not deliver yourself captive to the malign demon: You have sinned, be still. He knew from the beginning that he was here about to attack his brother, and therefore beforehand he restrains him with words. For God, to whom even hidden things are known, because he knew the motions of his heart, by much admonishing and by uttering words suited to his weakness, brought forth a fitting narration to him, doing all his own part, even though he, the medicine being repulsed, cast himself into the depth of fratricide. You have sinned, be still. Do not think, he says, that although I have opposed your sacrifice on account of the depraved mind, and have held your brother's oblation accepted on account of the sound intention, that therefore I deprive you of the primacy, and take away from you the dignity of the firstborn. For although I have pursued him with honor, and his gifts have been accepted, yet nevertheless his turning is to you, and you shall have dominion over him. And after this sin I permit that you enjoy the privileges of the firstborn, and I command that he be under your power and dominion. See the mercy of the Lord, how he strives to soothe his fury and madness, and by these words to take away his impetus. For seeing the motions of his mind, and knowing his cruel and bloody will, he now wishes to pre-mitigate his reason, and to induce serenity into his mind, by subjecting his brother to him, and diminishing nothing of his power. But nevertheless, after so great care and so great remedies, he felt no further advantage from it.' Thus Chrysostom.20



Verum haec ipsa verba secundum lectionem quam supra posuimus Septuaginta interpretum, diligentissime & accuratissime interpretatus est Augustinus libro 15. de Civit. Dei capit. 7. Locutus, inquit, est Deus ad Cain eo modo, quo primis hominibus per creaturam subiectam, vel ut eorum socius forma congrua loquebatur. Verum quid hoc profuit Cain? nonne conceptum scelus in necando fratre etiam post verbum divinae admonitionis implevit? Nam cum sacrificia discrevisset amborum, in illius respiciens huius despiciens, quod non dubitandum est potuisse cognosci signo aliquo attestante visibili: & hoc ideo fecisset Deus, quia mala erant opera huius, fratris vero eius bona: contristatus est Cain valde, & concidit facies eius. Sic enim scriptum est. Et dixit Dominus ad Cain. Quare tristis factus es, & quare concidit facies tua? Nonne si recte offeras, recte autem non dividas, peccasti? Quiesce, ad te enim conversio eius, & tu dominaberis illius. In hac admonitione, quam Deus protulit ad Cain, illud quidem quod dictum est, Nonne si recte offeras, recte autem non dividas, peccasti? Quia non elucet cur vel unde sit dictum, multos sensus peperit eius obscuritas, cum divinarum Scripturarum quisque tractator secundum fidei regulam id conatur exprimere. Recte quippe offertur sacrificium, cum offertur Deo vero, cui uni tantummodo sacrificandum est. Non autem recte dividitur, dum non discernuntur recte, vel loca, vel tempora, vel res ipsa quae offeruntur, vel qui offert, vel cui offertur, vel hi quibus ad vescendum distribuitur quod oblatum est: ut di...
But these same words, according to the reading of the Seventy Interpreters which we set forth above, Augustine most diligently and accurately interpreted, book 15 of the City of God, chapter 7. 'God spoke,' he says, 'to Cain in that manner in which he spoke to the first men through a subject creature, or as their companion, in a fitting form. But what did this profit Cain? did he not fulfill the crime conceived in killing his brother, even after the word of the divine admonition? For when he had distinguished the sacrifices of both, having respect to the one, despising the one of this [Cain] — which, it must not be doubted, could be known by some visible attesting sign — and God had done this because the works of this one were evil, but those of his brother good: Cain was greatly saddened, and his face fell. For so it is written. And the Lord said to Cain, Why are you become sad, and why is your face fallen? Have you not, if you offer rightly, but do not rightly divide, sinned? Be still, for to you is its turning, and you shall have dominion over it. In this admonition which God brought forth to Cain, that indeed which was said — Have you not, if you offer rightly, but do not rightly divide, sinned? — because it is not clear why or whence it was said, its obscurity has given birth to many senses, since each treater of the divine Scriptures tries to express it according to the rule of faith. For a sacrifice is rightly offered, when it is offered to the true God, to whom alone one must sacrifice. But it is not rightly divided, when they are not rightly discerned — either the places, or the times, or the things themselves which are offered, or he who offers, or he to whom it is offered, or those to whom what is offered is distributed to eat...'21



ut divisionem intelligamus hic discretionem, sive cum offertur, ubi non oportet, aut quod non ibi, sed alibi oportet, sive cum offertur quando non oportet: aut quod non tunc, sed alias oportet: sive cum id offertur, quod nusquam & nunquam penitus debuit: sive cum electiora sibi eiusdem generis rerum tenet homo, quam sunt ea quae offert Deo: sive cum eius rei quae oblata est, fit particeps profanus, aut quilibet, quem fas non est fieri. In quo autem horum Deo displicuerit Cain facile non potest inveniri. Sed quoniam Ioannes Apostolus cum de his fratribus loqueretur, Non sicut Cain, inquit, qui ex maligno erat, & occidit fratrem suum, & cuius rei gratia occidit eum? quia opera eius maligna fuerunt, fratris autem eius iusta, datur intelligi propterea Deum non respexisse in munera eius, quia hoc ipso male dividebat dans Deo aliquid suum, sibi autem seipsum. Quod omnes faciunt, qui non Dei, sed suam sectantes voluntatem, id est, non recto sed perverso corde viventes, offerunt tamen Deo munus, quo putant eum redimi, ut eorum non opituletur sanandis pravis cupiditatibus, sed explendis. Et hoc est proprium terrenae civitatis, Deum vel deos colere, quibus adiuvantibus regnet in victoriis, & pace terrena, non charitate consulendi, sed dominandi cupiditate. Boni quippe ad hoc utuntur mundo, ut fruantur Deo: mali autem contra, ut fruantur mundo, uti volunt Deo, qui tamen eum vel esse, vel res humanas curare iam credunt: sunt enim multo deteriores, qui nec hoc quidem credunt. Cognito itaque Cain, quod super eius germani sacrificium non super suam respexerat Deus, utique fratrem bonum mutatus imitari, non elatus debuit aemulari. Sed quia contristatus est, & concidit vultus eius, hoc peccatum maxime arguit Deus, tristitiam de alterius bonitate, & hoc fratris. Hoc quippe arguendo, interrogavit dicens, Quare contristatus es? & quare concidit facies tua? Quia enim fratri invidebat, Deus videbat, & hoc arguebat. Nam hominibus, quibus absconditum est cor alterius, esse posset ambiguum & prorsus incertum, utrum illa tristitia malignitatem suam, in qua se Deo displicuisse didicerat, an fratris doluerit bonitatem, qua Deo placuit, cum in sacrificium eius aspexit. Sed rationem Deus reddens, cur eius oblationem accipere noluerit, ut sibi ipse potius merito, quam ei immerito, frater displiceret, cum esset iniustus, non recte dividendo, hoc est, non recte vivendo, & indignus cuius approbaretur oblatio, quam esset iniustus quod fratrem iustum gratis odisset, ostendit. Non tamen eum dimittens sine mandato sancto, iusto, & bono, Quiesce, inquit, ad te enim conversio eius, & tu dominaberis illius. Nunquid fratris? absit. Cuius igitur, nisi peccati? Dixerat enim, Peccasti: tum deinde addidit, Quiesce, ad te conversio eius, & tu dominaberis illius. Potest quidem ita intelligi, ad ipsum hominem conversionem esse debere peccati, ut nulli alii quam sibi sciat tribuere debere quod peccat. Haec est enim salubris poenitentiae medicina, & venia petitio non incongrua, ut ubi ait, Ad te enim conversio eius, non subauditur Erit, sed Sit, praecipientis videlicet non praedicentis modo. Tunc enim dominabitur quisque peccato, si id sibi non defendendo proposuerit, sed poenitendo subiecerit: alioquin & illi serviet dominanti si patrocinium adhibuerit accedenti.
'...so that by "dividing" we here understand discretion: whether when it is offered where it ought not, or that not there but elsewhere it ought; or when it is offered when it ought not, or that not then but at another time; or when that is offered which nowhere and never at all was owed; or when a man keeps for himself the choicer things of the same kind, than those he offers to God; or when a profane person, or anyone whom it is not lawful, becomes a partaker of the thing offered. But in which of these Cain displeased God cannot easily be found. But since John the Apostle, when he spoke of these brothers, said, Not as Cain, who was of the wicked one, and killed his brother; and for what cause did he kill him? because his own works were wicked, but his brother's just — it is given to understand that God did not have respect to his gifts for this reason: that by this very thing he divided badly, giving to God something of his own, but to himself his very self. Which all do, who, following not God's but their own will — that is, living not with an upright but a perverse heart — nevertheless offer God a gift, by which they think him to be bribed, so that he may aid them not in healing their depraved desires, but in fulfilling them. And this is proper to the earthly city: to worship God or gods by whose aid it may reign in victories and earthly peace — not from the charity of consulting [their good], but from the desire of dominating. For the good use the world for this, that they may enjoy God; but the evil, on the contrary, that they may enjoy the world, wish to use God — who nevertheless now believe either that he exists, or that he cares for human affairs; for far worse are those who do not even believe this. And so, Cain having learned that God had respect to his brother's sacrifice, not to his own, ought surely, being changed, to have imitated his good brother, not, being puffed up, to have envied him. But because he was saddened, and his face fell, this sin God chiefly reproves — sadness over another's goodness, and that a brother's. For, reproving this, he interrogated, saying, Why are you saddened, and why is your face fallen? For because he envied his brother, God saw it, and reproved it. For to men, from whom another's heart is hidden, it could be ambiguous and altogether uncertain whether that sadness grieved for his own malignity (in which he had learned he displeased God), or for his brother's goodness (by which he pleased God, when he looked upon his sacrifice). But God, rendering the reason why he was unwilling to accept his oblation — that Cain should rather deservedly displease himself than undeservedly the brother, since he was unjust by not rightly dividing (that is, by not rightly living), and unworthy that his oblation should be approved — showed how unjust it was that he hated his just brother without cause. Yet not dismissing him without a holy, just, and good mandate: Be still, he says, for to you is its turning, and you shall have dominion over it. Over the brother? Far be it. Over what, then, but sin? For he had said, You have sinned; then he added, Be still, for to you is its turning, and you shall have dominion over it. It can indeed be understood thus, that the turning of sin ought to be to the man himself, so that he may know he ought to attribute what he sins to no other than himself. For this is the wholesome medicine of penitence, and a not-incongruous petition for pardon; so that where he says, For to you is its turning, "Will be" is not understood, but "Let it be" — in the manner of one commanding, not predicting. For then will each have dominion over sin, if he sets it before himself not by defending but by repenting and subjecting it; otherwise he will also serve it, as it dominates, if he lends patronage to it as it approaches.'22



'But that sin may be understood as carnal concupiscence itself, of which the Apostle says...'23
Sed ut peccatum intelligatur concupiscentia ipsa carnalis, de qua dicit Apostolus...



Apostolus, Caro concupiscit adversus spiritum, in cuius carnis fructibus & invidiam commemorat, qua utique Cain stimulabatur, & accendebatur in fratris exitium, bene subauditur erit, id est, ad te enim conversio eius erit, & tu dominaberis illius. Cum enim commota fuerit pars ipsa carnalis, quam peccatum appellat Apostolus, ubi dicit, non ego operor illud, sed quod habitat in me peccatum: quam partem animi etiam Philosophi dicunt esse vitiosam, non quae mentem debeat trahere, sed cui mens debeat imperare, eamque ab illicitis operibus ratione cohibere: cum ergo commota fuerit ad aliquid perperam committendum, sic acquiescatur & obtemperetur dicenti Apostolo, exhibeatis membra vestra arma iniquitatis peccato, ad mentem domita & victa convertitur, ut subdita ratio dominetur. Hoc praecepit Deus huic qui facibus invidiae inflammabatur in fratrem, & quem debuerat imitari cupiebat auferre, Quiesce, inquit, id est, manus a scelere contine. Non regnet peccatum in tuo mortali corpore ad obediendum desideriis eius, nec exhibeas membra tua iniquitatis arma peccato. Ad te enim conversio eius, dum non adiuvatur relaxando, sed quiescendo fraenatur. Et tu dominaberis illius, ut cum forinsecus non permittitur operari sub potestate mentis regentis & benevolentis assuescat etiam intrinsecus non moveri. Dictum est tale aliquid in eodem divino libro & de muliere, quando post peccatum, Deo interrogante atque iudicante, damnationis sententias acceperunt in serpente diabolus, & in se ipsis illa & maritus. Cum enim dixisset ei, Multiplicans multiplicabo tristitias tuas, & gemitum tuum, & in tristitiis paries filios: deinde addidit, Et ad virum tuum conversio tua, & ipse dominabitur tui. Quod dictum est ad Cain de peccato, vel de vitiosa carnis concupiscentia, hoc isto in loco de peccatrice foemina: ubi intelligendum est, virum ad regendam uxorem animo carnem regenti similem esse oportere. Propter quod dicit Apostolus, Qui diligit uxorem suam, seipsum diligit. Nemo enim unquam carnem suam odio habuit. Sananda sunt enim haec sicut nostra, non sicut aliena damnanda. Sed illud Dei praeceptum Cain sicut praevaricator accepit. Invalescente quippe invidentiae vitio, fratrem insidiatus occidit. Talis erat terrena conditor civitatis. Quomodo significaverit et Cain Iudaeos, a quibus Christus occisus est pastor ovium hominum, quem pastor ovium pecorum praefigurabat Abel, quia in allegoria prophetica res est: parco nunc dicere, & quaedam hinc adversus Faustum Manichaeum dixisse me recolo. Sic Augustinus.
'...the Apostle, The flesh lusts against the spirit; among whose fruits of the flesh he also mentions envy, by which Cain was certainly goaded and inflamed to his brother's destruction. "Will be" is well understood — that is, for to you will be its turning, and you shall have dominion over it. For when that carnal part has been moved, which the Apostle calls "sin" where he says, It is not I who work it, but the sin that dwells in me — which part of the soul even the Philosophers say is vicious, not such as ought to draw the mind, but which the mind ought to command and restrain from illicit works by reason — when, therefore, it has been moved to commit something wrongly, let there be such acquiescence and obedience to the Apostle saying, Do not present your members as arms of iniquity to sin, [that the carnal part], tamed and conquered, is turned to the mind, so that reason, being subjected, may rule. This God commanded to him who was inflamed with the torches of envy against his brother, and desired to take away him whom he ought to have imitated: Be still, he says — that is, restrain your hands from crime. Let not sin reign in your mortal body, to obey its desires, nor present your members as arms of iniquity to sin. For to you is its turning, while it is not aided by relaxing, but is bridled by [your] being still. And you shall have dominion over it, so that, when it is not permitted to work outwardly under the power of the ruling and benevolent mind, it may grow accustomed not to be moved even inwardly. Something similar is said in the same divine book about the woman too, when, after sin, God interrogating and judging, they received sentences of damnation — the devil in the serpent, and she and her husband in themselves. For when he had said to her, Multiplying I will multiply your sorrows and your groaning, and in sorrows you shall bring forth children, he then added, And to your husband shall be your turning, and he shall have dominion over you. What was said to Cain about sin, or about the vicious concupiscence of the flesh, [is said] in this place about the sinful woman: where it must be understood that the man ought to rule the wife, [as] a soul ruling the flesh similarly. Wherefore the Apostle says, He who loves his wife loves himself. For no one ever had his own flesh in hatred. For these things are to be healed as our own, not to be condemned as another's. But that command of God, Cain received as a transgressor. For, the vice of envy growing strong, he lay in wait for and killed his brother. Such was the founder of the earthly city. How Cain also signified the Jews, by whom Christ was killed — the shepherd of the sheep of men, whom Abel, the shepherd of the sheep of cattle, prefigured, since it is a matter of prophetic allegory — I spare now to say, and I recall that I said some things hence against Faustus the Manichean.' Thus Augustine.24



Translator’s notes
	New lemma: Genesis 4:6-7 (marginal 'VERS. 6. & 7.'). ↩
	Commentary on Gen 4:6-7: this famously difficult passage is read four ways — the Vulgate, the Chaldaic paraphrase, the Hebrew, and the LXX; Pererius will treat each. First the Latin (Vulgate): 'Why are you angry, and why is your face fallen?' Cain was vehemently angry that God's regard had preferred Abel's gift to his own, and burned with envy and hatred of his brother, shown at once by the effects (his fallen face). Marginal glosses: 'Quadruplex lectio huius loci'; 'Explicatur lectio vulgata versionis Latinae secundum Rupertum.' Page footer signature 'ZZZ 3'; catchword 'conci' (concidit; continues on the next page). ↩
	The Vulgate reading of Gen 4:6-7 continued (Rupert, Comm. in Gen. 4.3): 'his face fell' = anger turned to hatred (Ps 16/17:11, those who meditate cruelty look earthward); God requires both (why angry / why the fallen face); anger from envy of another's justice is diabolical, but ordinary anger is human if it subsides before generating sin (Ps 4:5, 'Be angry and sin not'); Cain's anger (the devil's envy) is not permitted; God mildly calls him to conscience and, by 'Shall you not, if you do well, receive?', bids him lift his face and weigh the consequences. Running head '724'; true printed page 734. ↩
	Rupert (end): 'sub te erit appetitus eius, et tu dominaberis illius' — before Cain acts, sin is still only in the appetite, so he has dominion over it; but once committed, it dominates him ('Everyone who commits sin is the servant of sin,' John 8:34); the simile of a man not yet made king, still under the people. 'Thus far Rupert.' Marginal gloss: 'Ioan. 8.' ↩
	Pererius's conclusion from the Vulgate reading: God is the most just judge, rewarding good deeds and punishing evil ('you shall receive' the reward; 'sin at the doors' = the penalty, the accusing conscience). Compares Paul, Rom 2:6 ('God will render to each according to his works'). Marginal gloss: 'Quanta sit Dei iudicis aequitas.' Catchword: 'dem' (quidem; continues on the next page). ↩
	Completion of the Paul quotation (Rom 2:7-11): eternal life to those who seek glory by good work, wrath to the contentious; tribulation to the evildoer, glory to the doer of good — 'for there is no respect of persons with God.' Running head '725'; true printed page 735. ↩
	The passage argues (against the Protestant heretics of Pererius's time) that man has FREE WILL — drawn by no necessity to sin, able to sin or not, and to have dominion over sin or be enslaved to it. Marginal gloss: 'Libertas humanae voluntatis.' ↩
	Bernard (Sermon 5 de Quadragesima) on 'sub te erit appetitus eius': the grave struggle against the invisible, cunning 'domestic enemy' (the devil, the 'citizen'; we the exiles); yet victory is in us (none cast down unwilling); the enemy stirs temptation, but consent is ours — resisting, we are crowned, and a pious tranquility comes from a good conscience; but our weakness shows we must run to God's mercy. Marginal glosses: 'Libertas humanae voluntatis'; 'Cum daemone lucta periculosissima.' ↩
	The SECOND reading — the Chaldaic Paraphrase (Targum): 'if you amend your works... if not, your sin is reserved to the day of judgment.' HEBREW/CHALDAIC GLYPH verified by magnification: עובדך (Guadach = ‘uvdach/‘ovadecha, 'your work/service' — the Aramaic word for 'opera,' from the root ‘avad 'to work/serve/worship'), which means both 'to work' and 'to worship'; hence some read it as the worship (sacrifice) Cain offered, God warning him to offer with greater faith like Abel. Marginal glosses: 'Declaratur lectio, quam habet paraphrasis Chaldaica'; 'Vocabulum Chaldaicum quod hic designatur est עובדך (Guadach).' Catchword: 'ret, si' (continues on the next page). ↩
	Others take 'opera' as good works and amendment of life (external works valued by inner faith and charity; Prov 15:8, 'The victims of the impious are abominable to the Lord'). The Jerusalem Targum's fuller paraphrase: amend your works in this age and be pardoned in the next; if not, your sin is reserved to the great judgment — 'yet into your hand I have delivered the power of your concupiscence.' Marginal glosses: 'Externa opera ex interiori fide & charitate pensantur'; 'Proverb. 15.'; 'Notabilis interpretatio huius loci, quam habet Thargum Hierosolymitanum.' Running head '726'; true printed page 736. ↩
	The THIRD reading — the Hebrew, explained by Jerome (Quaestiones Hebraicae in Genesim): 'if you do well, it shall be remitted; if not, sin sits before the doors... but do you rather have dominion over it.' Theodotion: 'it will be acceptable' (I will accept your gift). The stress on FREE WILL: 'sin should not have dominion over you, but you over sin.' Marginal glosses: 'Tractatur lectio Hebraica huius loci'; 'Homo est liberi arbitrii.' ↩
	The variant renderings of the Hebrew word שאת (Seeth = se'eth), which the Vulgate translates 'recipies' ('you shall receive'): it also means 'to pardon/remit' and 'to raise/lift up.' Hence: 'God will pardon your sin'; or 'you shall lift up your face' (walk with upright face in gladness); or 'there shall be exaltation for you' (be exalted like your brother if you do well). HEBREW GLYPH: שאת (Seeth). Some contend this last accords best with the Hebrew truth. ↩
	Introduces Oleaster's full commentary. HEBREW GLYPHS: שאת (Seeth) derives from the root נשא (Nassa = nasa', 'to carry/lift/raise'); the word חטאת (Chattah = chatta'th, 'sin') begins to be analyzed. Marginal gloss: 'Oleaster.' (The Oleaster quotation continues on the next page.) ↩
	Oleaster's philology (continued): the word חטאת (Chattath/Chattah) signifies sin, the penalty for sin (Zech 14:19, 'Vechattath' = the punishment of the nations), and the sin-offering (frequent in Exod/Lev — e.g. Lev 4:8, 'Hachattath'). The next word רבץ (Robes/Rabas = robetz/ravatz, 'crouching/lying') means to lie down (Gen 49:9, Jacob's blessing, 'he lay like a lion'; Job 11:19, 'Verabastha,' 'you shall lie down'). HEBREW GLYPHS: חטאת (Chattath), וחטאת (Vechattath), החטאת (Hachattath), רבץ (Robes/Rabas), ורבצת (Verabastha). So חטאת can mean both the punishment of sin and sin itself. Running head '727'; true printed page 737 (running header correctly 'LIB. VII.'). ↩
	Oleaster: if 'Chattah' means punishment — 'if you do well you shall carry a reward; if not, the punishment of sin lies at the door, desiring to hold you, but you may turn it aside.' God speaks metaphorically: sin/punishment is like a dog crouching at the door wishing to enter, but it is in the Lord's power (and Cain's) to shut or open. The searcher of hearts knew Cain plotted evil, so tells him the punishment lies at the door — the sense Oleaster prefers. ↩
	Oleaster: if 'sin' means sin (not punishment): 'if you do well, there will be a lifting/pardon of sin' or 'a lifting of the fallen countenance = cheerfulness'; 'if not, sin (the desire to kill the brother) crouches at the door wishing to enter for the murder, but it is in your power [whether] to accept it.' Yet the letter of the context prefers the punishment-sense (since the preceding clause concerns the reward, so the following concerns the penalty — 'punishment follows sin at once'). ↩
	The FOURTH reading — the Greek/LXX (followed by most Fathers; as Jerome cites it, and as seen in Ambrose, Chrysostom, Augustine): 'Why is your face fallen? Have you not sinned, if you offer rightly but do not rightly divide? Be still: to you is its turning, and you shall have dominion over it.' On this reading Pererius will give the commentaries of Ambrose (De Cain et Abel 2.6-7), Chrysostom, and Augustine. Page footer signature 'AAAA'; catchword 'modum' (continues on the next page). ↩
	The Greek/LXX reading expounded by Ambrose (De Cain et Abel 2.6-7): not the quantity but the mind of the offerer matters; Cain 'did not rightly divide' — he should have offered the firstfruits first (the order: first before second, heavenly before earthly). 'You have sinned, be still': God teaches first not to sin (in Adam), then to be still if one has sinned (in Cain); we must blush and condemn sin, not defend it (shame diminishes, defense heaps up; Prov 18:17, 'the just is his own accuser'; Isa 43:26, 'tell your iniquities first'). 'Quiesce' because Cain has nothing to excuse — the crime returns upon its author; Cain was a voluntary, not a deceived, offender. Marginal glosses: 'Interpretatio huius loci secundum Ambrosium'; 'Proverb. 18.'; 'Isaia 43.'; 'Iuxta 70.' (the LXX reading). Running head '728'; true printed page 738. ↩
	Chrysostom (homily 18 on Genesis) on the same passage: God's ineffable mercy and humility in teaching; he applies remedies to Cain lest he drown in the waters of envy. 'Have you offered a sacrifice to a man, who could be deceived? I want the sound mind of the offerers.' The offering was praiseworthy, but 'not rightly dividing' caused the repudiation — one must exercise great discernment in offering to God; Cain, thinking nothing of this, offered by chance, so his gifts were not accepted, while Abel's discerning mind made his accepted; yet God does not demand the penalty but shows the offense and brings counsel. Marginal glosses: 'Interpretatio eiusdem loci secundum Chrysostomum'; 'Offerentem Deo in discernendo magnam oportet adhibere diligentiam.' ↩
	Chrysostom (continued): God's mercy — 'I do not wish the death of the sinner, but that he be converted and live' (Ezek 18:23,32); 'Peccasti, quiesce' — do not add a graver sin, nor deliver yourself captive to the demon. God foreknew Cain would attack his brother, and forestalled it with fitting words, though Cain plunged into fratricide anyway. God assures Cain he does not lose his primacy/birthright: 'his turning is to you, and you shall have dominion over him' (over Abel) — the Lord's mercy soothing his fury by subjecting the brother to him; yet Cain gained nothing. Marginal gloss: 'Ezechiel 18.' Running head '729'; true printed page 739. ↩
	Augustine (De Civitate Dei 15.7) on the LXX reading: God spoke to Cain 'through a subject creature' (as to the first men); it profited Cain nothing — he killed his brother anyway. God distinguished the sacrifices by a visible sign because Cain's works were evil, Abel's good. The phrase 'if you offer rightly, but do not rightly divide, [you have] sinned' is obscure and has bred many senses; a sacrifice is rightly offered only to the true God; 'not rightly divided' = failing to discern rightly the places, times, things offered, the offerer, the recipient, or those to whom the offering is distributed. Marginal glosses: 'Diligentissima huius loci secundum Augustinum explanatio'; 'Deus quomodo cum patribus loqueretur'; 'Sacrificium recte offertur cum vero Deo offertur.' Page footer signature 'AAAA 2'; catchword 'ut di' (continues on the next page). ↩
	Augustine (De Civ. Dei 15.7, continued): 'not rightly dividing' = the discretion in offering (wrong place/time/thing/offerer/recipient); which fault was Cain's is hard to say, but by 1 John 3:12 (Cain's works were evil, his brother's just), he 'divided badly' — giving God something of his own but keeping himself. This is proper to the EARTHLY CITY (using God to enjoy the world) — the famous contrast: 'the good use the world to enjoy God, the evil use God to enjoy the world.' God chiefly reproves Cain's sin of grieving at his brother's goodness, and gives the reason he rejected the oblation (Cain unjust 'by not rightly dividing = not rightly living'). 'Tu dominaberis illius' = dominion over SIN, not the brother; 'ad te conversio eius' is a command ('let it be'), not a prediction — each rules sin by repenting and subjecting it, not defending it. Marginal glosses: '1. Ioan. 3.'; 'Boni utuntur mundo, ut fruantur Deo'; 'Invidentiam charitatis fraternae maxime Deus arguit'; 'Homo nulli alii quam sibi peccatum suum debet tribuere.' Running head '730'; true printed page 740. ↩
	Augustine (continued) turns to another sense: sin = carnal concupiscence, of which the Apostle speaks. Marginal gloss: 'Concupiscentia... peccatum suum appellatur.' Catchword: 'Apostolus' (continues on the next page). ↩
	Augustine (conclusion, De Civ. Dei 15.7): sin = carnal concupiscence (Gal 5:17, 'the flesh lusts against the spirit'; envy among the fruits of the flesh, Gal 5:21; Rom 7:17, 'not I, but the sin that dwells in me'; the philosophers' 'vicious part' the mind must command; Rom 6:12-13, 'Let not sin reign... nor present your members as arms of iniquity'). 'Tu dominaberis illius' = restrain the hand from crime. The parallel with the woman (Gen 3:16, 'ad virum tuum conversio tua, et ipse dominabitur tui'): man rules the wife as the mind rules the flesh (Eph 5:28-29, 'He who loves his wife loves himself'). But Cain received the command as a transgressor and killed his brother — 'the founder of the earthly city'; how he prefigured the Jews who killed Christ (the shepherd of men, prefigured by Abel the shepherd of cattle) Augustine defers (treated against Faustus the Manichean). Marginal glosses: 'Rom. 7.'; 'Rom. 6.'; 'Genes. 3.'; 'Ephes. 5.'; 'Lib. 22. c. 17.' Running head '731'; true printed page 741. ↩




And Cain said to his brother Abel, Let us go forth abroad. And when they were in the field, Cain rose up against his brother Abel, and killed him. And the Lord said to …

LatineEnglish


And Cain said to his brother Abel, Let us go forth abroad. And when they were in the field, Cain rose up against his brother Abel, and killed him. And the Lord said to Cain, Where is Abel your brother? He answered, I know not: am I my brother's keeper?1
Dixitque Cain ad Abel fratrem suum: Egrediamur foras. Cumque essent in agro, consurrexit Cain adversus fratrem suum Abel, & interfecit eum. Et ait Dominus ad Cain, Ubi est Abel frater tuus? Qui respondit, Nescio: numquid custos fratris mei sum ego?



Pro illo Egrediamur foras, Graece est In agrum, seu ut legit Ambrosius In campum. At vero Hebraice & Chaldaice neutrum est, sed praecise est, Dixit Cain ad Abel fratrem suum: quid autem...
For that phrase 'Let us go forth abroad,' in Greek it is 'Into the field,' or, as Ambrose reads, 'Into the plain.' But in Hebrew and Chaldaic it is neither, but precisely it is, 'Cain said to his brother Abel': but what [he said is not expressed]...2



aute dixerit, non explicatur. Hieronymus subaudiendum putat dixisse Cain fratri suo Abel, quae sibi locutus fuerat Dominus. Superfluum ergo est, inquit Hieronym. quod in Samaritanorum, & nostro volumine reperitur Transeamus in campum. Volumen autem Samaritanorum, intelligit Hieronymus Pentateuchum Mosis, quod habebant Samaritani, totidem litteris, quot Hebraei utentes, figuris tantum & apicibus discrepantes, ut habet ipse in Prologo, qui vulgo appellatur Galeatus. Esdras, vero post reversionem Hebraeorum ex Babylonica captivitate alias litteras reperit, quibus ad hodiernum diem constat lingua Hebraea: cum ad illud usque tempus iidem Samaritanorum & Hebraeorum fuissent characteres. Secundum igitur B. Hieronymum Cain dixit fratri Abel, quaecunque Deus monendo ipsum locutus fuerat. Alii putant eum blande & amanter locutum cum Abel, dissimulando odium, quod pectore gerebat, quo facilius eum quo vellet adduceret, incautumque opprimeret.
...but what he said is not explained. Jerome thinks it must be supplied that Cain said to his brother Abel those things which the Lord had spoken to him. 'Superfluous, therefore,' says Jerome, 'is what is found in the volume of the Samaritans, and in our volume, "Let us pass over into the field."' But by the volume of the Samaritans, Jerome understands the Pentateuch of Moses, which the Samaritans had, using as many letters as the Hebrews, differing only in figures and points, as he has it in the Prologue commonly called 'Galeatus.' But Ezra, after the return of the Hebrews from the Babylonian captivity, invented other letters, in which the Hebrew tongue is fixed to the present day; whereas up to that time the characters of the Samaritans and of the Hebrews had been the same. According to blessed Jerome, therefore, Cain said to his brother Abel whatever things God had spoken to him in admonishing. Others think he spoke blandly and lovingly with Abel, dissimulating the hatred which he bore in his breast, that he might the more easily lead him where he wished, and oppress him off his guard.3



Caietanus incertum scribit esse utrum pacificus fuerit sermo Cain, an provocativus ad iram. Si enim, inquit, ad praecedentem monitionem divinam spectetur, fieri potuit, ut Cain pacifice loqueretur cum Abel, ficte tamen simulans reverentiam divinae monitionis, Si vero ad subsequens factum eius spectetur, fieri potuit, ut inchoaret a verbis duris & contumeliosis: lacessendo Abel, ut vel hinc occasionem caperet saeviendi in eum. Prior tamen sensus quadrat magis textui & contextui. Textui quidem, nam quia non narratur, qui dixerit, Cain insinuatur eum non fuisse ira sic impeditum, quo minus ut solebat familiariter cum fratre suo colloqueretur: contextui autem, quia subiungitur eos simul esse versatos in agro, a qua conversatione abstinuisset Abel, si fratrem suum iratum adversus se sensisset: & ad huius sensus confirmationem subditur, cum ambo essent in agro Cain consurrexisse adversus Abel & interfecisse eum. Dicendo enim surrexisse, significat ex improviso, cum scilicet iaceret aut sederet, surrexisse adversus Abel, vel ut Hebraice est, ad Abel, videlicet aggrediendum, vel forte apprehendendum sedentem seu iacentem, quo facilius & omnino illaesus ipse interficeret eum.
Cajetan writes that it is uncertain whether Cain's speech was peaceful, or provocative to anger. 'For if,' he says, 'it be regarded with respect to the preceding divine admonition, it could be that Cain spoke peaceably with Abel, yet feignedly simulating reverence for the divine admonition; but if it be regarded with respect to his subsequent deed, it could be that he began with hard and contumelious words, provoking Abel, that from this too he might take occasion of raging against him.' But the former sense fits the text and context more. The text indeed, for since it is not narrated what he said, it is insinuated that Cain was not so hindered by anger as not to converse familiarly with his brother as he was wont; but the context, because it is subjoined that they were together engaged in the field, from which conversation Abel would have abstained if he had felt his brother angry against him; and for the confirmation of this sense it is added that, when both were in the field, Cain rose up against Abel and killed him. For by saying he 'rose up,' it signifies that unexpectedly — namely, while [Abel] was lying or sitting — he rose up against Abel, or, as it is in Hebrew, 'to Abel' — namely to attack, or perhaps to seize him sitting or lying — that he might more easily, and himself wholly unharmed, kill him.4



Auctor paraphrasis Hierosolymitanae enucleatius narrans quid Cain dixerit fratri Abel, Quod Hebraice expressum non fuerat, sic habet hoc loco: Dixit Cain ad Abel, veni & egrediamur in agrum. Et accidit, cum egressi essent ambo in agrum, respondit Cain, Non est iudicium, nec iudex, nec saeculum aliud, nec merces bona pro iustis, nec poena pro impiis, Nec Dei misericordia creatus est mundus, nec Dei misericordia regitur, eo quod suscepta est oblatio tua cum beneplacito, mea autem non est suscepta cum beneplacito. Respondit Abel, & dixit ad Cain: Est iudicium, est iudex, est saeculum aliud, est item merces pro bonis, & poena pro impiis: Misericordia quoque Dei mundus creatus est, & misericordia Dei gubernatur: quia vero meliora fuerunt opera mea tuis, suscepta est oblatio mea cum beneplacito, tua autem non est suscepta. Cumque duo isti contenderent in agro, insurrexit Cain contra Abel, & occidit eum. Sic est in paraphrasi Hierosolymitana.
The author of the Jerusalem paraphrase, more clearly narrating what Cain said to his brother Abel — which in Hebrew had not been expressed — has thus in this place: 'Cain said to Abel, Come and let us go out into the field. And it happened, when both had gone out into the field, Cain answered, There is no judgment, nor judge, nor another world, nor good reward for the just, nor penalty for the impious; nor by God's mercy was the world created, nor by God's mercy is it governed — because your oblation was received with good pleasure, but mine was not received with good pleasure. Abel answered and said to Cain: There is a judgment, there is a judge, there is another world, there is likewise a reward for the good, and a penalty for the impious; by God's mercy too the world was created, and by God's mercy it is governed; but because my works were better than yours, my oblation was received with good pleasure, but yours was not received. And when those two contended in the field, Cain rose up against Abel and killed him.' Thus it is in the Jerusalem paraphrase.5



S. Ambrosius interpretans haec verba, quae Cain dixit fratri Abel,
Saint Ambrose, interpreting these words which Cain said to his brother Abel,6



Exeamus in campum, lib. 2. de Cain & Abel, cap. 8. Admonitus, inquit, a Deo Cain ut quiesceret, auget insolentiam, acervat flagitium. Quid igitur sibi vult quod ait, Eamus in campum? nisi quia locus nudus gignentium, eligitur parricidio? Ubi enim frater debebat occidi, nisi ubi fructus deesset? Tanquam praesagiens natura tanti sceleris loco germina denegaverat, quia non conveniebat, ut idem solum, & contagia parricidalis sanguinis reciperet praeter naturam, & fructus secundum naturam germinaret. Merito ipse dicit, eamus in campum. Non dicit, eamus in Paradisum, ubi poma florent, non in aliquem cultum & fructiferum locum. Ipsi parricidae indicant fructum se sceleris habere non posse, nec penes eos fructum manere, qui tanta impietati praebuerint officium. Nam ipsam refugiunt elementorum benignitatem, ut iste Cain, qui videtur veritus ne largior boni terrae proventus triste facinus impediret, & liberalitatis assuetudine genitalis, qua facit sibi foetus & fructus varios germinascere, in hoc quoque criminis apparatu, vel muta specie sui fraternum revocare affectum. Latro diem refugit quasi criminis testem, lucem adulter erubescit quasi adulterii consciam, parricida terrarum foecunditatem fugit. Quomodo enim poterat communis partus videre consortia, qui consortem sui sanguinis trucidabat? Ioseph in lacum mittitur siccum. Amnon intra domum occiditur. Iustum igitur natura est impertita iudicium, ea loca in quibus erat futurum parricidium, muneris sui dote privando, ut ex innocentis soli quadam damnatione, ostenderet futura supplicia noxiorum: propter scelus igitur hominum & ipsa elementa damnantur. Denique David montibus in quibus Ionathas cum patre interemptus est, perpetuae poenam sterilitatis optavit dicens, Montes qui estis in Gelboe, neque ros, neque pluvia cadat super vos montes mortis. Haec Ambrosius.
'"Let us go out into the field," book 2 on Cain and Abel, ch. 8. Admonished by God, Cain, that he should be still, increases his insolence, heaps up the outrage. What, then, does he mean by saying, Let us go into the field? unless because a place bare of things generating is chosen for parricide? For where ought the brother to be killed, but where fruit was lacking? As if foreboding, nature had denied germination to the place of so great a crime, because it was not fitting that the same soil should both receive the contagions of parricidal blood against nature, and germinate fruits according to nature. Rightly he himself says, let us go into the field. He does not say, let us go into Paradise, where fruits flourish, nor into some cultivated and fruitful place. To parricides themselves it is indicated that they cannot have the fruit of the crime, nor does fruit remain with those who have lent service to such impiety. For they flee the very kindness of the elements — as this Cain, who seems to have feared lest a more bountiful produce of the good earth should hinder the sad deed, and [feared] by the accustomed liberality of the generative earth, by which it makes fetuses and various fruits germinate for itself, in this preparation of the crime too, or by the mute appearance of it, to recall his fraternal affection. The robber flees the day as a witness of his crime, the adulterer blushes at the light as conscious of adultery, the parricide flees the fecundity of the lands. For how could he see the associations of common birth, who slaughtered the partner of his own blood? Joseph is sent into a dry pit. Amnon is killed within the house. Nature, therefore, imparted a just judgment, by depriving of the dowry of their gift those places in which parricide was going to be, that by a certain condemnation of the innocent soil it might show the future punishments of the guilty: on account of the crime of men, therefore, the very elements are condemned. Finally, David wished a penalty of perpetual sterility on the mountains in which Jonathan was slain with his father, saying, You mountains of Gilboa, let neither dew nor rain fall upon you, you mountains of death.' Thus Ambrose.7



Quo autem necis genere occisus sit Abel, non explicavit Moses. Sed necem eius fuisse cum sanguinis effusione coniunctam indicavit Dominus illis verbis, Vox sanguinis fratris tui clamat ad me de terra: & Dominus noster apud Matth. c.23. A sanguine, inquit, Abel iusti, &c. non igitur strangulatione, vel demersione in aquam necatus est. Hebraeorum nonnulli tradunt eum fuisse morsibus a Cain dilaceratum: quod ab illis, non quia verum est, sed quo vehementius odium & rabiem Cain adversus Abel exaggerarent, confictum est. Aut igitur ferro, aut fustibus, aut lapidibus peremptus est. Putat Catharinus hoc loco, diabolum instigasse & incitasse Cain ad odium & necem fratris Abel, verente scilicet, ne quia sanctus & innocens Deoque gratissimus erat Abel, esset ipse illud mulieris semen, aut certe progenerandum ex eo esset, a quo serpentis caput contritum iri praedictum a Deo fuerat.
But by what kind of death Abel was killed, Moses did not explain. But that his death was joined with the shedding of blood, the Lord indicated by those words, 'The voice of your brother's blood cries to me from the earth'; and our Lord, in Matthew ch. 23, says, 'From the blood of Abel the just,' etc. Therefore he was not killed by strangulation, or by drowning in water. Some of the Hebrews hand down that he was torn to pieces by Cain's bites: which was fabricated by them, not because it is true, but that they might the more vehemently exaggerate Cain's hatred and rage against Abel. Either, therefore, by iron, or by clubs, or by stones was he slain. Catharinus thinks in this place that the devil instigated and incited Cain to the hatred and killing of his brother Abel, fearing, namely, lest — because Abel was holy and innocent and most pleasing to God — he himself should be that seed of the woman, or certainly [the seed] should be about to be generated from him, by whom it had been foretold by God that the serpent's head would be crushed.8



Sed priusquam ad alia festinans transeat, iuvat hoc loco ponere quemadmodum historiam horum fratrum ad hunc usque locum in 1. lib. Antiquitatum enarret Ioseph. Nati sunt, inquit, Adamo & Heva filii mares, duo natae sunt etiam filiae: Filius prior natus est Cain, quod interpretatur acquisitio. Abel posterior natus est: ea vox luctum significat, Et hi quidem suis quisque studiis intenti erant. Abel iustitiam colebat, & omnibus suis actionibus Deum praesentem ratus, virtuti operam dabat, pastoralem vitam agitans: Cain vero pessimus erat, lucroque inhians terram arare primus excogitavit. Cumque Deo uterque sacrificaret, Cain agri & arbo...
But before hurrying on to other things, it is pleasing in this place to set down how Josephus narrates the history of these brothers up to this point, in the first book of the Antiquities. 'To Adam and Eve,' he says, 'were born male sons, [and] two daughters were also born. The first son born was Cain, which is interpreted "acquisition." Abel was born later: that word signifies mourning. And these indeed were each intent on his own pursuits. Abel cultivated justice, and, reckoning God present in all his actions, gave attention to virtue, leading the pastoral life; but Cain was most wicked, and, gaping after gain, first devised to plow the earth. And when both sacrificed to God, Cain [offered] of the field and of the trees...'9



& arborum fructus obtulit, Abel vero primogenita pecorum. Cuius sacrificium Deo fuit acceptius, quod sponte naturae genitis constaret, quam ea, quae homo avarus & industrius per vim quandam a natura extorserat. Ideo Cain interfecit fratrem, & cadavere eius abdito, rem clam fore putabat. Sic Iosephus.
'...and of the trees offered the fruits, but Abel the firstborn of the flock. Whose sacrifice was more acceptable to God, because it consisted of things generated by the spontaneity of nature, than those which a greedy and industrious man had by a certain force extorted from nature. Therefore Cain killed his brother, and, his corpse being hidden, thought the matter would be secret.' Thus Josephus.10



Translator’s notes
	New lemma: Genesis 4:8-9 (Cain murders Abel; God's question and Cain's evasion). Marginal 'VERS. 8. & 9.' ↩
	Commentary on Gen 4:8: 'Egrediamur foras' — the Greek (LXX) has 'Into the field' (Ambrose 'Into the plain'), but the Hebrew and Chaldaic have neither; there it is precisely 'Cain said to his brother Abel' (with the content of what Cain said left unexpressed). Marginal gloss: 'Varia interpretatio huius loci.' Page footer signature 'AAAA 3'; catchword 'autem' (continues on the next page). ↩
	What Cain said to Abel is unexpressed. Jerome (Quaest. Hebr. in Gen.): supply that Cain repeated God's admonition; 'Transeamus in campum' (in the Samaritan Pentateuch and the Vulgate) is superfluous. On the Samaritan letters (differing from the Hebrew only in figures) vs. the new Hebrew script Ezra devised after the Babylonian captivity (Jerome, Prologus Galeatus). Others: Cain spoke blandly to trap the unwary Abel. Marginal glosses: 'Hieronym. in lib. Traditionum Hebraicarum in Genesim'; 'Hieronym. in Praefatio in lib. Reg. Esdras Hebraeorum litteras reperit.' Running head '732'; true printed page 742. ↩
	Cajetan: uncertain whether Cain spoke peaceably (feigning reverence for God's warning) or provocatively (to seize a pretext). Pererius prefers the peaceful sense: it fits the text (nothing said is narrated) and context (they were together in the field, which Abel would avoid if he sensed anger). 'Surrexit' = rose up unexpectedly on Abel sitting or lying (Hebrew 'to Abel' = to attack/seize him), that he might kill him easily and unharmed. Marginal gloss: 'Caietanus.' ↩
	The Jerusalem Targum's fuller (haggadic) narration of the field-dialogue: Cain's denial of providence and the afterlife ('no judgment, no judge, no other world, no reward or penalty; the world neither created nor ruled by mercy') versus Abel's affirmation of them; then Cain kills Abel. Marginal gloss: 'Observanda interpretatio huius loci secundum paraphrasim Hierosolymitanum.' ↩
	Introduces Ambrose's exposition of Cain's 'Let us go out into the field.' Catchword: 'Exeamus' (continues on the next page). ↩
	Ambrose (De Cain et Abel 2.8) on 'Exeamus in campum': a bare, fruitless place is chosen for parricide (nature denies fruit to the site of such crime; the same soil cannot both receive parricidal blood and bear fruit). The robber flees the day, the adulterer the light, the parricide the earth's fecundity; the elements are condemned for man's crime — Joseph's dry pit (Gen 37), Amnon killed indoors (2 Sam 13), David's curse of sterility on Gilboa where Jonathan fell (2 Sam 1). Marginal glosses: 'Genes. 37.'; '2. Reg. 13.'; '2. Reg. 1.' Running head '733'; true printed page 743. ↩
	By what death was Abel killed? Moses does not say, but it involved shedding blood ('Vox sanguinis,' Gen 4:10; Matt 23:35, 'from the blood of Abel the just') — so not by strangling or drowning; the Hebrews' story of Cain 'biting' him is an exaggeration; he was slain by iron, clubs, or stones. Catharinus: the devil incited Cain, fearing lest holy Abel be the seed of the woman (or its ancestor) foretold to crush the serpent's head. Marginal gloss: 'Quo genere necis interemptus sit Abel.' ↩
	Josephus (Antiquities 1) on the brothers: to Adam and Eve were born sons and two daughters; Cain ('acquisition') born first, Abel ('mourning') later; Abel just, cultivating virtue and the pastoral life, Cain wicked and greedy, the first to plow the earth. Marginal glosses: 'Expositio Iosephi'; 'Frivola ratio Iosephi, cur sacrificium Abel potius quam Cain acceptum Deo fuerit.' Catchword: '& arbo' (continues on the next page). ↩
	End of the Josephus quote: Abel's sacrifice (the firstborn of the flock, spontaneous natural products) was more acceptable than Cain's (fruits 'extorted from nature' by labor) — a reason Pererius has flagged as 'frivolous.' Cain hid Abel's corpse, thinking the deed would stay secret. Running head '734'; true printed page 744. ↩




Verses 9 and 10. And the Lord said to Cain, Where is Abel your brother? He answered, I know not: am I my brother's keeper? And he said to him, What have you done? The …

LatineEnglish


Verses 9 and 10. And the Lord said to Cain, Where is Abel your brother? He answered, I know not: am I my brother's keeper? And he said to him, What have you done? The voice of your brother's blood cries to me from the earth.1
VERS. 9. & 10. Et ait Dominus ad Cain, ubi est Abel frater tuus? Qui respondit, Nescio, numquid custos fratris mei sum ego? Dixitque ad eum, Quid fecisti? Vox sanguinis fratris tui clamat ad me de terra.



Hic dialogus inter Deum & Cain, ait Caietanus, in aliqua sensibili specie factus videtur, ex tot colloquiis inter utrumque intercedentibus, & insuper ex sensibili signo, quod Cain impetravit a Deo. Supra tamen cum primum Deus locutus est Cain dicens, Quare iratus es? & cur concidit facies tua? idem Caietanus putat locutum esse Deum, non per externum sermonem, aut speciem aliquam sensibilem, sed interiori & spiritali locutione, eo scilicet modo, quo secundum suavem humani generis gubernationem consuevit Deus alloqui homines post peccatum, arguendo eos ut resipiscant, per interiorem synderesis accusationem & reprehensionem. Hic autem Deus, inquisitionem caedis Abel inchoat a loco dicens, Ubi est Abel? ut quia nusquam Abel apparebat, inciperet Cain agnoscere crimen suum esse deprehensum. Inquirit praeterea, ut doceat iudices hominum, ut citent reum quantumcumque certum priusquam eum iudicent: nec aliqua utitur contumelia, ut etiam iudices exercendis iudiciis ab omni sese iniuria & convicio abstineant.
This dialogue between God and Cain, says Cajetan, seems to have been made in some sensible form, from the many conversations passing between the two, and moreover from the sensible sign which Cain obtained from God. Yet above, when God first spoke to Cain, saying, Why are you angry? and why is your face fallen? the same Cajetan thinks that God spoke, not through external speech, or any sensible form, but by an interior and spiritual locution — in that manner, namely, in which, according to the gentle governance of the human race, God is wont to address men after sin, reproving them that they may repent, through the interior accusation and reproof of synderesis. But here God begins the inquiry into the murder of Abel from the place, saying, Where is Abel? — that, because Abel appeared nowhere, Cain might begin to recognize that his crime was detected. He inquires, moreover, that he may teach the judges of men to summon the accused, however certain, before they judge him; nor does he use any contumely, that judges too, in exercising judgments, may abstain from all injury and reviling.2



Secundum Ambrosium lib. 2. de Cain & Abel, cap. 9. interrogat Deus Cain de fratre Abel, quo eum ad confessionem criminis & ad poenitentiam adducat. Confessio enim criminum, inquit, poenarum compendium est, Inde in iudiciis secularibus impositi equuleo torquentur negantes, & quaedam tangit iudicem miseratio confitentis. Est quaedam in peccatis verecundia, & poenitentiae portio crimen fateri, non derivare culpam, sed recognoscere. Mitigat iudicem pudor reorum, excitat autem pertinacia denegantium. Vult te provocare ad poenitentiam Deus: vult de se sperari indulgentiam: vult demonstrare tua confessione, quod non sit ipse auctor malitiae, nec necessitate coacti homines peccant. Nam qui peccatum suum ad quandam referunt, ut Gentiles asserunt, decreti aut operis sui necessitatem, divina arguere videntur, quasi ipsorum vis causa peccati sit. Qui enim necessitate aliqua coactus occiderit, quasi invitus occidit. Ea vero quae a nobis sunt, excusationem non habent: quae autem praeter nos sunt, excusabilia sunt. Sed quanto gravius peccato ipso, ad Deum referre quod feceris, & reatus tui invidiam transfundere in auctorem non criminis, sed innocentiae? Haec Ambrosius.
According to Ambrose (book 2 on Cain and Abel, ch. 9), God interrogates Cain about his brother Abel, that he may lead him to confession of the crime and to penitence. 'For the confession of crimes,' he says, 'is an abridgment of punishments: hence in secular judgments those who deny are set on the rack and tortured, and a certain compassion for the one confessing touches the judge. There is a certain shame in sins, and it is a portion of penitence to confess the crime, not to transfer the guilt, but to acknowledge it. The shame of the guilty mitigates the judge, but the pertinacity of the deniers rouses him. God wishes to provoke you to penitence; he wishes indulgence to be hoped from him; he wishes to demonstrate by your confession that he himself is not the author of malice, nor do men sin compelled by necessity. For those who refer their sin to a certain necessity of decree or of their work, as the Gentiles assert, seem to accuse the divine, as if [God's] force were the cause of the sin. For he who kills, compelled by some necessity, kills as it were unwilling. But those things which are from us have no excuse; those which are beyond us are excusable. But how much graver than the sin itself, to refer to God what you have done, and to transfer the odium of your guilt to the author, not of the crime, but of innocence?' Thus Ambrose.3



Sed perpende Caini responsum, mendax nempe, impium, denique inhuma...
But weigh Cain's response — lying, indeed, impious, finally inhuman...4



inhumanum, & ferum. Nescio: numquid custos fratris mei sum ego? mendax, quia negat, se scire quod ipse tamen fecerat: impium, quia negat Deo, quasi eum latere posset quod ipse fecerat. Corpus enim Abel a se occisi aliquo loco abstruserat, vel terra contexerat, idque Dei notitiam fugere posse putaverat. Cur igitur non huic confestim accidit, quod illi Ananiae, cui cum Petrus dixisset: Non es mentitus hominibus, sed Deo, continuo cecidit exanimatus? Sed Deus, quae est eius clementia, vitae Cain ad tempus pepercit. Illud quoque: Numquid custos fratris mei sum ego? tanquam indignabundus locutus irreverentiam & impietatem suam erga Deum declaravit. Quanta vero inhumanitas & feritas est, omnem fraterni amoris affectum exuisse & abiecisse? an aequum non erat, ut maior natu frater, minoris tutelam & custodiam gereret? Sed dissimulanti crimen instat Deus, Quid, inquit, fecisti? ne inquit, nega: scelus mihi notissimum est. Sed quomodo tam immane scelus animo concipere & patrare ausus es? Quid fecisti? necdum agnoscis immanitatem tui criminis? recognosce & perpende quid egeris, ut tanti sceleris recognitione, ad confessionem & poenitentiam eius venias, quo veniam & indulgentiam a me possis impetrare.
...inhuman and savage. 'I know not: am I my brother's keeper?' — lying, because he denies that he knows what he himself nevertheless had done; impious, because he denies it to God, as if what he himself had done could be hidden from him. For he had hidden the body of Abel, killed by himself, in some place, or covered it with earth, and had thought that this could escape God's notice. Why, therefore, did there not happen to him at once what [happened] to that Ananias, to whom, when Peter had said, 'You have not lied to men, but to God,' immediately fell down lifeless? But God, such is his clemency, spared Cain's life for a time. That too — 'Am I my brother's keeper?' — spoken as if indignant, declared his irreverence and impiety toward God. But how great the inhumanity and savagery, to have put off and cast away all affection of fraternal love? Was it not equitable that the elder-born brother should exercise the guardianship and care of the younger? But God presses the one dissimulating the crime: 'What,' he says, 'have you done?' Do not deny, he says: the crime is most known to me. But how did you dare to conceive in mind and perpetrate so monstrous a crime? What have you done? Do you not yet acknowledge the enormity of your crime? Recognize and weigh what you have done, that by the recognition of so great a crime you may come to confession and penitence of it, whereby you may be able to obtain pardon and indulgence from me.5



Quo autem Dominus omnem dissimulationem Cain retegeret, omnemque tergiversationem praecideret, indicat ei scelus fratricidii. Vox, inquit, sanguinis fratris tui clamat ad me de terra, quasi dicat, Non opus est testibus, non tua confessione: ipse sanguis, quem crudeliter fudisti, scelus tuum prodit, testatur, summoque clamore a me vindictam tui flagitat. Hebraice est numero plurali [קול דמי, Kol demé] Vox sanguinum: vel ad declarandam copiam effusi sanguinis, vel quod propter multa vulnera quae Cain inflixerat, multifariam ex corpore Abel sanguis fusus fuerat, vel quia occisus fuerat Abel priusquam prolem ullam generaret, quapropter eo interfecto, omnes eius posteri, qui procreari ex eo potuissent, quodammodo simul cum eo interfecti fuerunt.
But that the Lord might uncover all Cain's dissimulation, and cut off all tergiversation, he indicates to him the crime of fratricide: 'The voice,' he says, 'of your brother's blood cries to me from the earth' — as if he said, There is no need of witnesses, nor of your confession: the very blood which you cruelly shed betrays your crime, testifies, and with the loudest cry demands from me vengeance for you. In Hebrew it is in the plural number, [קול דמי, Kol demé] 'The voice of the bloods': either to declare the abundance of the shed blood; or because, on account of the many wounds which Cain had inflicted, the blood had been shed from Abel's body in many ways; or because Abel had been killed before he generated any offspring, wherefore, he being killed, all his posterity, who could have been procreated from him, were in a certain manner killed together with him.6



Legimus porro in sacris litteris, quatuor esse genera peccatorum, quae praeter cetera clamant ad Deum, id est, magnam & celerem eius vindictam deposcunt. Unum est peccatum homicidii, de quo dixit Deus hoc loco: Vox sanguinis fratris tui clamat ad me de terra. Alterum est peccatum & nefandum & contra naturam, de quo, c. 18. huius libri dixit Deus: Clamor Sodomorum & Gomorrhaeorum multiplicatus est, & peccatum eorum aggravatum est nimis. Descendam, & videbo utrum clamorem, qui venit ad me, opere compleverint. Tertium peccatum est oppressio infirmorum, unde in lib. Exod. c.3. Clamor, inquit, filiorum Israel venit ad me, vidique afflictionem eorum, qua ab Aegyptiis opprimuntur. Quartum, est retentio mercedis operariorum, de qua B. Iacobus, cap. 5. suae Epistolae sic habet: Ecce merces operariorum, qui messuerunt regiones vestras, quae fraudata est a vobis, clamat: & clamor eorum in aures Domini Sabaoth introivit. Ergo sanguis Abel clamabat ad Deum, scilicet vindictam postulans: quemadmodum animas sanctorum Martyrum, quae...
We read, moreover, in the sacred writings, that there are four kinds of sins which, beyond the rest, cry to God — that is, demand his great and swift vengeance. One is the sin of homicide, of which God said in this place: 'The voice of your brother's blood cries to me from the earth.' Another is the unspeakable sin against nature, of which, in ch. 18 of this book, God said: 'The cry of the Sodomites and Gomorrhaeans is multiplied, and their sin is exceedingly aggravated. I will go down, and see whether they have completed in deed the cry which has come to me.' The third sin is the oppression of the weak, whence in the book of Exodus, ch. 3, [God] says: 'The cry of the sons of Israel has come to me, and I have seen their affliction, by which they are oppressed by the Egyptians.' The fourth is the withholding of the wage of workers, of which blessed James, ch. 5 of his Epistle, has thus: 'Behold, the wage of the workers who reaped your regions, which has been defrauded by you, cries out: and the cry of them has entered into the ears of the Lord of Sabaoth.' Therefore the blood of Abel cried to God, namely demanding vengeance — just as the souls of the holy Martyrs, which...7



quae in coelis sunt, audivit Ioannes, ut scribit ipse in Apocalyp. cap. 6. clamantes voce magna, & dicentes: Usquequo Domine (sanctus & verus) non iudicas, & non vindicas sanguinem nostrum de iis qui habitant in terra? Quoniam autem sanguis Christi fusus a Iudaeis, clamabat apud Deum non vindictam, sed misericordiam & indulgentiam, idcirco Paulus ad Hebr. 12. scripsit: sanguinem Christi melius loqui apud Deum, quam sanguinem Abel.
...which are in heaven, John heard, as he himself writes in the Apocalypse, ch. 6, crying with a loud voice, and saying: 'How long, O Lord (holy and true), do you not judge, and not avenge our blood on those who dwell on the earth?' But because the blood of Christ, shed by the Jews, cried to God not for vengeance, but for mercy and indulgence, therefore Paul, to the Hebrews ch. 12, wrote: that the blood of Christ speaks better to God than the blood of Abel.8



Translator’s notes
	New lemma (repeated): Genesis 4:9-10 (marginal 'VERS. 9. & 10.'). ↩
	Cajetan: this dialogue (Gen 4:9-10) was made in a 'sensible form' (from the many exchanges and the sensible sign); whereas the earlier 'Quare iratus es?' was an interior/spiritual locution (God reproving through the accusation of synderesis). God begins the inquiry 'from the place' ('Where is Abel?') so Cain recognizes his crime is detected; and to teach judges to summon the accused before judging, without contumely. Marginal glosses: 'Caietanus'; 'Indices ex hoc Dei facto quid dicere debeant.' ↩
	Ambrose (De Cain et Abel 2.9): God interrogates Cain to lead him to confession and penitence — 'confession is an abridgment of punishments' (deniers are racked; the confessor moves the judge to mercy). God wishes to provoke penitence and to show that he is not the author of malice, nor do men sin by necessity — against the Gentiles' fate-excuse (what is from us has no excuse); how much graver to blame God, the author not of the crime but of innocence. Marginal glosses: 'Praeclarum Ambrosii dictum, de voluntaria confessione peccatorum'; 'Deus non est auctor mali'; 'nec necessitate coacti homines peccant.' ↩
	Pererius turns to weigh Cain's answer ('I know not: am I my brother's keeper?') — lying, impious, inhuman. Catchword: 'inhuma' (inhumanum; continues on the next page). ↩
	Pererius weighs Cain's answer: LYING (denies knowing what he did), IMPIOUS (denies it to God, as if the hidden corpse could escape him — cf. Ananias, Acts 5:4, who fell dead; but God spared Cain for a time), IRREVERENT and INHUMAN ('am I my brother's keeper?' — casting off fraternal love; the elder should have guarded the younger). God presses 'Quid fecisti?' not to learn but to lead Cain to acknowledge, confess, and repent his crime, that he might obtain pardon. Running head '735' (the running header misprints 'LIB. VI.' for LIB. VII); true printed page 745. ↩
	God cuts off Cain's evasion by naming the crime: 'The voice of your brother's blood cries to me from the earth' (Gen 4:10) — no need of witnesses; the shed blood itself demands vengeance. HEBREW GLYPH verified by magnification: קול דמי (Kol demé = qol deme, 'the voice of the bloods of' — קול 'voice' + דמי, the plural construct of דם 'blood'); so the Hebrew has the plural 'bloods,' which signifies either the abundance of shed blood, or the many wounds Cain inflicted, or that Abel was killed before begetting offspring (so his whole potential posterity was killed with him). Marginal note reflects the plural. ↩
	The FOUR kinds of sins that 'cry to God' for swift vengeance: (1) homicide (Gen 4:10, Abel's blood); (2) the unspeakable sin against nature (Sodom, Gen 18:20-21); (3) oppression of the weak (Exod 3:9, Israel's cry in Egypt); (4) withholding workers' wages (James 5:4, 'the cry has entered the ears of the Lord of Sabaoth'). So Abel's blood cried for vengeance, like the souls of the martyrs [under the altar, Rev 6:9-10]. Marginal gloss: 'Quatuor genera peccatorum, quae clamant ad Deum.' Page footer signature 'BBBB'; catchword 'quae' (continues on the next page). ↩
	Continues the martyrs'-souls comparison (Rev 6:9-10, 'How long, O Lord... do you not avenge our blood?'): Abel's blood cried for vengeance, but Christ's blood, shed by the Jews, cried for mercy — so Paul says Christ's blood 'speaks better than Abel' (Heb 12:24). Verso running head 'COMMENTARIORVM,' number '736'; true printed page 746. ↩




Verses 11 and 12. Now therefore you shall be cursed upon the earth, which has opened its mouth and received the blood of your brother from your hand. When you have …

LatineEnglish


Verses 11 and 12. Now therefore you shall be cursed upon the earth, which has opened its mouth and received the blood of your brother from your hand. When you have tilled it, it shall not give you its fruits: a wanderer and a fugitive you shall be upon the earth.1
VERS. 11. & 12. Nunc igitur maledictus eris super terram, quae aperuit os suum, & suscepit sanguinem fratris tui de manu tua. Cum operatus fueris eam, non dabit tibi fructus suos: vagus & profugus eris super terram.



TRIA mala his verbis pronunciat Deus eventura Cain propter eius fratricidium. Unum est, fore eum maledictum super terram. Alterum est, eius laborem in colendo terram fore irritum & infructuosum. Tertium est, vagum & profugum deinceps vitam acturum. Illud Maledictus eris super terram, vel ut est Hebraice [מן האדמה] min hadamah, Et terra, significat eum quoad viveret in terris, maledictum iri ab hominibus, qui super terram habitant. Non enim tantum, qui tempore Cain vixerunt, verum etiam qui omnibus post saeculis futuri erant, maledicturi erant Cain propter execrandum fratricidii scelus, eumque ut monstrum & pestem humani generis abominaturi. In eo praeterea infortunatus erat futurus Cain, quod multum laborans in colendo terram, exiguum tamen, aut, nullum percepturus erat fructum. Incidebat enim in terram sterilem, aut si terra fruges tulerat, eas tamen vel locusta aliudve animal, vel adversa coeli tempestas perdebat. Quanquam pro eo quod nos legimus, Non dabit tibi fructus suos. Hebraice ad verbum est: [לא תסף תתה כחה לך] lo thoseph theth, cochah lac. Non dabit tibi robur, seu vires suas, id est, fructum, qui ex vi & facultate terrae nascitur. Vel, non dabit fructum iuxta vires suas, id est, non tantum quantum ipsa ferre posset, Deo scilicet vim foecunditatis eius cohibente ac reprimente in poenam Cain. Denique illud Vagus & profugus, significat infelicissimam eius vitam in posterum futuram, quippe qui nullum certum habiturus esset domicilium, sed huc illuc pererrans semper, ac profugus, detestabiliorem morte vitam esset acturus. Pro illa voce Vagus Hebraea vox [נע] na, significat commotum, nutantem, ac trementem, ut sit sensus: Tu animo pariter, atque corpore commotus, & semper quasi nutabundus ac tremebundus vives, fugiens hominum conspectum & iudicium, scelus tuum execrantium, extremoque supplicio dignissimum iudicantium.
THREE evils by these words God pronounces will befall Cain on account of his fratricide. One is, that he will be cursed upon the earth. Another is, that his labor in tilling the earth will be vain and unfruitful. The third is, that he will thenceforth lead the life of a wanderer and fugitive. That 'You shall be cursed upon the earth' — or as it is in Hebrew, [מן האדמה] 'min hadamah,' 'And [from] the earth' — signifies that, as long as he lived on earth, he would be cursed by the men who dwell upon the earth. For not only those who lived in Cain's time, but also those who would be in all after ages, were going to curse Cain on account of the execrable crime of fratricide, and to abominate him as a monster and plague of the human race. In this too Cain was going to be unfortunate, that, laboring much in tilling the earth, he would yet reap little or no fruit. For he fell upon barren ground; or if the ground bore crops, yet a locust or some other animal, or an adverse storm of the sky, destroyed them. Although for what we read, 'It shall not give you its fruits,' in Hebrew word for word it is: [לא תסף תתה כחה לך] 'lo thoseph theth, cochah lac,' 'It shall not give you its strength, or its powers' — that is, the fruit which is born from the force and faculty of the earth. Or, 'it shall not give fruit according to its powers,' that is, not as much as it could itself bear, God namely restraining and repressing the force of its fecundity as a punishment to Cain. Finally, that 'A wanderer and a fugitive,' signifies his most unhappy life to come hereafter, since he would have no fixed dwelling, but ever wandering here and there, and a fugitive, would lead a life more detestable than death. For that word 'Wanderer,' the Hebrew word [נע] 'na' signifies moved, wavering, and trembling — so that the sense is: You shall live, moved in mind and body alike, and always as if wavering and trembling, fleeing the sight and judgment of men, who execrate your crime and judge you most worthy of the extreme punishment.2



VIDETUR igitur triplex malum praedici Cain, unum in anima cum dicitur: Maledictus eris super terram: alterum in rebus externis, cum dicitur: Terra non dabit tibi fructum suum: tertium in corpore, cum dicitur:
There seems, therefore, a threefold evil to be foretold to Cain: one in the soul, when it is said, 'You shall be cursed upon the earth'; another in external things, when it is said, 'The earth shall not give you its fruit'; the third in the body, when it is said:3



tur: Vagus, & profugus eris. Et Adamo quidem dixerat Deus, Maledicta terra in opere tuo: Caino autem dixit: Maledictus tu super terram, quod multo gravius est quam illud. Nimirum similiter dixit serpenti: Maledictus es inter omnia animantia & bestias terrae. Sicut enim serpens, id est, diabolus, invidia & odio hominis eum perdiderat, ita Cain primus diaboli minister, invidia & odio fratris eum interemerat. Et illa quidem maledictio Adami ad universum genus hominum pertinebat, eiusque maledictionis multi, etiam boni & sancti, futuri erant participes. Quocirca non est dictum Adamo, Maledictus eris tu, sed Maledicta terra in opere tuo. at Cain ipse maledicitur, sicut & supra diabolus. Eadem enim manet sententia diabolum & membra eius: dicturus enim est Dominus in die iudicii, Ite maledicti in ignem aeternum, qui paratus est diabolo & Angelis eius. Hoc ergo discrimen est inter bonos & improbos: illis, si qua maledictio contingit, ea prorsus extra animum est, his vero maledictio accidit secundum animam, non tantum secundum corpus & externa bona.
...[when it is said]: 'A wanderer and fugitive you shall be.' And to Adam indeed God had said, 'Cursed is the earth in your work'; but to Cain he said, 'Cursed are you upon the earth' — which is much graver than that. Doubtless he said similarly to the serpent, 'Cursed are you among all living things and beasts of the earth.' For just as the serpent, that is, the devil, had destroyed man by envy and hatred, so Cain, the first minister of the devil, had slain his brother by envy and hatred. And that curse of Adam pertained to the whole human race, and of that curse many, even the good and holy, would be partakers. Wherefore it was not said to Adam, 'Cursed shall you be,' but 'Cursed is the earth in your work'; but Cain himself is cursed, as was the devil above too. For the same sentence remains for the devil and his members: for the Lord is going to say on the day of judgment, 'Go, you cursed, into the eternal fire, which is prepared for the devil and his angels.' This, then, is the difference between the good and the wicked: for the former, if any curse befalls, it is wholly outside the soul; but for the latter, the curse touches the soul, not only the body and external goods.4



CAETERUM quoniam Abel occisus a fratre Cain, illustris figura fuit Christi domini a Iudaeis occisi, & maledicta, quae acciderunt Cain, praesignificabant mala, quae Iudaeis eventura erant: quemadmodum hanc figuram secundum allegoricam interpretationem declaret Rupertus, apte scilicet pie, ac luculenter, commemorandum est hoc loco. Ille igitur in lib. 3. Commentar. in Genes. cap. 6. supradicta omnia verba, quae Deus dixit Cain pertractans, & ad Christi necem factam a Iudaeis, atque ad calamitates quae propter eam caedem Iudaeis contigerunt perbelle accommodans, ad hunc modum scribit: Et illius, de quo haec historia texitur, stultitia simul & procacitas, quantam nemo verbis consequi valeat, denotatur: dignaque poena scelus fratricidia percutitur; & praeter mysterium, quod nunc palam omni mundo factum est, ex Iudaeis interfectoribus Christi praesignatur. Nam re vera quod dixit tunc uni perdito Cain, Vox sanguinis fratris tui clamat ad me de terra, nunc illi populo recte dici, est nemo qui nesciat. Quae est enim terra, de qua non figurata, sed propria locutione recte dicatur, quod aperuit os suum, & susceperit de manibus Iudaeorum sanguinem fratris eorum? Nempe ipsa est Sancta Christi Ecclesia, terra utique bona, terra fructifera, quae iuxta Apostolum saepe venientem super se bibens imbrem, germinat herbam oportunam illis, a quibus colitur, & proinde accipit benedictionem a Deo: sicut e contrario terra proferens tribulos, & spinas; reproba est & maledicto proxima, cuius consummatio est in combustionem. Haec terra cum sit rationalis, tanto praestantior est terra inanimata & insensibili: quanto sanguis huius Abel, quem suscepit, aperiens os suum in voce exsultationis & confessionis melius clamat quam sanguis illius Abel clamare potuerit: sicut Apostolus idem qui supra dicit: Sed accessistis, inquit, ad novi testamenti mediatorem Iesum, & sanguinis aspersionem multo melius clamantem quam Abel. Nam ille sanguis clamando unius tantum hominis, nefarium scelus accusabat, & si (quod verum est) aliud futurum annunciabat, soli Deo adhuc odibilis vel intelligibilis erat: hic autem ex ore terrae fidelis quales nos
MOREOVER, since Abel, killed by his brother Cain, was an illustrious figure of Christ the Lord killed by the Jews, and the curses which befell Cain prefigured the evils which were to befall the Jews — how Rupert sets forth this figure according to the allegorical interpretation, aptly indeed, piously, and lucidly, must be recalled in this place. He, therefore, in book 3 of the Commentary on Genesis, ch. 6, treating all the aforesaid words which God said to Cain, and applying them most fittingly to Christ's death wrought by the Jews, and to the calamities which befell the Jews on account of that murder, writes thus: 'And of him, of whom this history is woven, both the folly and the insolence, as great as no one could attain in words, is denoted; and by a worthy punishment the crime of fratricide is struck; and beyond the mystery which has now been made plain to all the world, it is prefigured in the Jews the killers of Christ. For truly, what he said then to the one lost Cain, "The voice of your brother's blood cries to me from the earth," is now rightly said of that people, there is no one who does not know. For what earth is there of which, not in figurative but in proper speech, it may rightly be said, that it opened its mouth and received from the hands of the Jews the blood of their brother? Surely it is the holy Church of Christ, an earth truly good, a fruitful earth, which, according to the Apostle, often drinking the rain that comes upon it, germinates herb useful to those by whom it is tilled, and thereupon receives blessing from God; just as, on the contrary, an earth bringing forth thistles and thorns is reprobate and near to cursing, whose end is unto burning. This earth, since it is rational, is so much more excellent than an inanimate and insensible earth, as the blood of this Abel [Christ], which it received, opening its mouth in a voice of exultation and confession, cries better than the blood of that Abel could cry: as the same Apostle who [was quoted] above says: "But you have come to Jesus the mediator of the new testament, and to the sprinkling of blood that speaks much better than Abel." For that blood, crying [for] only one man, accused a nefarious crime, and (which is true) announced something to come, yet was still hateful or intelligible to God alone; but this [blood], from the mouth of the faithful earth such as we...'5



sumus nos pro omni mundo interpellat, & universorum peccata excusat, ipsis quoque qui fuderunt illum ad paenitentiam invitat, impaenitentibus futurum iudicium palam annunciat. Super hanc, maledicto subiectus, vagus, & profugus est iste Cain, molestius quam fuit ille super terram, in qua civitatem quoque primus aedificavit, quam & vocavit ex nomine primogeniti sui Henoch: sed nec illud secundum litteram satis aperte constat, quod terra operanti illi non dederit fructus suos, sed spinas & tribulos germinaverit illi. De isto autem satis notum est, quia cum Ecclesiam Patriarcharum & Prophetarum se putet operari, legem eandem lectitando, & easdem ceremonias observando, quas & illi, non dat fructus suos, id est, utilitatem, quam imperfectam licet ante passionem dominicam conferebat, nulli conferre potest, sed e contrario spinas & tribulos germinat, dum non modo non iustificatur quis, verum etiam suam exinde damnationem accumulat.
...are, intercedes for the whole world, and excuses the sins of all, invites even those who shed it to penitence, openly announces the coming judgment to the impenitent. Upon this [earth], subject to the curse, this Cain is a wanderer and fugitive, more grievously than that [Cain] was upon the earth — on which he also first built a city, which he named after his firstborn Henoch: but neither is that clear according to the letter, that the earth did not give its fruits to him tilling it, but germinated thorns and thistles for him. But about this [Cain, the Jewish people] it is well enough known that, though it thinks it cultivates the Church of the Patriarchs and Prophets, by reading the same law and observing the same ceremonies as they, it does not give its fruits — that is, the usefulness which, imperfect though it was, it conferred before the Lord's passion, it can now confer on none, but on the contrary germinates thorns and thistles, since not only is no one justified, but he thereby accumulates his own damnation.6



PORRO quod vagus & profugus sit super hanc terram, id est, propter Christi Ecclesiam, manifestum est, impleto quod de illo populo loquens ipse: Et cadent, inquit, in ore gladii, & captivi ducentur in omnes gentes. Hoc, inquam, super terram, id est, propter Christi Ecclesiam factum est. Nam & ipse sanguis hoc, ut fieret, flagitabat in psalmo, ubi cum dixisset, Deus ostendit mihi super inimicos meos: Ne occidas eos, ne quando obliviscantur populi mei. Sed quid? Disperge ait, illos in virtute tua. Igitur ut hoc ipsum proficeret ad augendam memoriam, vel notitiam ruinae in populis, vagum & profugum hunc populum ipse Christus esse voluit, quia videlicet & eorum sparsa captivitas, & captiva cum eis ipsorum Scriptura perhibent testimonium, quod hic frater ipsorum quem occiderent iustus erat, & nihil horum quae praedicamus, fides Christiana confinxit. Itaque littera quoque de hoc negotio manifeste agit, nec minus evidenter istum, quam illum percutit Cain, quia nec ita vagus aut profugus fuit ille super terram, ut propriam civitatem non haberet: nec ita operanti fructus suos terra dare recusavit, vel spinas & tribulos adeo germinavit illi, ut sumptus ad aedificandam civitatem non inveniret. Hactenus Rupertus.
MOREOVER, that it [the Jewish people] is a wanderer and fugitive upon this earth — that is, on account of Christ's Church — is manifest, that being fulfilled which, speaking of that people, [Christ] himself [said]: 'And they shall fall by the edge of the sword, and be led captive into all nations.' This, I say, was done 'upon the earth,' that is, on account of Christ's Church. For the blood itself demanded that this be done, in the psalm, where, when it had said, 'God has shown me over my enemies: Slay them not, lest at any time my people forget,' — but what? 'Scatter them,' it says, 'in your strength.' Therefore, that this itself might avail to increase the memory, or knowledge, of the ruin among the peoples, Christ himself willed this people to be a wanderer and fugitive; because, namely, both their scattered captivity, and their captive Scripture with them, bear witness that this their brother whom they killed was just, and that the Christian faith invented none of these things which we preach. And so the letter too treats this matter manifestly, and strikes this [Cain, the Jew] no less evidently than that [Cain]; because that one was not so much a wanderer or fugitive upon the earth as not to have his own city, nor did the earth so refuse to give its fruits to him tilling it, or so germinate thorns and thistles for him, that he found no means to build a city. Thus far Rupert.7



Translator’s notes
	New lemma: Genesis 4:11-12 (marginal 'VERS. 11. & 12.'), God's sentence on Cain. ↩
	The THREE evils God pronounces on Cain for the fratricide: (1) cursed upon the earth; (2) his tilling to be vain and unfruitful; (3) a wandering, fugitive life. GLYPH 1 (Gen 4:11) verified: מן האדמה (min ha-adamah, 'from the ground'; translit. 'min hadamah') — cursed by all men on earth, in Cain's time and all after ages, as a monster of the race. GLYPH 2 (Gen 4:12) verified: לא תסף תתה כחה לך (lo toseph teth kochah lach, 'it shall not again give its strength to you'; translit. 'lo thoseph theth, cochah lac') — the earth withholding its full vigor/fruit by God's restraint. GLYPH 3 (Gen 4:12) verified: נע (na, 'wanderer') = moved, wavering, trembling — Cain to live restless in mind and body, fleeing men's judgment. ↩
	Pererius summarizes the threefold evil predicted for Cain — in soul ('cursed upon the earth'), in external things ('the earth shall not give its fruit'), in body ('[a wanderer and fugitive]'). Marginal gloss: 'Triplex malum praedictum & inflictum Caino.' Catchword 'tur' (continues on the next page). ↩
	Cain's curse ('Cursed are you upon the earth') is far graver than Adam's ('Cursed is the earth in your work') — like the serpent's/devil's curse, since Cain, the devil's first minister, killed by envy and hatred. Adam's curse touched the whole race (even the holy), so it was laid on 'the earth,' not on Adam personally; but Cain is cursed personally, like the devil ('Go, you cursed, into eternal fire,' Matt 25:41). For the good, a curse stays outside the soul; for the wicked, it touches the soul. Marginal gloss: 'Cur Cain eadem maledictione qua diabolus maledicitur.' Odd-side running head 'IN GENESIM, LIB. VII.' number '737'; true printed page 747. ↩
	Pererius introduces RUPERT's allegory (Comm. in Gen. bk 3, ch. 6): Abel slain by Cain prefigures Christ slain by the Jews, and Cain's curses prefigure the Jews' calamities. Rupert: 'Vox sanguinis fratris tui clamat' is now rightly said of that people; the earth that received the brother's blood from the Jews' hands is Christ's Church — a good, fruitful earth (Heb 6:7-8: drinking rain it bears useful herb → blessed; bearing thorns → reprobate, near cursing, its end burning). This rational earth is nobler than inanimate earth, as Christ's blood ('this Abel') cries better than Abel's (Heb 12:24, 'the sprinkling of blood that speaks better than Abel'): Abel's blood, of one man, accused a crime and foretold something, hateful to God alone; Christ's blood, from the faithful earth... Marginal glosses: 'Heb. 6.'; 'Heb. 12.'; 'Huius historia de caede Abel, & malis quae propter eam Cain acciderunt, allegorica interpretatio, & accommodatio ad Christi necem, eiusque auctores Iudaeos secundum Rupertum.' Page footer signature 'BBBB 2'; catchword 'sumus'. ↩
	Rupert's allegory continues: Christ's blood (the faithful earth/Church) intercedes for the world, invites even its shedders to penitence, warns the impenitent. This Cain (the Jewish people) is a wanderer on 'this earth' (Christ's Church) more grievously than the literal Cain — who at least built a city (named Henoch) and whose curse of barren ground is not even clear literally. The Jewish people, cultivating the old Church by law and ceremonies, now yields no fruit but thorns: no one is justified, and each accumulates his own damnation. Verso running head 'COMMENTARIORVM' number '738'; true printed page 748. ↩
	Rupert: the Jewish people's wandering fulfills Christ's word (Luke 21:24, 'they shall fall by the edge of the sword and be led captive into all nations'). The blood demanded it in the psalm (Ps 58/59:11-12): 'Slay them not, lest my people forget; scatter them in your strength' — so their scattered captivity and their captive Scripture bear witness that the brother (Christ) they killed was just, and that Christians invented nothing. The letter strikes this Cain no less than the literal one, who at least kept a city and building-means. 'Thus far Rupert.' Marginal glosses: 'Luca. 21.'; 'Psalm. 58.' ↩




Verses 13 and 14. And Cain said to the Lord: My iniquity is greater than that I may deserve pardon. Behold, you cast me out today from the face of the earth, and from …

LatineEnglish


Verses 13 and 14. And Cain said to the Lord: My iniquity is greater than that I may deserve pardon. Behold, you cast me out today from the face of the earth, and from your face I shall be hidden, and I shall be a wanderer and fugitive upon the earth: everyone therefore who finds me shall kill me.1
VERS. 13. & 14. Dixitque Cain ad Dominum: Maior est iniquitas mea, quam ut veniam merear. Ecce eiicis me hodie a facie terrae, & a facie tua abscondar, & ero vagus & profugus in terra: Omnis igitur qui invenerit me, occidet me.



HAEC VERBA dixit Cain perculsus, atque perterritus iis malis, quae ipsi eventura praedixerat Deus. Horum autem verborum Cain, triplex est lectio & interpretatio. Prima est Hebraeorum, qui verba haec legunt per interrogationem in hanc sententiam: Nunquid est maior iniquitas mea quam ut veniam merear? Et sunt verba Cain conquerentis de poena, qua Deus peccatum eius plectebat, quasi esset supra meritum peccati. Non tam immane fuit, inquit, scelus meum, ut non facile a te
THESE WORDS Cain said, struck and terrified by those evils which God had foretold would befall him. Of these words of Cain there is a threefold reading and interpretation. The first is that of the Hebrews, who read these words as a question, in this sense: 'Is my iniquity greater than that I may deserve pardon?' And they are the words of Cain complaining of the punishment with which God struck his sin, as if it were beyond the desert of the sin. 'My crime,' he says, 'was not so monstrous that pardon could not easily [be obtained] from you...'2



a te veniam mereri & impetrare possem. Immerito igitur tam severe ac dure peccatum meum punis.
...I could merit and obtain pardon from you. Undeservedly, therefore, do you punish my sin so severely and harshly.3



ALTERA interpretatio ducitur ex proprietate lectionis Hebraicae, quae ad verbum sic habet [גדול עוני מנשא] gadol Enoni minscho. Magna est iniquitas mea a portare, seu a levare, id est, maior est, quam ut eam viribus sustinere ac perferre possim. Pro Latina voce Iniquitas, Hebraice est [עון] Havon, proprie significans curvitatem. Incedit autem quis curvus, vel ob sensum & dolorem sceleris a se commissi: qualis incedebat David, qui de se dixit, Psalm. 37. Miser factus sum & curvatus sum usque in finem, tota die contristatus ingrediebar. Sed pulchre Baruch incessum & habitum hominis vehementer dolentis peccatum suum expressit, ca. 2 illis verbis: Anima quae tristis est super magnitudinem mali, & incedit curva & infirma, & oculi deficientes, & anima esuriens dat tibi gloriam & iustitiam Domino. Vel incedit aliquis curvus propter acerbum sensum non tam culpae, quam poenae: sicut rex Achab, ut scriptum est in 3. lib. Reg. cap. 21. tremefactus divinis comminationibus sibi per Eliam denunciatis, scidit vestimenta sua, & operuit cilicio carnem suam, ieiunavitque & dormivit in sacco: & humiliatus coram Domino ambulavit demisso capite. Hoc igitur loco, qui religiose student ex Hebraeo convertere & interpretari Sacras litteras, censent vocabulum [עון] Havon, significare non tam culpam quam poenam: quapropter Pagninus sic vertit hunc locum: Maior est punitio mea quam ut feram. Est igitur sensus: Maior est iniquitas mea, id est, iniquitatis meae punitio, quam ut possim eam vivus ferre. Iuvat hanc interpretationem, tum quae proxime antecesserunt de malis Caino praenunciatis, tum quae proxime subiungit ipse Cain. Ecce, inquit, eiicis me hodie a facie terrae, & a facie tua abscondar, & ero vagus & profugus in terra, omnis igitur qui invenerit me, occidet me.
The SECOND interpretation is drawn from the proper sense of the Hebrew reading, which word for word has thus: [גדול עוני מנשא] 'gadol Enoni minscho' — 'Great is my iniquity to bear, or to lift up' — that is, it is greater than that I could sustain and endure it by my strength. For the Latin word 'Iniquity,' in Hebrew it is [עון] 'Havon,' properly signifying curvature. Now one walks bent either from the sense and grief of a crime committed by himself — as David walked, who said of himself, Psalm 37, 'I am made wretched and am bent down to the end, all the day I went about mourning.' But Baruch beautifully expressed the gait and bearing of a man vehemently grieving his sin, in ch. 2, in those words: 'The soul that is sad for the greatness of the evil, and walks bent and infirm, and the failing eyes, and the hungry soul, give you glory and justice, O Lord.' Or one walks bent on account of the bitter sense not so much of guilt as of punishment: as king Ahab, as it is written in the third book of Kings, ch. 21, terrified by the divine threats denounced to him through Elijah, tore his garments, and covered his flesh with sackcloth, and fasted and slept in sack, and, humbled before the Lord, walked with lowered head. In this place, therefore, those who religiously strive to translate and interpret the Sacred writings from the Hebrew judge that the word [עון] 'Havon' signifies not so much guilt as punishment: wherefore Pagninus renders this place thus: 'My punishment is greater than that I may bear it.' The sense, therefore, is: 'My iniquity is greater' — that is, the punishment of my iniquity is greater — than that I could bear it alive. This interpretation is favored both by what immediately preceded concerning the evils foretold to Cain, and by what Cain immediately subjoins: 'Behold,' he says, 'you cast me out today from the face of the earth, and from your face I shall be hidden, and I shall be a wanderer and fugitive upon the earth; everyone therefore who finds me shall kill me.'4



TERTIA interpretatio est congruens cum translatione LXX. interpretum, quae Latine hoc sonat, Maius delictum meum, quam ut remittatur mihi. Quam lectionem haud dubie secutus Latinus interpres, sic vertit: Maior est iniquitas mea, quam ut veniam merear. Hanc lectionem secuti omnes Patres Graeci & Latini, verba haec Cain fere interpretati sunt verba fuisse hominis plane desperantis de misericordia & venia Dei, putantisque peccatum suum esse prorsus irremissibile: quod maius fratricidio scelus fuit, nam illud fuit adversus proximum: hoc autem directe contra infinitam Dei misericordiam & clementiam, quae, ut inquit Scriptura, praestabilis est super malitiam. CAIETANUS non prorsus assentitur huic de Caini desperatione omnium pene consensu firmatae interpretationi probataeque sententiae. Explanans enim hunc locum, Quo, inquit, affectu Cain dixerit, scriptum non est: quisque interpretetur prout suggerit ei Spiritus sanctus, contextus tamen nihil aliud porrigit, quam ut Cain agnoscens gravitatem peccati sui ex ipsa gravitate peccati dubitaverit licitum fore cuilibet ipsum occidere, ad hoc enim tendunt, quae subiungit: Ecce eiicis me, &c. videtur
The THIRD interpretation agrees with the translation of the Seventy interpreters, which in Latin sounds thus: 'My offense is greater than that it should be remitted to me.' Which reading the Latin translator, doubtless following it, rendered thus: 'My iniquity is greater than that I may deserve pardon.' Following this reading, all the Fathers, Greek and Latin, interpreted these words of Cain as having been almost the words of a man plainly despairing of God's mercy and pardon, and thinking his sin utterly irremissible: which was a greater crime than the fratricide, for that was against a neighbor, but this directly against God's infinite mercy and clemency, which, as Scripture says, is prevailing above malice. CAJETAN does not entirely assent to this interpretation and approved opinion about Cain's despair, confirmed by the consensus of almost all. For, explaining this place, he says: 'With what affect Cain said [it], is not written: let each interpret as the Holy Spirit suggests to him; the context, however, offers nothing else than that Cain, recognizing the gravity of his sin, from that very gravity of the sin doubted whether it would be lawful for anyone to kill him — for to this tend the words he subjoins: "Behold, you cast me out," etc.' It seems...5



igitur Caietanus (quantum ex verbis eius licet coniicere) ad secundam interpretationem huius loci magis quam ad tertiam fuisse propensior.
It seems, therefore, that Cajetan (as far as one may conjecture from his words) was more inclined to the second interpretation of this place than to the third.6



S. CHRYSOSTOMUS homil. 19. in Genesim tantum abest, ut putet hanc orationem Caini fuisse desperationem divinae veniae, ut contra affirmet fuisse plenam & absolutam sceleris ab ipso commissi confessionem, sed propterea tamen non fuisse ei utilem, quod intempestiva nimisque sera fuerit, qualis erit in hominibus damnatis tartareo supplicio post diem iudicii peccatorum confessio & poenitentia, quae describitur in lib. Sap. cap. 5. Si autem Cain ea confessione usus fuisset in tempore, tunc scilicet cum Deus interrogans eum de fratre Abel, voluit eum ad confessionem patrati sceleris & poenitentiam adducere, proculdubio veniam a Deo impetrasset. Verum haud scio, an haec Chrysostomi interpretatio & sententia sit probanda, tum quod minime congruit cum antecedentibus & consequentibus huius loci: tum quod nulli mortalium, quoad hanc vitam degit, vera peccatorum confessio & poenitentia, sera & inutilis esse potest. Neque enim Deus illis verbis: Nunc igitur maledictus eris super terram, & caeteris quae sequuntur extremam sententiam adversus Cain, aeternae videlicet reprobationis & condemnationis eius pronunciavit, ut post eam confessio Cain irrita fuerit, sicut putavit Chrysostomus, sed praedixit tantum mala, quae ipsi eventura erant. Neque enim supremum Dei iudicium & sententia, reprobationis & condemnationis hominum fertur in hac vita, sed post mortem.
St Chrysostom (homily 19 on Genesis) is so far from thinking this speech of Cain was a despair of divine pardon, that on the contrary he affirms it was a full and absolute confession of the crime committed by him, but that nevertheless it was not useful to him, because it was untimely and too late — such as, in men damned to the tartarean punishment after the day of judgment, will be the confession and penitence of sins, which is described in the book of Wisdom, ch. 5. But if Cain had used that confession in time — namely, when God, interrogating him about his brother Abel, wished to lead him to confession of the perpetrated crime and to penitence — he would doubtless have obtained pardon from God. But I do not know whether this interpretation and opinion of Chrysostom is to be approved: both because it agrees least with the antecedents and consequents of this place; and because to no mortal, while he passes this life, can true confession and penitence of sins be too late and useless. For God did not, by those words 'Now therefore you shall be cursed upon the earth,' and the rest that follow the extreme sentence against Cain, pronounce his eternal reprobation and condemnation, such that after it Cain's confession was void, as Chrysostom thought; but he only foretold the evils which were going to befall him. For neither is the supreme judgment and sentence of God, of the reprobation and condemnation of men, passed in this life, but after death.7



PONAM hic verba Chrysostomi, ut ex his quod diximus plane lector cognoscat, & iudicet. Sic autem scribit: Et dixit Cain, Maius est peccatum meum, quam ut dimittar ego. Ecce absoluta confessio: sic enim confessus est crimen suum, ut omnem excederet diligentiam, sed nihil inde lucri cepit, intempestiva enim confessio fuit: hoc enim facere oportebat tempore congruo quando adhuc impetrari poterat a iudice misericordia. Memores nunc estote, oro, quod ante breve tempus dixi, quod terribili illo die & iudicium illud non poterit depravari, & unusquisque nostrum ob peccata desperabit, videns ante oculos terribilia illa tormenta, & inevitabiles poenas, nullam inde habiturus utilitatem, tempore destitutus. Poenitentia enim priusquam poena inferatur, tempus habet & ineffabilem vim. Proinde obsecro, cum adhuc efficax est mirificum hoc pharmacum, commoda & fructus inde percipiamus: & cum adhuc sumus in praesenti vita, poenitentiae medicamen non aspernemur, scientes liquido, quod nihil tunc nobis paenitudo proderit, cum solutum fuerit spectaculum, & tempus certaminum ablatum. Verum ad institutum redeamus. Oportebat enim tunc Cain cum interrogaretur a Domino: Ubi est Abel frater tuus? confiteri peccatum, & procidere, & orare, & veniam petere. Et tunc quidem medicinam reiecit, nunc autem post sententiam, post finem, post omnia, postquam clara voce accusatus a sanguine in terra iacentis, confitetur, nihilque inde lucrifacit, unde Propheta dicebat: Iustus sui ipsius accusator est in principio sermonis. Et hic quoque si praevenisset Domini reprehensionem, omnino misericordiam
I WILL SET DOWN here the words of Chrysostom, that from them the reader may plainly know and judge what we have said. He writes thus: 'And Cain said, My sin is greater than that I should be dismissed [pardoned]. Behold, an absolute confession: for he so confessed his crime that it exceeded all diligence, but he got no profit from it, for the confession was untimely; for this ought to be done at the fitting time, when mercy could still be obtained from the judge. Be mindful now, I pray, of what I said a short time ago, that on that terrible day, that judgment cannot be corrupted, and each one of us will despair for [his] sins, seeing before his eyes those terrible torments and inevitable punishments, getting no use thence, destitute of time. For penitence, before the punishment is inflicted, has time and ineffable force. Therefore I beseech, while this wonderful medicine is still effective, let us receive the advantages and fruits thence; and while we are still in the present life, let us not spurn the medicine of penitence, knowing clearly that repentance will then profit us nothing, when the spectacle is dissolved and the time of the contests taken away. But let us return to the subject. For Cain ought then, when he was interrogated by the Lord, "Where is Abel your brother?", to have confessed his sin, and fallen down, and prayed, and sought pardon. And then indeed he rejected the medicine; but now, after the sentence, after the end, after everything, after being accused with a clear voice by the blood lying on the ground, he confesses, and gains nothing thereby — whence the Prophet said, "The just man is the accuser of himself in the beginning of his speech." And here too, if he had anticipated the Lord's rebuke, [he would] altogether [have obtained] mercy...'8



cordiam consecutus fuisset, propter immensam Domini benignitatem. Nullum enim peccatum est quantumcumque grave sit, quod illius misericordiam vincat, modo tempore debito poenitentiam agamus, & veniam petamus. Et dixit Cain, Maius est peccatum meum, quam ut dimittar ego, sufficiens confessio, sed intempestiva. Haec Chrysostomus.
...mercy would he have obtained, on account of the Lord's immense benignity. For there is no sin, however grave it be, that overcomes his mercy, provided at the due time we do penitence and seek pardon. And Cain said, My sin is greater than that I should be dismissed — a sufficient confession, but untimely.' Thus Chrysostom.9



Cuius fortasse sententiam non incommode posset quispiam interpretari de remissione peccati, non quidem quantum ad culpam & poenam aeternam, sed quantum ad poenam temporalem quam Deus ab eo qui peccavit in hac vita luendam, absoluta & immutabili voluntate constituit.
Whose opinion perhaps someone could not inconveniently interpret concerning the remission of sin — not indeed as to the guilt and eternal punishment, but as to the temporal punishment which God, by an absolute and immutable will, appointed to be paid in this life by him who sinned.10



Translator’s notes
	New lemma: Genesis 4:13-14 (marginal 'VERS. 13. & 14.'), Cain's response to his sentence. ↩
	Cain speaks struck and terrified by the foretold evils. THREEFOLD reading of his words; the FIRST (the Hebrews'): read as a question — 'Is my iniquity greater than that I may deserve pardon?' — Cain complaining that the punishment exceeds the sin's desert. Marginal gloss: 'Triplex interpretatio huius loci.' Catchword 'a te' (continues on the next page). ↩
	Conclusion of the first (Hebrew, interrogative) interpretation: Cain, on this reading, protests that his sin is not so great as to be beyond pardon, and that God punishes it too harshly. Odd-side running head 'IN GENESIM, LIB. VII.' number '739'; true printed page 749. ↩
	The SECOND interpretation, from the literal Hebrew. GLYPH 4 (Gen 4:13) verified: גדול עוני מנשא (gadol avoni minneso, 'my iniquity is greater than can be borne'; translit. 'gadol Enoni minscho') — greater than my strength can sustain. GLYPH 5 verified: עון (avon / 'Havon,' 'iniquity'), properly signifying 'curvature/bentness' — one walks bent from grief of sin (David, Ps 38:6 'curvatus sum'; Baruch 2:18) or from sense of punishment (Ahab humbled in sackcloth, 1 Kgs 21:27). The Hebraists take 'Havon' as punishment rather than guilt; hence Pagninus: 'My punishment is greater than I may bear.' Sense: the punishment of my iniquity is greater than I can bear alive — favored by the foretold evils and by Cain's next words. Marginal glosses: 'Secunda interpretatio'; 'Translatio huius loci secundum Pagninum.' ↩
	The THIRD interpretation, agreeing with the LXX/Vulgate ('My iniquity is greater than that I may deserve pardon'). On this reading, followed by all the Fathers (Greek and Latin), Cain's words are those of a man despairing of God's mercy, thinking his sin irremissible — a graver crime than the fratricide (that against a neighbor, this against God's infinite mercy, which 'is prevailing above malice,' Joel 2:13). CAJETAN dissents from this near-universal reading of despair: with what affect Cain spoke is not written; the context yields only that Cain, recognizing his sin's gravity, doubted whether anyone might lawfully kill him — as his next words ('Behold, you cast me out,' etc.) suggest. Marginal glosses: 'Ioel 2.'; 'Tertia interpretatio'; 'Ambigit Caietanus, dixerit haec verba Cain desperans veniam, necne.' Page footer signature 'BBBB 3'; catchword 'igitur'. ↩
	Conclusion of the Cajetan discussion: Cajetan leaned to the SECOND reading (Cain fearing lest anyone might lawfully kill him) rather than the third (despair). Verso running head 'COMMENTARIORVM' number '740'; true printed page 750. ↩
	Chrysostom (hom. 19 on Genesis): Cain's words were NOT despair but a full confession — yet useless because too late, like the confession of the damned after judgment (Wisd 5); had he confessed in time (at God's 'Where is Abel?'), he would have obtained pardon. Pererius DISPUTES this: it fits neither the context, nor the truth that no mortal's true penitence is ever too late in this life; God's words to Cain were not a final sentence of eternal reprobation (so a later confession would still avail), but only foretold temporal evils — for God's supreme sentence of reprobation is passed not in this life but after death. Marginal gloss: 'Animadversio in singularem quandam & miram interpretationem & sententiam quam super hoc loco habet Chrysostomus.' ↩
	Pererius sets down Chrysostom's own words verbatim (so the reader may judge): Cain's 'My sin is greater than that I should be dismissed' was an absolute but profitless confession, because untimely — like the damned's at judgment. Chrysostom's exhortation: use the 'medicine' of penitence now, in this life, while it avails. Cain ought to have confessed at God's 'Where is Abel?'; instead he confesses only after the sentence, gaining nothing (Prov 18:17, 'the just is his own accuser at the outset'); had he anticipated the rebuke, he would have obtained mercy... Marginal gloss: 'Proverb. 18.' Catchword 'cordiam' (misericordiam; continues on the next page). ↩
	End of the Chrysostom quote: Cain would have obtained mercy, for no sin, however grave, overcomes God's mercy if we repent in time; his confession was sufficient but untimely. Marginal gloss: 'Peccatum nullum irremissibile' (no sin is irremissible). Odd-side running head 'IN GENESIM, LIB. VII.' number '741'; true printed page 751. ↩
	Pererius's charitable re-reading of Chrysostom: his view could apply not to remission of guilt/eternal punishment, but of the temporal punishment God had fixed by immutable will for Cain to pay in this life (which no later penitence would lift). ↩




Behold, you cast me out today from the face of the earth, and from your face I shall be hidden, and I shall be a wanderer and fugitive upon the earth: everyone therefore …

LatineEnglish


Behold, you cast me out today from the face of the earth, and from your face I shall be hidden, and I shall be a wanderer and fugitive upon the earth: everyone therefore who finds me shall kill me. Verse 14.1
Ecce eiicis me hodie a facie terrae, & a facie tua abscondar, & ero vagus & profugus in terra: omnis igitur qui invenerit me, occidet me. VERS. 14.



HAEC verba, sic equidem interpretarer: Ecce, quasi dicat, non sine causa desperavi veniam mei sceleris: aut non temere dixi, maiorem esse inflictam mihi poenam, quam ut eam vivus perferre queam, id enim arguunt mala quibus me afficis. Eiicis enim me, vel ut est Hebraice [גרשת] guerastha, eiecisti, a facie terrae, id est, exterminas me natali meo solo mihi charissimo & dulcissimo, in quo scilicet natus, educatus, & ad hanc diem cum parentibus & cognatis meis versatus sum. Eiicis me ex terra fertilissima & amoenissima, & quae proxima est Paradiso, & quam tibi consecrasti, ut in ea fiant tibi sacrificia & oblationes, & in qua soles manifestare te hominibus, & oracula ac responsa eis reddere. Et a facie tua abscondar, id est, habens te mihi iratum, infensum, & inimicum, omni loco & tempore, pavido & trepido animo vivam, semper aliquid mihi abs te metuens, vel: Abscondar a facie tua, id est, non me aspicies oculis misericordiae tuae, sed abscondes mihi faciem tuam, singulari benevolentia, cura, tutela, & protectione tua me destituens. Deum enim ostendere faciem suam alicui, in sacris litteris significat, declarare Deum manifestis signis se alicui bene velle, favere, adesse, & sub tutela & protectione sua eum habere: contra vero abscondere Deum alicui faciem suam, est eum deserere, & a se abiicere, suoque patrocinio & protectione privare: Et omnis qui invenerit me, occidet me, id est, omnes me aversabuntur & execrabuntur, dignumque morte censebunt, seque obsequium Deo praestare existimabunt, si me occiderint.
These words I would thus interpret: 'Behold' — as if he says, not without cause have I despaired of pardon for my crime; or, not rashly did I say that the punishment inflicted on me is greater than I could endure alive, for the evils with which you afflict me prove it. 'For you cast me out' — or as it is in Hebrew, [גרשת] 'guerastha,' 'you have driven out' — 'from the face of the earth,' that is, you banish me from my native soil, dearest and sweetest to me, in which I was born, raised, and to this day dwelt with my parents and kinsmen. You cast me out from a most fertile and most pleasant land, near to Paradise, which you consecrated to yourself, that in it sacrifices and oblations might be made to you, and in which you are wont to manifest yourself to men and render oracles and responses to them. 'And from your face I shall be hidden,' that is, having you angry, hostile, and inimical to me, I shall live in every place and time with fearful and trembling mind, always fearing something from you; or, 'I shall be hidden from your face,' that is, you will not look on me with the eyes of your mercy, but will hide your face from me, depriving me of your singular benevolence, care, guardianship, and protection. For God's showing his face to someone, in the sacred writings, signifies that God declares by manifest signs that he wishes him well, favors him, is present, and holds him under his guardianship and protection; but on the contrary, God's hiding his face from someone is to desert and cast him off, and to deprive him of his patronage and protection. 'And everyone who finds me shall kill me,' that is, all will turn from me and execrate me, and judge me worthy of death, and will think they render service to God if they kill me.2



ILLUD autem, Omnis qui me invenerit, non ad bestias refertur, sed ad homines. Siquidem proxime subiungitur, Omnis qui occiderit Cain, septuplum punietur: quod non in bestias, sed in homines competit. Cum enim mors Abel (ut credibile admodum est) circa trigesimum & centesimum annum Adami evenerit, & per illos centum & triginta annos humanum genus iam numerosissime multiplicatum, & latissime
But that, 'Everyone who finds me,' is not referred to the beasts, but to men. Since immediately it is subjoined, 'Everyone who kills Cain shall be punished sevenfold' — which applies not to beasts, but to men. For since Abel's death (as is quite credible) happened around the hundred-and-thirtieth year of Adam, and through those hundred and thirty years the human race was now most numerously multiplied, and most widely...3



latissime dispersum per terras fuerit, non sine causa timebat Cain ne quocunque iret, aliquem a quo ipse occideretur, inveniret.
...dispersed through the lands, not without cause did Cain fear lest, wherever he went, he might find someone by whom he himself would be killed.4



SED totum hunc locum elegantissime tractat Ambrosius, lib. 2. de Cain & Abel, cap. 9. ad hunc modum scribens: Evidens generalisque ratio, quia omni improbo mala adsunt, & affutura sunt. Quae adsunt, tristitiam operantur, qua futura formidinem. Sed improbum plus praesentia, quam futura solicitant. Unde & Cain dixit ad Deum: Maior causa mea est, quam ut dimittatur mihi, si derelinquas me hodie, a facie tua abscondam me. Nihil enim gravius, quam errantem a Deo deseri, ut se revocare non possit. Mors peccatoris, finem peccandi affert, vita autem divino gubernaculo destituta, praecipitatur & in graviora prolabitur: ut si gregem pastor relinquat, incursent bestiae: ita cum Deus deserit hominem, ingruit diabolus. Grave est, praesertim insipientibus, non habere rectorem. Serpit malitia, vulnus augetur ubi medicina defuerit. Abscondit se autem qui velare vult culpam, & tegere peccatum. Qui enim male agit odit lucem, & amat tenebras suorum & latibula delictorum. Iustus autem non abscondere a domino Deo suo, sed ipse magis se offerre consuevit, dicens: Ecce sum ego, qui non habet criminosam conscientiam, quam timeat deprehendi: Merito ergo se abscondit male conscius, & ait: Omnis qui invenerit me, occidet me. Angusta mentis homo praesentem mortem veretur, perpetuam negligit, & divinum iudicium non reformidat. Interitum solum corporis deprecatur. Sed a quo timebat occidi, qui solos parentes habebat in terris? Potuit quidem & incursus bestiarum timere, qui legis divinae iura violaverat, nec praesumere de subiectis animalibus caeteris, qui hominem docuerat occidi. Potuit & parentes parricidas timere, qui docuerat parricidium posse committi, potuerunt enim & parentes de filio discere, quod didicerant posteri de parente. Haec Ambrosius.
But Ambrose treats this whole place most elegantly (book 2 on Cain and Abel, ch. 9), writing thus: 'There is an evident and general reason, because to every wicked man evils are present, and will be to come. Those that are present work sadness, those to come [work] dread. But present things solicit the wicked man more than future ones. Whence also Cain said to God: "My cause is greater than that it be dismissed to me; if you forsake me today, I shall hide myself from your face." For nothing is graver than for one erring to be deserted by God, so that he cannot recall himself. The death of a sinner brings an end of sinning, but a life destitute of the divine governance is precipitated and slips into graver things: as, if a shepherd leaves the flock, the beasts rush upon it, so, when God deserts a man, the devil rushes in. It is grave, especially for the foolish, not to have a ruler. Malice creeps on; the wound grows where medicine is lacking. He hides himself who wishes to veil his fault and cover his sin. For he who does evil hates the light, and loves the darkness of his own [deeds] and the hiding-places of his crimes. But the just man is wont not to hide from his Lord God, but rather to offer himself, saying: "Behold, it is I," who has no criminal conscience which he fears to be caught. Deservedly, therefore, does he [Cain], evil-conscious, hide himself, and says: "Everyone who finds me shall kill me." The man of narrow mind fears present death, neglects the perpetual [death], and does not dread the divine judgment. He deprecates only the destruction of the body. But from whom did he fear to be killed, who had only [his] parents on earth? He could indeed fear the attacks of beasts, he who had violated the laws of the divine law, and not presume upon the other subject animals, he who had taught that man could be killed. He could also fear his parents as parricides, he who had taught that parricide could be committed; for parents too could learn from a son what descendants learned from a parent.' Thus Ambrose.5



Ex hoc loco satis apparet, quisnam sit improborum hominum propter scelera ab ipsis admissa animus, qui sensus, quae cura, quis timor: nimirum non dolent culpae turpitudinem, aut offensam Dei, nec tam futura inferni supplicia perhorrescunt, quam praesentis vitae aerumnas & calamitates, cruciatusque corporis, denique imminentis acerbitatem mortis.
From this place it is sufficiently apparent what the mind of wicked men is, on account of the crimes committed by them — what the feeling, what the care, what the fear: namely, they do not grieve over the baseness of the fault, or the offense of God, nor do they so dread the future punishments of hell, as the miseries and calamities of the present life, and the torments of the body, and finally the bitterness of imminent death.6



De quo scitum est, quod scribit Bernardus, tractans illa verba Petri ad Iesum: Ecce nos reliquimus omnia, non longe a fine eius sermonis: Indignus, inquit, benedictione coelesti convincitur, qui dubio quaerit affectu, duplici petit intentione, aliud sibi refugium parans, si forte eam non obtinere contingat. Maior est iniquitas mea (ait fratricida primus) quam ut veniam merear. Quid ergo? renuat consolari anima tua, si veniam non meretur. Hoc solum deplora, hoc solum plange: aliud ne cogites quidem, Sed nunc, inquit Cain, omnis qui invenerit me, occidet me. Grave scilicet damnum, gravis iactura, si perimatur corpus, quandoquidem anima periit. Sed occidendum sese causabatur infelix, tanquam pro magno beneficio habiturus, si prohiberetur occidi: quod & factum est. Consolationem miseram obtinuit quam quaerebat, & oblitus est consolationis maximae; pro qua multo studiosius supplicare & remedium quaerere oportebat. An non idem & de Saule legisti? Ubi enim perstitit in sententia Samuel sanctus, Nunc, inquit, honora
Of which it is well known what Bernard writes, treating those words of Peter to Jesus, 'Behold, we have left all things,' not far from the end of his sermon: 'He is convicted unworthy of the heavenly blessing, who seeks it with a doubtful affect, asks with a double intention, preparing for himself another refuge, if perchance he should not obtain it. "My iniquity is greater" (says the first fratricide) "than that I may deserve pardon." What then? Let your soul refuse to be consoled, if it does not deserve pardon. This alone deplore, this alone bewail: do not even think of anything else. But now, says Cain, everyone who finds me shall kill me. A grave loss indeed, a heavy damage, if the body be destroyed — since the soul has perished! But the unhappy one pleaded that he was to be killed, as if he would count it a great benefit if he were forbidden to be killed: which also was done. He obtained the wretched consolation he sought, and forgot the greatest consolation, for which he ought much more studiously to have supplicated and sought a remedy. Have you not read the same about Saul too? For where holy Samuel persisted in the sentence, "Now," he [Saul] says, "honor7



honora me vel coram populo. Ad quid tibi haec honoratio miser? Haccine erat tota illa supplicatio, Peccavi ora Dominum pro me? Falsa non poterat supplicatione moveri. Vix adhuc dixerat David Peccavi, & responsum illi est, Dominus transtulit peccatum tuum a te. Sic nimirum, sic usque hodie dilectissimi, cuius ad alias consolationes mens inhiat, & penitus in caducis & transitoriis non renuit consolari, ipse sibi profecto coelestis subtrahit gratiam consolationis. Sic Bernardus.
...honor me at least before the people." To what end is this honoring for you, wretch? Was that the whole of that supplication, "I have sinned; pray to the Lord for me"? By a false supplication he could not be moved. Scarcely had David said, "I have sinned," and the answer was given him, "The Lord has taken away your sin from you." So indeed, so to this day, most beloved, whoever's mind gapes after other consolations, and does not refuse to be consoled utterly in fleeting and transitory things, he certainly withdraws from himself the grace of heavenly consolation.' Thus Bernard.8



Translator’s notes
	The lemma Genesis 4:14 repeated (marginal 'VERS. 14.') as Pererius turns to expound it phrase by phrase. ↩
	Pererius's phrase-by-phrase paraphrase of Cain's lament (Gen 4:14). GLYPH verified: גרשת (gerashta, 'you have driven out'; translit. 'guerastha, eiecisti') — 'you cast me out from the face of the earth' = banishment from his dear native soil (fertile, near Paradise, consecrated to God's worship/oracles). 'Hidden from your face' = God's anger, or the withdrawal of his protective favor (a Scriptural idiom: God's 'showing his face' = favor/guardianship; 'hiding his face' = desertion). 'Everyone who finds me shall kill me' = all will execrate him and think killing him a service to God. Marginal gloss: 'Quid significet in Scriptura Deum alicui faciem suam vel ostendere vel abscondere.' ↩
	'Everyone who finds me' refers to men, not beasts — proved by the next clause ('Everyone who kills Cain shall be punished sevenfold,' Gen 4:15), which applies to men. Abel's death happened c. Adam's 130th year, by which time mankind had multiplied numerously and spread widely. Catchword 'latissime' (continues on the next page). ↩
	Conclusion: the race being widely dispersed, Cain rightly feared being killed by someone, wherever he went. Verso running head 'COMMENTARIORVM' number '742'; true printed page 752. ↩
	Ambrose (De Cain et Abel 2.9): the wicked are beset by present evils (sadness) and future (dread), but moved more by the present. Nothing is graver than to be deserted by God past self-recall; a sinner's death ends sinning, but a godless life falls into worse — as beasts attack the flock a shepherd leaves, the devil rushes on the man God deserts. The evil-conscious hide (hating the light); the just offer themselves ('Behold, it is I'). Cain's 'everyone will kill me' shows a narrow mind fearing only bodily death, not eternal or divine judgment. He feared beasts (having broken divine law) and even his own parents as parricides, since he himself had taught that killing/parricide was possible. 'Thus Ambrose.' Marginal gloss: 'Pulcherrima super hoc loco Ambrosii sententia.' ↩
	Pererius draws the moral: wicked men do not grieve over their sin's baseness or God's offense, nor dread hell so much as present miseries, bodily torments, and the bitterness of imminent death. Marginal gloss: 'Qualis sit metus ac dolor improborum hominum.' ↩
	Bernard (on Peter's 'Behold, we have left all,' Matt 19:27): the man is unworthy of heaven's blessing who seeks it half-heartedly, keeping another refuge in reserve. Cain (the first fratricide) said 'My iniquity is too great for pardon' — but if so, one should bewail that alone and think of nothing else. Instead Cain feared only bodily death (though his soul had perished), even pleading to be killed as a benefit — obtaining the wretched consolation he sought, forgetting the greatest. So too Saul (1 Sam 15:30), when Samuel persisted in the sentence, cared only for worldly honor ('honor me...'). Marginal glosses: 'Matth. 19.'; '1. Reg. 15.' Catchword 'honora' (continues on the next page). ↩
	End of the Bernard quote: Saul's supplication ('I have sinned; pray for me,' 1 Sam 15:30) was hollow — he cared only for honor before the people; a false supplication could not move [God/Samuel]. Contrast David: scarcely had he said 'I have sinned' when he was told 'The Lord has taken away your sin' (2 Sam 12:13). Whoever seeks fleeting consolations withdraws from himself the grace of heavenly consolation. 'Thus Bernard.' Marginal gloss: '2. Reg. 12.' Odd-side running head 'IN GENESIM, LIB. VII.' number '743'; true printed page 753. ↩




Verse 15. And the Lord said to him, It shall not be so, but everyone who kills Cain shall be punished sevenfold

LatineEnglish


Verse 15. And the Lord said to him, It shall not be so, but everyone who kills Cain shall be punished sevenfold.1
VERS. 15. Dixitque ei Dominus, Nequaquam ita fiet, sed omnis qui occiderit Cain, septuplum punietur.



ILLUD Septuplum punietur, varie legitur, secundum varias lectiones quas memorat S. Hieronymus in Epist. 125. quam scripsit ad Damasum, ad primam de quaestionibus ab eo sibi propositis respondens. Varietas autem lectionis & ipsa dicendi obscuritas, perdifficilem huius loci fecit explicatum. Noster igitur interpres vertit Septuplum punietur: Septuaginta interpretes, & Theodocion, Septem vindictas exolvet: Aquila, Septempliciter ulciscetur, seu vindicabitur, quomodo etiam Pagninus vertit: denique Symmachus, Septimus vindicabitur. In tanta lectionis varietate, licet germanam horum verborum sententiam assequi non sit facile, illud tamen pro certo dici potest, non significari ea oratione, eum qui occidisset Cain, septies punitum iri. Si enim Deus bis non punit idem crimen, ut est apud Nahum prophetam, cap. 2. secundum translationem Septuaginta interpretum, quanto minus septies?
That 'shall be punished sevenfold' is variously read, according to the various readings which St Jerome mentions in Epistle 125, which he wrote to Damasus, answering the first of the questions proposed to him. But the variety of reading, and the very obscurity of expression, made this place most difficult to explain. Our translator, then, renders 'shall be punished sevenfold'; the Seventy interpreters, and Theodotion, 'shall pay seven vengeances'; Aquila, 'shall be avenged, or vindicated, sevenfold,' as Pagninus also renders; finally Symmachus, 'the seventh shall be avenged.' In such a variety of reading, though it is not easy to attain the genuine sense of these words, this at least can be said for certain, that by that speech it is not signified that he who killed Cain would be punished seven times. For if God does not twice punish the same crime — as is [said] in the prophet Nahum, ch. 2, according to the translation of the Seventy — how much less seven times?2



ILLUD quoque satis credibile est, non significari illis verbis interfectorem Cain graviori supplicio punitum iri, quam ipsum Cain pro caede fratris sui: non enim id videretur aequum: siquidem pro mensura peccati debet esse & plagarum modus. Quis autem dubitet, gravius fuisse peccatum caedem Abel innocentissimi scienter & malitiose factam a Cain, quam necem ipsius Cain hominis sceleratissimi, per ignorationem & errorem, ut fertur, a Lamech factam? Non me fugit hanc ipsam opinionem acerrime defendi a Paulo Burgensi, in quadam Additione sua ad Postillam Lyrani super hoc loco, sed ego assentior potius Lyrano, Tostato, & Carthusiano, qui eam opinionem in suis Commentariis hoc loco refutarunt.
That too is quite credible, that by those words it is not signified that Cain's killer would be punished with a graver punishment than Cain himself for the murder of his brother; for that would not seem equitable, since the measure of the stripes ought to be according to the measure of the sin. But who would doubt that a graver sin was the murder of most innocent Abel, done knowingly and maliciously by Cain, than the killing of Cain himself, a most wicked man, done through ignorance and error, as is reported, by Lamech? It does not escape me that this very opinion is most keenly defended by Paul of Burgos, in a certain Addition of his to Lyra's Postil on this place; but I rather assent to Lyra, Tostatus, and the Carthusian, who refuted that opinion in their Commentaries on this place.3



Nec interpretationem huius loci, quae est apud Rupertum cap. 8. libri tertii Commentariorum in Genesim, valde probo. Putat enim septuplum puniri, idem esse quod aeternis suppliciis puniri, septenario namque numero significatur universitas non solum apud Ecclesiasticos, sed etiam apud Gentiles Philosophos. Itaque Septuplum punietur, inquit Rupertus, idem est, quod plena & consummata vindicta punietur. Verum subaudiri oportet, nisi poenitentiam egerit. Sic enim & illud intelligere oportet quod est apud Ezechielem, cap. 18. Anima quae peccaverit ipsa
Nor do I much approve the interpretation of this place which is in Rupert, ch. 8 of the third book of the Commentaries on Genesis. For he thinks that 'to be punished sevenfold' is the same as to be punished with eternal punishments; for by the number seven is signified universality, not only among the ecclesiastical writers, but also among the Gentile philosophers. And so 'shall be punished sevenfold,' says Rupert, is the same as 'shall be punished with full and consummated vengeance.' But one must understand [the qualification], 'unless he do penance.' For so too must that be understood which is in Ezekiel, ch. 18, 'The soul that sins, it [itself shall die]...'4



ipsa morietur, & quod est apud Matth. cap. 5. Qui dixerit fratri suo, Fatue, reus erit gehennae ignis, utrobique enim subaudiri oportet nisi poenitentiam egerit. Constat autem, quod is qui occidit Cain, scilicet Lamech, poenitudinem gesserit. Dixit enim uxoribus suis, Audite vocem meam uxores Lamech, auscultate sermonem quoniam occidi virum in vulnus meum, & adolescentulum in livorem meum. Sic Rupertus. Sed videtur allegorica magis quam historica, nec parum contorta interpretatio. Nusquam enim in sacris litteris (quod equidem meminerim) reperio, septuplum puniri, pro eo quod est aeternis post hanc vitam suppliciis puniri esse positum. Et in veteri Testamento, praesertim autem ante legem & prophetas, & in exordio humani generis, non aeterna, quae post hanc vitam manent supplicia, sed praesentis vitae mala, & calamitates improbis hominibus Deus interminari solebat.
'...it itself shall die,' and what is in Matthew ch. 5, 'He who says to his brother, Fool, shall be liable to the fire of Gehenna' — for in both places one must understand 'unless he does penance.' But it is agreed that he who killed Cain, namely Lamech, did penance. For he said to his wives, 'Hear my voice, wives of Lamech, hearken to my speech, for I have slain a man to my wounding, and a young man to my hurt.' Thus Rupert. But it seems an interpretation more allegorical than historical, and not a little forced. For nowhere in the sacred writings (as far as I recall) do I find 'to be punished sevenfold' put for 'to be punished with eternal punishments after this life.' And in the Old Testament, especially before the Law and the Prophets, and at the beginning of the human race, God was wont to threaten wicked men not with eternal punishments that remain after this life, but with the evils and calamities of the present life.5



SUNT igitur tres probabiliores huius loci explanationes, secundum triplicem eius translationem. Prima interpretatio nititur translatione LXX. Interpretum, qui hunc locum sic verterunt: Omnis qui occiderit Cain, septem vindictas exolvet: cuius translationis triplex potest esse sensus: Primus, ut post illud Omnis qui occiderit Cain. punctus ponatur, & sit oratio suspensa per reticentiam, sicut illa apud Virgilium, Quos ego: sed motos praestat componere fluctus. Subaudiri autem oportere, Gravissime a me punietur. Id autem quod sequitur, Septem vindictas exolvet, non ad interfectorem Cain, sed ad ipsum Cain pertinere. Quasi diceret, Nolo tam cito Cain perire, prius enim ipse septem vindictas exoluere debet pro septem peccatis, quae commisit. Male enim sacrificavit: fratri suo invidit: Dei admonitionem contempsit: per fraudem & dolum fratri locutus est: crudeliter eum interemit: procaciter Deo caedem eius negavit: denique sceleris admissi veniam desperando, se ipse damnavit. Sin autem illud, Septem vindictas exolvet, ad interfectorem Cain referamus, & id potest intelligi dupliciter: ut vel significetur, interfectorem Cain septem vindictis, id est, multis & magnis suppliciis affectum iri, vel, eum interficiendo Cain, exoluturum & liberaturum septem vindictis & poenis ipsum Cain, quas scilicet ille pro septem peccatis a se factis, & paulo ante commemoratis luere debebat.
There are, therefore, three more probable explanations of this place, according to its threefold translation. The first interpretation rests on the translation of the LXX interpreters, who rendered this place thus: 'Everyone who kills Cain shall pay seven vengeances' — of which translation there can be a threefold sense. The first: that after that 'Everyone who kills Cain' a period be placed, and the speech be left suspended by reticence [aposiopesis], like that in Virgil, 'Whom I —: but it is better to calm the stirred waves'; and one must understand, 'shall be most gravely punished by me.' But that which follows, 'shall pay seven vengeances,' pertains not to Cain's killer, but to Cain himself. As if he said, I do not wish Cain to perish so soon, for he must first pay seven vengeances for the seven sins which he committed. For he sacrificed badly; he envied his brother; he despised God's admonition; he spoke to his brother by fraud and deceit; he cruelly killed him; he insolently denied his murder to God; finally, by despairing of pardon for the crime committed, he condemned himself. But if we refer that 'shall pay seven vengeances' to Cain's killer, it can be understood in two ways: that either it signifies Cain's killer would be afflicted with seven vengeances, that is, with many and great punishments; or that, by killing Cain, he would pay off and free Cain himself from the seven vengeances and punishments which Cain had to pay for the seven sins done by him and just mentioned.6



ALTERA interpretatio est, quam tradit Rabbi Salomon, & secuti sunt Lyranus, Tostatus, & Carthusianus, ut illud Omnis qui interfecerit Cain, sententiam finiat, & subintelligendum, sit gravissime punietur a me, quod per reticentiam omissum est. Deinde quod sequitur Septuplum a me punietur, vel, ut vertit Symmachus, Septimus punietur, referatur ad ipsum Cain, qui non ante peremptus est, quam pervenit ad septimam suam generationem, quae terminata est in filiis Lamech, a quo ille creditur occisus. Tertia interpretatio, secundum nostram versionem Latinam, facilis est & probabilis admodum: ut illud Septuplum punietur, non aliud significet, quam gravissimo & severissimo supplicio afficietur, non solum quia hominem occidet, sed quia contra publicam fidem a Deo ei datam
The second interpretation is that which Rabbi Solomon hands down, and which Lyra, Tostatus, and the Carthusian followed: that 'Everyone who kills Cain' ends the sentence, and 'shall be most gravely punished by me' is to be understood, which was omitted by reticence. Then what follows, 'Sevenfold shall he be punished by me,' or, as Symmachus renders, 'The seventh shall be punished,' is referred to Cain himself, who was not destroyed before he reached his seventh generation, which was terminated in the sons of Lamech, by whom he is believed to have been killed. The third interpretation, according to our Latin version, is easy and quite probable: that 'shall be punished sevenfold' signifies nothing else than that he [the killer] will be afflicted with a most grave and most severe punishment — not only because he kills a man, but because, against the public faith given him by God...7



ei datam eum occidet. Atque hoc exemplo & documento voluit Deus ostendere, quam horrendum scelus sit hominem occidere, eaque ratione ab homicidio omnes vehementer absterrere. Sed cur tandiu mortem Cain Deus voluit differri? Fuit sane hoc severioris iustitiae quod diuturnior esset, acerbiorque eius cruciatus. Fuit nihilominus etiam singularis clementiae, tam longum ei agendae poenitentiae spatium concedentis: Fuit denique salutaris providentiae & consilii divini, ut exemplo Caini, qui miserrimam tot annos in perpetuo metu & cruciatu animi & corporis vitam prorogavit, discerent homines, quam sit formidandum, Dei monita & documenta contemnere; quam sceleratum, aliis divinam gratiam invidere, quam execrandum, per dolum & fraudem nocere aliis; denique quam horrendum, hominum, praesertim autem suorum necessariorum, sanguine animum manusque imbuere atque contaminare.
...given him, he kills him. And by this example and document God wished to show how horrendous a crime it is to kill a man, and by this reason vehemently to deter all from homicide. But why did God wish Cain's death to be deferred so long? This was indeed of severer justice, that his torment might be longer and bitterer. It was nevertheless also of singular clemency, granting him so long a space for doing penance. It was finally of salutary providence and divine counsel, that by the example of Cain — who prolonged for so many years a most wretched life of mind and body in perpetual fear and torment — men might learn how much to be feared it is to despise God's warnings and documents; how wicked, to envy others the divine grace; how execrable, to harm others by deceit and fraud; finally, how horrendous, to imbrue and contaminate one's mind and hands with the blood of men, especially of one's own kinsfolk.8



Translator’s notes
	New lemma: Genesis 4:15 (marginal 'VERS. 15.'), God's protective mark and sevenfold penalty. ↩
	The 'sevenfold' phrase (Gen 4:15) is read variously (Jerome, Ep. 125 to Damasus): Vulgate 'punished sevenfold'; LXX and Theodotion 'shall pay seven vengeances'; Aquila (and Pagninus) 'avenged sevenfold'; Symmachus 'the seventh shall be avenged.' Amid this variety, one thing is certain: it does not mean Cain's killer would be punished seven times — for if God does not punish the same crime twice (Nahum 1:9, per LXX), much less seven times. Marginal gloss: 'Varietas lectionum huius loci.' ↩
	Nor does it mean Cain's killer would be punished more gravely than Cain himself — inequitable, since punishment should match the sin (Deut 25:2), and Abel's knowing, malicious murder by Cain was graver than the killing of wicked Cain by Lamech through ignorance/error. Paul of Burgos defends this (killer punished more) in an Addition to Lyra's Postil, but Pererius sides with Lyra, Tostatus, and the Carthusian (Denis), who refuted it. Marginal glosses: 'Deut. 25.'; 'Refellitur Paulus Burgensis.' ↩
	Pererius also disapproves Rupert's reading (Comm. in Gen. bk 3, ch. 8): that 'sevenfold' = eternal punishment (seven signifying universality among both church writers and pagan philosophers), i.e. 'full and consummated vengeance.' But this must be qualified 'unless he does penance' — as also Ezekiel 18:20 ('The soul that sins, it itself shall die') must be understood. Marginal gloss: 'Discutitur explanatio Ruperti.' Page footer signature 'CCCC'; catchword 'ipsa' (continues on the next page). ↩
	End of Rupert's reading: Ezek 18:20 and Matt 5:22 must be qualified 'unless he does penance'; Cain's killer Lamech did penance (Gen 4:23, 'I have slain a man to my wounding'). Pererius rejects it as more allegorical than historical and forced: nowhere does Scripture use 'sevenfold' for eternal punishment; and in the Old Testament (especially before the Law) God threatened the wicked with present-life evils, not eternal ones. Verso running head 'COMMENTARIORVM' number '744'; true printed page 754. ↩
	Three explanations by threefold translation. FIRST (on the LXX 'shall pay seven vengeances'), with a threefold sense: (a) read with aposiopesis — 'Everyone who kills Cain —' [understood: shall be most gravely punished by me] (like Virgil's 'Quos ego —,' Aeneid 1.135), while 'shall pay seven vengeances' refers to CAIN paying for his SEVEN SINS: sacrificing badly, envying Abel, despising God's warning, speaking deceitfully, the cruel murder, insolently denying it to God, and self-condemning despair; or (b) referred to the killer — either the killer suffers seven punishments, or by killing Cain he frees Cain from those seven penalties. Marginal glosses: 'Triplex interpretatio huius loci'; 'Prima interpretatio'; 'Lib. 1. Aeneid.'; 'Septem peccata Cain.' ↩
	SECOND interpretation (Rabbi Solomon/Rashi, followed by Lyra, Tostatus, the Carthusian): 'Everyone who kills Cain' ends the sentence (with 'shall be gravely punished by me' understood by aposiopesis); 'sevenfold,' or Symmachus's 'the seventh shall be punished,' refers to Cain himself, destroyed only in his seventh generation (in Lamech's sons, by whom he is believed killed). THIRD (the Vulgate): 'punished sevenfold' simply means the killer will suffer a most severe punishment, not only for homicide but for [violating] the public pledge God gave [Cain]... Marginal glosses: 'Secunda interpretatio Rabbi Salomonis'; 'Tertia interpretatio.' ↩
	The third reading concluded: the killer is punished severely for violating God's public pledge to Cain. By all this God shows how horrendous homicide is, to deter everyone from it. WHY God deferred Cain's death so long, three reasons: (1) severer justice (a longer, bitterer torment); (2) singular clemency (a long space for penance); (3) salutary providence — Cain as a warning example, teaching men to fear despising God's warnings, envying grace, harming by deceit, and staining their hands with kindred blood. Marginal gloss: 'Cur Deus tandiu mortem Cain distulerit.' Odd-side running head 'IN GENESIM, LIB. VII.' number '745'; true printed page 755. ↩




And the Lord set a mark upon Cain, that no one who found him should kill him. Verse 15

LatineEnglish


And the Lord set a mark upon Cain, that no one who found him should kill him. Verse 15.1
Posuitque Dominus in Cain signum, ut non interficeret eum omnis qui invenisset eum. VERS. 15.



CUR Deus signum illud posuit in Cain? ut ex eo nempe cognitum omnes aversarentur & abominarentur, atque maledictis, dirisque insectarentur ut fratricidam, Deique contemptorem: quod fore praedixerat ei Deus, Maledictus eris super terram. Deinde, ut quicumque videret eum quasi furiis agitatum nullo loco consistere, sed corpore animoque paventem trementemque, semper vagum & profugum esse ubique & ab hominibus sibi metuere, nihil tutum ducere, nullam quietis partem ullo tempore capere, causam cur tantis malis perpetuo ille afficeretur reputantes, exemplo eius discerent pie Deum colere, studiose virtuti operam dare, nec tantum a caede hominum, sed ab omni etiam damno iniuriaque, manus, linguam, animumque abstinere. Denique, ne quis aut per ignorationem, casu eum occideret, aut per studium iustitiae scienter interficere eum auderet, cui Deus, data ei fide signoque imposito, in longiorem eius vindictam poenamque vitam prorogaverat.
Why did God set that mark on Cain? Namely, that, recognized by it, all might turn from and abominate him, and pursue him with curses and imprecations as a fratricide and despiser of God — which God had foretold would be, 'Cursed shall you be upon the earth.' Then, that whoever saw him rest in no place, as if agitated by furies, but trembling and fearful in body and mind, always a wanderer and fugitive everywhere and fearing men, counting nothing safe, taking no rest at any time — considering the cause why he was perpetually afflicted with such evils — might, by his example, learn to worship God piously, to give attention studiously to virtue, and to restrain hands, tongue, and mind not only from the murder of men, but even from all harm and injury. Finally, lest anyone should either kill him by chance through ignorance, or through zeal for justice dare to kill him knowingly — Cain, whose life God had prolonged (by the pledge given him and the mark imposed) unto his longer vengeance and punishment.2



SED quale fuit illud signum? Fuisse aspectabile & conspicuum omnibus, ut eo dignosci a cunctis posset non est dubitandum. Proprie autem quale fuerit, incompertum putat Caietanus: ex eo tamen apparere magnam Dei clementiam, non tantum minuentis poenam debitam fratricidae, sed etiam benigne eum servantis, ne interficeretur ab aliis. Verum apud Hebraeos, & plerosque nostrorum Doctorum pervulgata opinio est, non aliud fuisse illud signum, quam ingentem quemdam & horribilem totius corporis, maxime vero capitis tremorem animique pavorem, quasi hominis ubique & ab omnibus insidias vitae suae fieri metuentis. Addit praeterea Lyranus fuisse notabile quoddam signum in faciem eius impressum.
But what was that mark? That it was visible and conspicuous to all, so that by it he could be recognized by everyone, is not to be doubted. But precisely what it was, Cajetan thinks unascertained; yet from it appears God's great clemency, not only diminishing the punishment due to the fratricide, but also benignly preserving him, lest he be killed by others. But among the Hebrews, and most of our Doctors, the widespread opinion is that that mark was nothing else than a certain huge and horrible tremor of the whole body — but especially of the head — and a terror of mind, as of a man everywhere and by all fearing that snares were being laid against his life. Lyra moreover adds that a certain notable mark was impressed on his face.3



VIDETUR S. Hieronymus pervulgatam illam opinionem secutus in Epist. 115. quae scripta est ad Damasum, quippe tractans verba illa Cain,
St Jerome seems to have followed that widespread opinion in Epistle 115, which was written to Damasus, since, treating those words of Cain,4



Ecce eiicis me hodie a facie terrae, &c. ita scribit: Eiicior, inquit Cain, a conspectu tuo, & conscientia sceleris tremebundus lucem ipsam ferre non sustinens abscondar ut latitem, eritque omnis, qui invenerit me, occidet me, dum ex tremore corporis, & furiata mente agitatum eum esse intelliget, qui mereatur interfici. Sic Hieronym.
'Behold, you cast me out today from the face of the earth,' etc., he writes thus: '"I am cast out," says Cain, "from your sight, and, trembling with the conscience of my crime, unable to bear the light itself, I shall hide that I may lurk; and it shall be that everyone who finds me shall kill me" — while, from the tremor of his body, and his mind agitated by fury, [everyone] will understand him to be one who deserves to be killed.' Thus Jerome.5



Fortasse LXX. interpretes sic opinandi dederunt occasionem, quippe qui hoc loco, pro eo quod nos legimus, Eris vagus & profugus super terram, ipsi verterunt, Suspirans & tremens eris super terram, & paulo post, pro eo quod Latina versio habet, Ero vagus & profugus, translatio ipsorum habet, Ero gemens & tremens. Iosephus scribit, Deum sacrificio Caini placatum, remisisse ei poenam fratricidii: quod nec verum est, nec verisimile. Qui potuit enim impii & sanguinarii hominis sacrificium placere Deo? Si ante fratricidium non placuit Deo sacrificium eius quanto minus postea? Poenam autem fratricidii eatenus remisit ei Deus, quia non statim eum morte punivit, verum id fecit ad diuturniorem & acerbiorem eius vindictam.
Perhaps the LXX interpreters gave occasion for so thinking, since in this place, for what we read 'You shall be a wanderer and fugitive upon the earth,' they rendered, 'Sighing and trembling you shall be upon the earth'; and a little after, for what the Latin version has, 'I shall be a wanderer and fugitive,' their translation has, 'I shall be groaning and trembling.' Josephus writes that God, appeased by Cain's sacrifice, remitted to him the punishment of the fratricide: which is neither true nor probable. For how could the sacrifice of an impious and bloodthirsty man please God? If before the fratricide his sacrifice did not please God, how much less after? But God remitted the punishment of the fratricide [only] in so far as he did not punish him immediately with death — but he did that for his longer and bitterer vengeance.6



PONAM hoc loco moralem sententiae huius tractationem, quae est apud Ambrosium in cap. 10. lib. 2. de Cain & Abel, ubi sic ille scribit: Quod autem signum posuit super Cain, ne quis eum occideret, reflectere voluit errantem, & beneficio suo invitare ad correctionem. Ipsis enim nos facilius committere solemus quorum habemus gratiam. Nec tamen magna concedit, sed in eo ipso imprudentiam insipientis ulciscitur. Qui cum esset perpetuis suppliciis obnoxius, non remitti sibi poenam poposcit, sed vitam corporis huius servandam putavit, in qua plus aerumna quam voluptatis. Mors enim una est in secessione animae & corporis, & in fine istius vitae, quae simul ut venit, omnes corporis dolores auferre, non augere consuevit. Metus vero, qui hanc vitam viventibus frequenter ingruunt, moestitiae, dolores, & gemitus, diversique cruciatus, gravitatum & aegritudinum vulnera, plurimas etiam mortes generi humano inferunt, ut ista mors remedium esse videatur, non poena. Non enim peremptoria est, per quam non adimitur vita, sed ad meliora transfertur. Nam si nocentes moriuntur, qui gradum a peccatis revocare noluerint vel inviti: tamen finem non natura, sed culpa adipiscuntur, ne plura delinquant, quibus vita foenus est delictorum. Si autem bonae spei compotes sunt migrare magis, quam deficere credendi sunt. Haec Ambrosius.
I will set down here the moral treatment of this passage, which is in Ambrose (ch. 10, book 2 on Cain and Abel), where he writes thus: 'But that he set a mark upon Cain, lest anyone should kill him, he wished to turn back the erring one, and by his benefit to invite him to correction. For we are wont to entrust ourselves more easily to those whose favor we have. Nor yet does he grant great things, but in that very thing he punishes the imprudence of the foolish man. Who, when he was liable to perpetual punishments, demanded not that the penalty be remitted to him, but thought that the life of this body should be preserved — in which there is more misery than pleasure. For death is one, in the separation of soul and body; and at the end of this life, which, as soon as it comes, is wont to take away all bodily pains, not to increase them. But the fears which frequently assail those living this life, the sorrows, pains, and groans, and diverse torments, the wounds of grievances and sicknesses, inflict very many deaths too on the human race, so that that [final] death seems to be a remedy, not a punishment. For it is not destructive, since by it life is not taken away, but transferred to better things. For if the guilty die, who would not, even unwilling, recall their step from sins — yet they attain their end not by nature but by fault, lest they sin more, to whom life is the usury of crimes. But if they are possessed of good hope, they are to be believed rather to migrate than to fail.' Thus Ambrose.7



Translator’s notes
	The lemma Genesis 4:15b (marginal 'VERS. 15.'): God's protective mark on Cain. ↩
	Why God set the mark: (1) so all would recognize, abominate, and curse Cain as a fratricide and despiser of God (fulfilling 'Cursed shall you be'); (2) so his restless, trembling, fugitive misery would teach onlookers to worship God and restrain hand, tongue, and mind from all harm; (3) so no one would kill him — by chance or by zeal for justice — since God, by the pledge and mark, had prolonged his life for a longer punishment. Marginal gloss: 'Cur Deus signum posuit in Cain.' ↩
	What the mark was: certainly visible so all could recognize him; its exact nature Cajetan thinks uncertain, but it shows God's clemency (both diminishing the penalty and preserving Cain from being killed). The common view among the Hebrews and most Doctors: a huge, horrible tremor of the whole body (especially the head) and a terror of mind, like a man dreading ambush everywhere; Lyra adds a notable mark impressed on his face. Marginal glosses: 'Quale fuerit illud signum impositum Cain a Deo'; 'Communis opinio de signo illo Cain.' ↩
	Jerome seems to follow the 'tremor' opinion in his Epistle to Damasus (here cited as Ep. 115; cited as Ep. 125 on the preceding printed page 753 — the print is inconsistent), treating Cain's words. Catchword 'Ecce' (continues on the next page). ↩
	Jerome's text (Ep. to Damasus) on Cain's lament: cast from God's sight, trembling with a guilty conscience and unable to bear the light, Cain will hide; and whoever finds him will kill him — recognizing, from his bodily tremor and frenzied mind, one who deserves death. Verso running head 'COMMENTARIORVM' number '746'; true printed page 756. ↩
	The LXX may have prompted the 'tremor' view: for the Vulgate's 'a wanderer and fugitive' (Gen 4:12, 14) it renders 'sighing/groaning and trembling.' Pererius REFUTES Josephus (that God, appeased by Cain's sacrifice, remitted the fratricide's penalty): impossible, since an impious man's sacrifice could not please God (and less after the murder than before); God 'remitted' it only by not killing Cain at once — and that for a longer, bitterer vengeance. Marginal gloss: 'Refellitur Iosephus.' ↩
	Ambrose's moral reading (De Cain et Abel 2.10): God's mark, forbidding Cain's killing, aimed to turn the erring one back and invite him to correction (we trust more easily those whose favor we have); yet it grants no great thing, but even punishes his folly — Cain sought not remission of his penalty but preservation of this bodily life, which holds more misery than pleasure. Death (the soul-body separation) removes bodily pains rather than increasing them; the fears, sorrows, and sicknesses of this life inflict 'many deaths,' so that final death seems a remedy, not a punishment — not destructive but a transfer to better things. The guilty die (by fault, not nature) lest they sin more; the hopeful 'migrate rather than fail.' 'Thus Ambrose.' Marginal glosses: 'Moralis interpretatio ex D. Ambrosio sumpta'; 'Mors remedium malorum non poena.' ↩




Verse 16. And Cain, having gone out from the face of the Lord, dwelt a fugitive in the land, at the eastern region of Eden

LatineEnglish


Verse 16. And Cain, having gone out from the face of the Lord, dwelt a fugitive in the land, at the eastern region of Eden.1
VERS. 16. Egressusque Cain a facie Domini habitavit profugus in terra, ad orientalem plagam Eden.



EGRESSUS est Cain a facie Dei, non quod a Dei notitia & potentia praesentiaque, per quam ubique est, discedere potuerit. Quo ibo, inquit David Psalm. 138. a spiritu tuo? & quo a facie tua fugiam? Si ascendero in coelum, tu illic es: si descendero in infernum, ades. Si sumpsero pennas meas diluculo, & habitavero in extremis maris. Etenim illuc manus tua deducet me, & tenebit me dextera tua: Et ostendens neminem posse a conspectu Dei abscedere, aut sese
Cain went out from the face of God — not that he could depart from God's knowledge and power and presence, by which he is everywhere. 'Whither shall I go,' says David (Psalm 138), 'from your spirit? and whither shall I flee from your face? If I ascend into heaven, you are there; if I descend into hell, you are present. If I take my wings at dawn, and dwell in the uttermost parts of the sea — even there your hand shall lead me, and your right hand shall hold me.' And showing that no one can depart from God's sight, or [conceal] himself...2



sese vel tenebris vel latebris eius oculis abscondere & occultare, subdit, Et dixi, Forsitan tenebrae conculcabunt me, & nox illuminatio mea in deliciis meis. Quia tenebrae non obscurabuntur a te, & nox sicut dies illuminabitur: sicut tenebrae eius, ita & lumen eius. Quomodo enim (ut bene argumentatur Paulus Actuum 17.) longe ab unoquoque nostrum Deus esse potest, cum in ipso vivamus, moveamur, & simus? Non igitur Cain egressus est a facie Dei, quasi eius notitiam & potentiam fugiens, sed egressus est ab ea terra & loco, ubi Deus faciem suam ostendere solebat, id est, praesentiam suam declarare edendo oracula, reddendo responsa, & sub aspectabili forma humanae naturae cum primis illis hominibus familiariter loquendo. Vel, quemadmodum paulo supra interpretati sumus, egressus est a facie Dei, id est, singularis benevolentiae curae ac protectionis, quam Deus erga servos & amicos suos gerit, gratia & praesidio abdicatus, & destitutus est.
...or to hide and conceal himself from his eyes by darkness or hiding-places, [David] subjoins: 'And I said, Perhaps the darkness shall trample me, and the night [shall be] my illumination in my delights. Because the darkness shall not be darkened from you, and the night shall be lit up as the day: as its darkness, so also its light.' For how (as Paul well argues, Acts 17) can God be far from each one of us, since in him we live, move, and are? Therefore Cain did not go out from the face of God as if fleeing his knowledge and power, but he went out from that land and place where God was wont to show his face — that is, to declare his presence by uttering oracles, rendering responses, and by speaking familiarly, under a visible form of human nature, with those first men. Or, as we interpreted a little above, he went out from the face of God, that is, he was renounced and destitute of the grace and protection of that singular benevolence, care, and protection which God bears toward his servants and friends.3



PUTAT Catharinus primos illos homines Paradiso eiectos venisse in Iudaeam, & inibi versatos esse, quin etiam verisimile putat & Abel sacrificasse eo in loco, ubi postea fuit Hierusalem; miror, eum non insuper addidisse Abel interfectum esse a Cain eo in loco, qui postea dictus est mons Calvariae, ubi Christus a Iudaeis occisus est. Cain igitur secundum Catharinum ex Iudaea egressus, alio profectus est. Verum haec nec umbram habent probabilitatis, quin falsa esse, ex his quae supra 3. li. de loco, & situ Paradisi disputavimus, facile intelligi potest.
Catharinus thinks those first men, cast out of Paradise, came into Judaea, and dwelt there; indeed he even thinks it probable that Abel too sacrificed in the place where Jerusalem later was. I wonder that he did not add besides that Abel was killed by Cain in the place later called Mount Calvary, where Christ was killed by the Jews. Cain therefore, according to Catharinus, having gone out from Judaea, went elsewhere. But these things have not even a shadow of probability; indeed that they are false can easily be understood from what we disputed above (book 3) concerning the place and situation of Paradise.4



PRO illo Profugus. Hebraice est vocabulum [נוד] Nod, quod Septuaginta putarunt esse nomen proprium loci; & idcirco sic verterunt hunc locum, Et habitavit in terra Naid, quos secutus Iosephus, scribit Cainum multas regiones una cum uxore sua emensum, tandem Naida oppidum condidisse, ibique sedem fixisse & liberos procreasse. Sed Hieronymus in Traditionibus Hebraicis censet, [נוד] Nod, esse nomen appellativum, Latine significans vagum, fluctuans, instabile ac sedis incertae. Sic enim explanata est Dei sententia adversus Cain, quod illuc atque illuc vagus & profugus oberraturus esset.
For that word 'Fugitive.' In Hebrew it is the word [נוד] 'Nod,' which the Seventy thought to be the proper name of a place; and therefore they rendered this place thus, 'And he dwelt in the land of Naid.' Following them, Josephus writes that Cain, having traversed many regions together with his wife, at length founded the town of Naida, and there fixed his seat and procreated children. But Jerome, in the Hebrew Traditions, judges that [נוד] 'Nod' is a common noun, signifying in Latin 'wandering, fluctuating, unstable, and of uncertain seat.' For thus was God's sentence against Cain explained — that he would wander here and there, a vagabond and fugitive.5



QUALIS autem fuerit Cain postquam egressus est a facie Dei, id est, quam impius, impurus, omnibusque sceleribus inquinatus ac perditus, his verbis exponit Iosephus lib. 1. Antiquitatum cap. 11. Caeterum, tantum abfuit ut hac castigatione in melius vitam mutaverit, ut peior etiam sit factus, suis voluptatibus, vel cum aliorum iniuria indulgens & facultates domesticas per vim ac rapinas accumulans; accitis undecumque latrociniorum & nequitiae sociis, magister illis ad facinorosam vitam est effectus. Ad haec, simplicem hactenus vivendi rationem, excogitatis mensuris & ponderibus immutavit, pristinamque sinceritatem & generositatem ignaram talium artium, in novam quandam versutiam depravavit. Sic Iosephus.
But what Cain was like after he went out from the face of God — that is, how impious, impure, and polluted and lost in all crimes — Josephus expounds in these words (book 1 of the Antiquities, ch. 11): 'But so far was he from changing his life for the better by this chastisement, that he was made even worse, indulging his pleasures, or [indulging himself] with injury to others, and accumulating domestic resources by force and rapine; and, summoning from everywhere companions of robbery and wickedness, he became a master to them for a life of crime. Besides, he changed the hitherto simple manner of living, by devising measures and weights, and depraved the pristine sincerity and generosity, ignorant of such arts, into a certain new cunning.' Thus Josephus.6



Recte nos monet Ambrosius hunc locum tractans, in cap. 10. libri secundi de Cain & Abel, horum duorum fratrum casibus & eventis manifestum fieri, mala quae bonis accidunt, & bona quae malis contingunt in hac vita, prudenter existimantibus, vere nec bona nec mala esse iudicanda. Nam
Rightly does Ambrose warn us, treating this place (ch. 10, book 2 on Cain and Abel), that from the fortunes and outcomes of these two brothers it is made manifest that the evils which befall the good, and the goods which happen to the wicked in this life, are, to those judging prudently, truly to be judged neither goods nor evils. For...7



da. Nam & mala viris bonis aeternum in bonum & immortalem gloriam convertuntur, bona vero malis sempiterno dedecori, & exitio sunt. Ecce Abel vir innocens ac sanctus, propter ipsam sanctitatis excellentiam gratiamque pietatis & religionis adversus Deum, florente aetate, nullo susceptae prolis gaudio, nulloque futurae posteritatis solatio, per summam iniuriam & crudelitatem a fratre suo interfectus est. Iam atrocis autem facinoris auctor Cain, homo impius, & sceleratissimus longissimam vitam exegit, uxorem duxit, filios procreavit numerosam & diuturnam vidit posteritatem, urbes condidit, multorumque princeps ac Dominus plurimos annos impune vixit. At enim praecox mors Abel multis & magnis cum laboribus aerumnis & calamitatibus, quarum haec vita nostra referta est, celeriter exemit. Prorogatio autem vitae Cain, vindictae & cruciatus productio fuit, pariter enim cum ipsa eius vita, animi & corporis angor & conflictatio producebatur. Et Abelis quidem laudes omnis aetas loquetur: Caini vero impietatis, & crudelitatis memoriam omnium saeculorum homines summo cum odio & detestatione usurpabunt.
...neither goods. For evils are turned for good men into an eternal and immortal good and glory, but goods for the wicked are for everlasting disgrace and destruction. Behold, Abel, an innocent and holy man, on account of that very excellence of sanctity and the grace of piety and religion toward God, in the flower of his age, with no joy of offspring received and no consolation of future posterity, was killed by his brother through the greatest injury and cruelty. But now Cain, the author of the atrocious crime, an impious and most wicked man, lived a very long life, took a wife, procreated sons, saw a numerous and long-lasting posterity, founded cities, and, prince and lord of many, lived many years unpunished. But indeed the premature death of Abel quickly took him away from the many and great labors, miseries, and calamities with which this our life is filled. But the prolongation of Cain's life was a prolongation of vengeance and torment, for equally with his life the anguish and conflict of mind and body was prolonged. And every age will speak Abel's praises; but the memory of Cain's impiety and cruelty men of all ages will recall with the greatest hatred and detestation.8



Illud praeterea animadvertendum est, non ex huius vitae, aut bonis aut malis eventis de hominum virtute & improbitate, miseria item & felicitate existimari oportere. Saepenumero enim multis rebus adversis magnisque calamitatibus virtus premitur & conflictatur: contra vero secundis rebus & ad voluntatem fluentibus alacris, & gloriosa, & quasi beata exultat improbitas, ut ex hisce rebus iudicari non possit utrum quis apud Deum odio, an amore dignus sit, ut in libro Ecclesiastae, cap. 9. dixit Salomon. Verum si sapimus, haec ipsa res cogit nos credere, non una cum corpore extingui animum, sed cum is corpore excessit, aliam ei superesse vitam, aliud boni & mali iudicium, aliamque pro cuiusque hominum meritis, praemiorum & suppliciorum distributionem expectari debere. Nisi quis forte tam sit amens vel impius, ut nullum bonorum & malorum discrimen esse apud Deum, nullove Dei respectu & cura res humanas agi putet.
This too must be noted, that one ought not to judge of men's virtue and wickedness, and likewise misery and felicity, from the good or evil events of this life. For very often virtue is oppressed and buffeted by many adversities and great calamities; but on the contrary, in prosperous circumstances flowing to its wish, wickedness exults, lively and glorious and as it were blessed — so that from these things it cannot be judged whether anyone is worthy of hatred or of love with God, as Solomon said in the book of Ecclesiastes ch. 9. But if we are wise, this very thing compels us to believe that the soul is not extinguished together with the body, but that, when it has departed the body, another life remains for it, another judgment of good and evil, and another distribution of rewards and punishments according to each man's merits is to be expected — unless perhaps someone is so mad or impious as to think there is no distinction of good and evil with God, or that human affairs are conducted with no regard and care of God.9



SED lubet hic Ambrosii verba ponere, digna sane legi ab omnibus, & frequenti recordatione perpendi. Redarguuntur, inquit, hoc in loco, qui unicam hanc vitam putant esse, quae sit in hoc saeculo. Omnia plena lapsus, plena maeroris sunt, & redarguuntur simplici serie gestorum. Ecce enim iustus, innocens, pius, propter gratiam devotionis odia fratris incurrens, immaturus adhuc aevi sublatus est parricidio: & iniquus, sceleratus, impius, etiam fraterna caede pollutus longaevam duxit aetatem, duxit uxorem, posteritatem reliquit, urbes condidit, & hoc meruit permissione divina. Nonne in his aperte vox Dei clamat, Erratis qui putatis hic esse omnem vivendi gratiam? Non intelligitis, non advertitis senectutem hanc miseriarum esse veteranam processionemque aetatis, aerumnarum stipendia, & Scyllaeo quodam usu circumsonari nos quotidianis naufragiis, tundi fluctibus, in scopulosis habitaculis degere, & in his delectari, sicut illud non tam aeternum animal, quam immortale malum. Ergo & isti Cain longaevitas indulta, vindicta est, eo quod vixit in metu, &
But it pleases me here to set down Ambrose's words, worthy indeed to be read by all, and pondered with frequent recollection. 'They are refuted,' he says, 'in this place, who think this life, which is in this world, is the only one. All things are full of falling, full of grief, and are refuted by the simple series of deeds. For behold, a just, innocent, pious man, incurring his brother's hatred on account of the grace of devotion, was taken away by parricide while still immature in age; and an iniquitous, wicked, impious man, even polluted by fraternal murder, led a long age, took a wife, left posterity, founded cities, and merited this by divine permission. Does not in these things the voice of God openly cry, You err who think that here is all the grace of living? You do not understand, you do not notice, that this old age is a veteran procession of miseries and of age, the wages of troubles; and that we are surrounded, as by a Scylla-like experience, by daily shipwrecks, are beaten by waves, dwell in rocky habitations, and take delight in these — like that [life which is] not so much an eternal living-being as an immortal evil. Therefore even for this Cain the long life granted was a vengeance, in that he lived in fear, and...'10



metu & prolixum spatium multo cucurrit & infructuoso labore, qua poena nihil gravius, quam ut quis ipse sibi maiorum causa poenarum sit. Vide igitur quam perpetua vita iustorum, & nulla sit improborum. Iusti sanguis clamat, & mortui, vita autem peccatoris absconditur. Haec ille.
...in fear, and ran through a long space with much and fruitless labor — than which punishment nothing is graver, than that anyone should himself be the cause of greater punishments to himself. See, therefore, how perpetual is the life of the just, and how none is that of the wicked. The blood of the just cries out, even [when they are] dead; but the life of the sinner is hidden.' Thus he [Ambrose].11



Translator’s notes
	New lemma: Genesis 4:16 (marginal 'VERS. 16.'), Cain's departure and dwelling in the land of Nod, east of Eden. ↩
	'Cain went out from the face of God' — not a departure from the omnipresent God's knowledge and power, as David attests (Ps 139:7-10, 'Whither shall I flee from your face? ... even there your hand shall lead me'). No one can depart from God's sight or hide himself... Marginal gloss: 'Quid significet Cain egressum esse e facie Domini.' Catchword 'sese' (continues on the next page). ↩
	God's omnipresence: darkness cannot hide from him (Ps 139:11-12); 'in him we live, move, and are' (Acts 17:27-28). So Cain's 'going out from the face of God' is not fleeing the omnipresent God, but leaving the land/place where God manifested himself (uttering oracles, rendering responses, speaking familiarly under human form with the first men); or (as earlier interpreted) being renounced from the grace and protection God bears toward his servants and friends. ↩
	Catharinus's improbable view: the first men, expelled from Paradise, came into Judaea; Abel sacrificed where Jerusalem later stood (Pererius sardonically wonders he did not add Abel was killed on Mount Calvary, where Christ was killed by the Jews); Cain then left Judaea for elsewhere. Pererius: this has not a shadow of probability, and is shown false by his earlier disputation (book 3) on the location of Paradise. Marginal gloss: 'Opinatio Catharini minime probabilis.' ↩
	On 'Fugitive.' GLYPH verified (appears twice on the page): נוד (Nod, Gen 4:16). The LXX took it as a place-name — 'the land of Naid' — and Josephus followed (Cain traversed many regions with his wife, founded the town Naida, settled, and had children). But Jerome (Hebrew Traditions/Quaest. Hebr.) takes נוד (Nod) as a common noun meaning 'wandering, fluctuating, unstable, of uncertain abode' — matching God's sentence that Cain would wander as a vagabond and fugitive. ↩
	Josephus (Antiquities 1.11) on how wicked Cain became after his exile: far from improving under chastisement, he grew worse — indulging pleasures, harming others, amassing wealth by force and rapine, gathering bandits as their master in crime; and he corrupted the simple old way of life by inventing weights and measures, depraving the pristine sincerity into cunning. 'Thus Josephus.' Marginal gloss: 'Qualis fuerit Cain post fratricidium.' ↩
	Ambrose's lesson (De Cain et Abel 2.10): from the two brothers' fortunes it is manifest that, to the prudent, the evils befalling the good and the goods befalling the wicked in this life are truly neither goods nor evils. Marginal gloss: 'Egregium documentum ex Ambrosio: Nec vere mala esse quae viris bonis adversa accidunt.' Page footer signature 'CCCC 3'; catchword 'da. Nam' (continues on the next page). ↩
	Ambrose's lesson applied: evils turn to eternal glory for the good, worldly goods to everlasting disgrace for the wicked. Abel (innocent, holy) was killed young and childless; Cain (wicked) lived long, married, had a numerous posterity, founded cities, prospered unpunished — yet Abel's death freed him from life's miseries, while Cain's long life prolonged his torment; and every age praises Abel but detests Cain. Marginal gloss: 'Nec vere mala esse quae viris bonis adversa eveniunt, nec bona quae improbis prospera contingunt.' Verso running head 'COMMENTARIORVM' number '748'; true printed page 758. ↩
	One must not judge virtue or wickedness by this life's fortunes (virtue is often oppressed, wickedness prospers — 'no man knows whether he is worthy of hatred or love,' Eccl 9:1). Rightly weighed, this proves the soul survives the body: another life, judgment, and distribution of rewards/punishments must follow — unless one madly denies God's providence over human affairs. Marginal gloss: 'Aliam post hanc superesse vitam quomodo probari possit.' ↩
	Ambrose (De Cain et Abel) refuting those who think this the only life: all is full of falling and grief, refuted by the plain series of events — the just (Abel) taken young by parricide, the wicked (Cain) granted a long life, wife, posterity, and cities. God's voice cries, 'You err who think here is all the grace of living': this old age is a 'veteran procession of miseries,' daily shipwrecks amid rocks — life more an 'immortal evil' than an eternal good. So even Cain's long life was itself a vengeance, since he lived in fear, and... Catchword 'metu' (continues on the next page). ↩
	End of the Ambrose quote: Cain's long, fearful, fruitless life was itself the gravest punishment (to be one's own cause of greater penalties). The life of the just is 'perpetual,' that of the wicked 'none' — the just's blood cries even after death, but the sinner's life is 'hidden.' 'Thus Ambrose.' Odd-side running head 'IN GENESIM, LIB. VII.' number '749'; true printed page 759. ↩




And he built a city, and called its name from the name of his son Henoch. Verse 17

LatineEnglish


And he built a city, and called its name from the name of his son Henoch. Verse 17.1
Et aedificavit civitatem, vocavitque nomen eius ex nomine filii sui Henoch. VERS. 17.



MAGNAM hic locus quaestionem habet, qui potuerit, aut quorsum voluerit Cain aedificare civitatem. Etenim tunc cum Cain genuit primogenitum suum Henoch, non erant in mundo nisi quinque homines, Adamum dico & Evam, Cainum & uxorem eius atque filium. Quinimo qui eam civitatem inhabitarent, non erant nisi tres: nam Cain a contubernio & societate parentum suorum longe discesserat.
This place has a great question: how Cain was able, or to what end he wished, to build a city. For then, when Cain begot his firstborn Henoch, there were not in the world but five men — I mean Adam and Eve, Cain and his wife and [their] son. Indeed, those who might inhabit that city were not but three: for Cain had departed far from the fellowship and society of his parents.2



SANCTUS Augustinus in lib. 15. de civitate Dei, cap. 8. hanc quaestionem dupliciter explicat. Primo respondet, Henoch non fuisse primogenitum Cain, sed ab eo genitum in senectute, ob idque praeter caeteros filios dilectum & charum, sicut erat Ioseph patri suo Iacob: in testimonium autem singularis amoris, quo hunc filium complectebatur Cain de nomine eius conditam a se civitatem Henochiam appellavit. Nec obstat quod in Scriptura per Henoch describatur successio & posteritas Cain: Illa enim deductio posteritatis Cain non est facta per primogenitos, sed per eos qui ordine principes illius civitatis fuere, vel per eos, qui in familia Cain omnium maxime illustres, & memorabiles extiterunt, vel denique has generationes recensere voluit Moses, quia in earum ultima occisus est Cain, & quidem a Lamech qui fuit ex stirpe Henoch. Deinde respondet Augustinus fuisse quidem Henoch primogenitum Cain (& hoc sentit Iosephus, & videtur probabilius) non tamen cum eum genuit Cain tunc aedificatam ab eo esse civitatem, sed multo post, scilicet iam sene ipso Cain, hoc est, quingentesimum vel sexcentesimum annum agente. Potuisse autem per quingentos annos (maxima naturae humanae in exordio mundi foecunditate) in tantum multiplicari sobolem Cain, ut ea non tantum civitati, sed etiam provinciae colendae & inhabitandae sufficeret, manifestum argumentum esse potest propagatio Hebraeorum ex uno Abrahamo paulo amplius quadringentos annos facta, ad 600. millia bellatorum, exceptis mulieribus, parvulis, senibus, & iis qui per illos retroactos 40. annos mortem obiere.
St Augustine (in book 15 of the City of God, ch. 8) explains this question in two ways. First he answers that Henoch was not Cain's firstborn, but begotten by him in old age, and for that reason beloved and dear beyond the other sons, as Joseph was to his father Jacob; and, in testimony of the singular love with which Cain embraced this son, he called the city founded by him 'Henochia' from his name. Nor does it stand in the way that in Scripture the succession and posterity of Cain is described through Henoch: for that deduction of Cain's posterity was made not through firstborns, but through those who were in order the leaders of that city, or through those who in Cain's family were the most illustrious and memorable of all; or, finally, Moses wished to review these generations because in the last of them Cain was killed, and indeed by Lamech, who was of the stock of Henoch. Then Augustine answers, secondly, that Henoch was indeed Cain's firstborn (and this Josephus thinks, and it seems more probable), yet that the city was not built by him then, when Cain begot him, but much later — namely when Cain himself was already old, that is, in his five-hundredth or six-hundredth year. And that through five hundred years (the greatest fecundity of human nature at the beginning of the world) Cain's offspring could be multiplied so much that it sufficed not only for a city but even for a province to be cultivated and inhabited, a manifest proof can be the propagation of the Hebrews from the one Abraham, made in a little more than four hundred years, to six hundred thousand warriors, excepting women, children, old men, and those who during those past forty years died.3



S. Augustini verba, si ea cognoscere avet lector, sic habent: Quod scriptum est, cognovit Cain uxorem suam, & concipiens peperit Henoc, & erat aedificans civitatem in nomine filii sui Henoch, non est quidem consequens, ut istum primum filium genuisse credatur. Neque enim hoc ex eo putandum est, quia dictus est cognovisse uxorem suam, quasi tunc se illi primitus concumbendo miscuisset. Nam & de ipso patre omnium Adamo non tunc solum hoc dictum est, quando conceptus est Cain, quem primogenitum videtur habuisse, verum etiam posterius eadem Scriptura
St Augustine's words, if the reader desires to know them, are thus: 'As for what is written, "Cain knew his wife, and, conceiving, she bore Henoch, and he was building a city in the name of his son Henoch," it is not indeed consequent that he be believed to have begotten this [Henoch as his] first son. For neither is this to be thought from the fact that he is said to have known his wife, as if he had then first mingled with her in intercourse. For also concerning the father of all, Adam himself, this was said not only then, when Cain was conceived, whom he seems to have had as firstborn, but also later the same Scripture...'4



Scriptura, Cognovit, inquit, Adam uxorem suam, & concepit & peperit filium, & nominavit nomen illius Seth, Unde intelligitur ita solere illam Scripturam loqui, quamvis non semper, cum in ea legitur factos hominum fuisse conceptus non tamen solum cum primum sibi sexus uterque misceretur. Nec illud necessario argumento est, ut primogenitum patri existimemus Henoch quod eius nomine civitas illa nuncupata est. Non enim abs re est, ut propter aliquam causam, cum & alios haberet diligeret eum pater caeteris amplius. Neque enim & Iudas primogenitus fuit, a quo & Iudaea cognominata est, & Iudaei. Sed etiamsi conditori civitatis illius iste filius primus est natus, non ideo putandum est tunc a patre condita civitati nomen eius impositum, quando natus est, quia nec constitui tunc ab uno poterat civitas, quae nihil aliud est quam hominum multitudo uno societatis vinculo colligata: sed cum illius hominis familia tanta numerositate cresceret, ut haberet iam populi quantitatem, tunc potuit utique fieri, ut & constitueret, & nomen primogeniti sui constituta imponeret civitati. Tam longa quippe vita illorum hominum fuit, ut illic memoratorum, quorum & anni taciti non sunt, qui minimum vixit ante diluvium, ad septingentos quinquaginta tres annos perveniret. Nam plures nongentos annos etiam transierunt, quamvis nemo ad mille perveneret. Quis itaque dubitaverit, per unius hominis aetatem tantum multiplicari potuisse genus humanum, ut esset unde constitueretur non una, sed plurimae civitates? Sic Augustinus.
'...the same Scripture says, "Adam knew his wife, and she conceived and bore a son, and called his name Seth" — whence it is understood that that Scripture is wont so to speak, though not always, when in it is read that the conceptions of men were made, [that it is] not only when the two sexes first mingled together. Nor is that a necessary argument, that we should reckon Henoch the firstborn to his father, because that city was named by his name. For it is not beside the point that, for some reason, though he had others too, the father loved him more than the rest. For neither was Judah the firstborn, from whom both Judaea was named, and the Jews. But even if that son was born first to the founder of that city, it is not therefore to be thought that the name was imposed on the city founded by the father then, when he was born, because a city could not then be constituted by one man — a city being nothing else than a multitude of men bound together by one bond of society; but when that man's family grew to such numerousness that it now had the quantity of a people, then it could indeed happen that he both constituted it, and imposed on the constituted city the name of his firstborn. For so long was the life of those men that, of those mentioned there — whose years are not passed over in silence — he who lived least before the flood reached seven hundred and fifty-three years. For more even passed nine hundred years, though no one reached a thousand. Who, therefore, would doubt that through the age of one man the human race could be so multiplied that there was material whence not one but very many cities could be constituted?' Thus Augustine.5



Horum simillima scribit idem in libro Quaestionum in Genesim, quaest. 1. Ludovicus Vives in commentariis suis in libros B. Augustini de Civitate Dei, super octavum caput lib. 15. tradit fuisse in Hispania memoria patrum suorum vicum pene centum domorum, cuius incolae omnes a quodam sene, qui adhuc vivebat, progenerati erant, ita ut propinquitatis nomen deesset, quo ille a minimis natu appellaretur.
Very similar things the same [Augustine] writes in the book of Questions on Genesis, question 1. Ludovicus Vives, in his commentaries on blessed Augustine's books on the City of God, on the eighth chapter of book 15, relates that there was in Spain, within the memory of his fathers, a village of nearly a hundred houses, whose inhabitants were all descended from a certain old man who was still living — so that the name of kinship was lacking by which he might be called by the youngest-born.6



ILLUD quoque animadversum est a B. Augustino in cap. 5. supradicti libri: Quemadmodum primae omnium mundi civitatis conditor fratricida fuit, ita fuisse fratricidam fundatorem eius civitatis, quae terreni imperii caput fuit, Romam dico, cuius conditor Romulus fratrem Remum occidit, & ut cecinit Lucanus, Fraterno primi maduerunt sanguine muri. Ex hoc loco redarguere licet complures veterum de aeternitate, vel nimia vetustate civitatum errores. Primus error fuit Aristotelis & Chaldaeorum, omniumque arbitrantium fuisse mundum aeternum, & idcirco nullum fuisse primum aedificandarum civitatum exordium.
This too was noted by blessed Augustine in ch. 5 of the aforesaid book: that as the founder of the first city of all the world was a fratricide, so the founder of that city which was the head of earthly empire — Rome, I mean, whose founder Romulus killed his brother Remus — was a fratricide; and, as Lucan sang, 'The first walls were wet with a brother's blood.' From this place one may refute several errors of the ancients concerning the eternity, or excessive antiquity, of cities. The first error was that of Aristotle and the Chaldeans, and of all who thought the world was eternal, and therefore that there was no first beginning of the building of cities.7



Alter fuit error Poetarum: qui finxerunt in aureo saeculo, quo regnavit Saturnus, nullas fuisse urbes, sed postea aedificari coeptas regnante Iove, quem tamen post Noeticum diluvium fuisse constat. Tertius fuit error Aegyptiorum. Nam ut refert Plato in exordio Timaei, sacerdos quidam Aegyptius affirmavit Soloni, urbem Athenarum novem annorum millibus conditam esse ante Solonis aetatem, cum tamen ab exordio mundi usque ad aetatem Solonis, minus tribus annorum millibus & quingentis praeteriisse compertum sit.
The second error was that of the Poets, who feigned that in the golden age, in which Saturn reigned, there were no cities, but that they afterward began to be built under the reign of Jove — who, however, is agreed to have been after Noah's flood. The third was the error of the Egyptians. For, as Plato relates at the beginning of the Timaeus, a certain Egyptian priest affirmed to Solon that the city of Athens was founded nine thousand years before Solon's age — when yet, from the beginning of the world to the age of Solon, less than three thousand five hundred years is found to have passed.8



tus error Graecorum fuit; & aliorum quidam aientium primum omnium urbem fabricatam a Cecrope, & ob id primum Cecropiam, postea Acropolim dictam; aliorum vero dicentium, primam urbem fuisse Argos conditam a Phoronaeo. Verum & Cecrops propemodum aequalis fuit ipsius Mosis; & Phoronaei aetas in Iacob patriarchae aetatem plane competit. Quintus error, Aegyptiorum fuit falso iactantium, Diospolim hoc est, Thebas, fuisse antiquissimam, primamque omnium, quae in orbe fuere civitatem. At enim Mesrain nepos Noe, iam eversa turre Babel, factaque linguarum divisione, primus omnium terram Aegypti coluit, & gentis Aegyptiorum auctor fuit, atque conditor: quamobrem nomine eius Aegyptus ab Hebraeis [מצרים] Miseraim appellatur.
...The fourth error was that of the Greeks; and of others, some saying that the first city of all was built by Cecrops, and for that reason first called Cecropia, later Acropolis; but others saying that the first city was Argos, founded by Phoroneus. But Cecrops was almost contemporary with Moses himself; and the age of Phoroneus plainly coincides with the age of the patriarch Jacob. The fifth error was that of the Egyptians, falsely boasting that Diospolis — that is, Thebes — was the most ancient, and the first of all the cities which were in the world. But indeed Mizraim, grandson of Noah, when the tower of Babel had already been overthrown, and the division of tongues made, first of all cultivated the land of Egypt, and was the author and founder of the Egyptian nation; wherefore Egypt is called by the Hebrews by his name, [מצרים] 'Miseraim.'9



PRIMA igitur orbis terrarum civitas, Henochia fuit a Cain extructa. Berosus Annianus, hoc est, spurius & fictitius, in libro suo de Temporibus prodidit, Henochiam civitatem esse conditam circa Libanum montem, qui est ad Orientem comparatione regionis Damascenae: fuisseque amplissimam urbem, & habitationem gigantum. His addit Annianus, suo etiam tempore illius civitatis dirutae cerni in monte Libano maxima & ingentis molis fundamenta, & vulgo ab incolis illius regionis nominari civitatem Cain, atque id se ex mercatoribus & peregrinis qui in Libano & Damasco versati erant, accepisse.
The first city of the world, therefore, was Henochia, built by Cain. Berosus Annianus — that is, the spurious and fictitious [Berosus] — in his book On Times, related that the city Henochia was founded near Mount Lebanon, which is to the East in comparison with the region of Damascus; and that it was a very large city, and a habitation of giants. To these Annianus adds that even in his own time the foundations of that ruined city, of the greatest and most enormous mass, are seen on Mount Lebanon; and that the city is commonly called 'Cain' by the inhabitants of that region; and that he had received this from merchants and travelers who had been in Lebanon and Damascus.10



SED quae ratio impulit Cain ad aedificandam civitatem? An quoniam tutior & securior esset? perpetuo enim sibi mortem timebat; quemadmodum Adam inter densas paradisi arbores sese voluit abscondere, ita Cain muris se inclusit. An potius ut cuncta ipsius familia unum in locum congregata, coalesceret in unum populum cuius ipse caput & dominus esset? An quod impunius late praedari, & aliena bona diripere, & tyrannidem exercere posset? Nam ut supra, auctore Iosepho, diximus, primus omnium Cain facultates domesticas per vim & rapinas augere conatus est, & accitis latrociniorum & flagitiorum sociis, magister illis, & dux ad maleficia extitit.
But what reason impelled Cain to build a city? Was it that he might be safer and more secure? — for he perpetually feared death for himself; as Adam wished to hide himself among the dense trees of Paradise, so Cain enclosed himself with walls. Or rather, that his whole family, gathered into one place, might coalesce into one people, of which he himself would be head and lord? Or that he might plunder far and wide more unpunished, and seize others' goods, and exercise tyranny? For, as we said above on Josephus's authority, Cain first of all tried to increase his domestic resources by force and rapine, and, having summoned companions of robbery and wickedness, stood forth as their master and leader to crimes.11



PLATO in Protagora, causam cur homines se civitatibus extructis sepserint, & incluserint, fuisse censet; ut sese adversus ferarum rabiem tutari ac defendere possent. Verumtamen Aristoteles primo libro Politicorum, exordia urbium a natura hominis reperit, affirmans hominem esse politicum animal, multo magis sociabile quam apes, grues, & quodvis aliud gregale animal. Quoniam igitur homines simul vivere & societatem, atque communionem rerum inter se habere, & ratio docuit, & experientia confirmavit cum ad usus humanae vitae commodius, tum ad omne genus voluptatum esse iucundius, ea maxime causa ad condendas urbes primum homines adduxit. Idem Aristoteles eo ordine tradit ventum esse ad aedificationem civitatum; ut primo in privatis domibus habitaverint homines: ex his deinde pagi extiterint: ex pagis aedificatae sint civitates. An hoc ordine in
Plato, in the Protagoras, thinks the cause why men fenced and enclosed themselves in built cities was that they might protect and defend themselves against the fury of wild beasts. But Aristotle, in the first book of the Politics, finds the beginnings of cities from the nature of man, affirming that man is a political animal, much more sociable than bees, cranes, and any other gregarious animal. Since, therefore, both reason taught and experience confirmed that for men to live together and to have society and communion of things among themselves is both more convenient for the uses of human life and more pleasant for every kind of pleasures, that cause chiefly first led men to found cities. The same Aristotle relates that men came to the building of cities in this order: that first men dwelt in private houses; then from these villages arose; from villages cities were built. Whether in this order in...12



exordio mundi ventum sit ad aedificationem primae civitatis, incertum est. ILLUD porro lectorem hoc loco advertere cupio, quam sint improbi homines solertes, prudentes, diligentes, ac solliciti ad omnia, quae ad praesentis vitae utilitates, voluptates, honoresque pertinent, vel invenienda, vel amplificanda, vel consummanda, vel sibi quoquo modo comparanda, abiecto prorsus amore curaque rerum coelestium & aeternarum, & his rebus quae ad animi sui medicinam & salutem conducunt pro nihilo habitis: denique nullo respectu, nullaque cogitatione futurae vitae, omnia illorum consilia, vota, conatus, labores ad sola huius mundi bona acquirenda, augenda, tuenda, potiundaque spectare & conferri, nihilque post hanc vitam aut mali timere, aut boni sperare. Ecce tibi, primus omnium Cain urbem aedificavit; & ex posteris eius Lamech primus libidinis causa complures uxores duxit: cuius tres filii, varias invenere artes, quibus ea quae ad cultum humanae vitae conferunt, abundantius & commodius suppeterent hominibus. Horum enim unus pastoritiam artem, alter musicam, tertius fabrilem, quae in tractando aere ferroque versatur, multis & magnis inventis utilitatibus valde adiuvit & ornavit.
...whether at the beginning of the world it was come to the building of the first city in this order, is uncertain. Moreover, I desire the reader in this place to notice how skillful, prudent, diligent, and solicitous wicked men are toward all things which pertain to the utilities, pleasures, and honors of the present life — whether to be found out, amplified, completed, or in any way procured for themselves — with the love and care of heavenly and eternal things utterly cast off, and those things which conduce to the medicine and salvation of their soul held for nothing; finally, with no regard and no thought of the future life, all their counsels, vows, efforts, and labors look and are directed to the sole acquiring, augmenting, guarding, and possessing of this world's goods, and they fear no evil nor hope for any good after this life. Behold: Cain first of all built a city; and of his descendants Lamech first, for the sake of lust, took several wives; whose three sons invented various arts, by which the things that conduce to the culture of human life might be supplied more abundantly and conveniently to men. For of these, one greatly aided and adorned the pastoral art, another music, the third the smith's art (which is occupied in working bronze and iron), with many and great useful inventions.13



Similes autem Caino flagitiis & maleficiis fuisse eius posteros, confirmat Iosephus scribens, superstite etiam tunc Adamo Caini sobolem sceleratissimam evasisse: dum inquit Iosephus posterior quisque fit deterior, nec solum imitatur priorum vitia, sed novis insuper inventis sceleribus longe superat, nec a bellis, neque latrociniis temperando: si qui autem a caedibus abstinebant, avare & superbe vitam suam vivebant.
But that Cain's descendants were like Cain in outrages and crimes, Josephus confirms, writing that, while Adam was still alive, Cain's most wicked offspring emerged: 'for,' says Josephus, 'each later one becomes worse, and not only imitates the vices of his predecessors, but far surpasses them with new crimes newly invented, sparing neither wars nor robberies; but if any abstained from murders, they lived their life greedily and proudly.'14



VERUM, quae paulo supra diximus de ingeniis & studiis improborum hominum nihil de coelestibus, aeternisque bonis cogitantium, sed terrenis duntaxat cupiditatibus servientium, & praesentis vitae bona, caduca sane & brevi peritura, toto pectore & aviditate consectantium, haec, inquam, quae supra cursim attigimus, quo iucundiora lectori accidant, Gregorianae orationis suavitate condienda sunt.
But the things which we said a little above about the talents and pursuits of wicked men, who think nothing of heavenly and eternal goods, but serve only earthly desires, and pursue with their whole heart and greed the goods of the present life (fleeting indeed and soon to perish) — these things, I say, which we touched cursorily above, that they may fall more pleasantly on the reader, are to be seasoned with the sweetness of Gregorian speech.15



Huc igitur locum tractans Greg. in lib. 16. Moral. cap. 6. super illis verbis Iob quae sunt in ca. 22. Qui sublati sunt ante tempus suum, & fluvius subvertit fundamentum eorum, hoc modo scribit, Iniqui dum corde transire ad aeterna negligunt, & cuncta praesentia fugitiva esse non intuentur, mentem in amore praesentis vitae figunt, & quasi longae habitationis in ea sibi fundamentum construunt: quia in terrenis rebus per desiderium solidantur. Sic primus in terra Cain civitatem construxisse describitur; qui videlicet peregrinus aperte monstratur, quia ipse in terra fundamentum posuit, qui a soliditate aeternae patriae alienus fuit. Peregrinus quippe a summis, fundamentum in infimis posuit, qui stationem cordis in terrena delectatione collocavit. Unde & in eius stirpe, Henoch, qui dedicatio interpretatur, primus nascitur. In electorum vero progenie Henoch 7. fuisse memoratur: quia videlicet reprobi in hac vita, quae ante est, semetipsos aedificando dedicant; electi vero aedificationis suae dedicationem in fine temporis, id est, in 7. tempore expectant. Videas namque plurimos temporalia sola cogitare, honores quaerere, ambiendis rebus inhiare, nihil post hanc vitam requirere. Quid itaque
Treating this place, therefore, Gregory (in book 16 of the Morals, ch. 6, on those words of Job which are in ch. 22, 'Who were taken away before their time, and a flood overthrew their foundation') writes in this manner: 'The iniquitous, while they neglect to pass over in heart to the eternal, and do not perceive all present things to be fleeting, fix their mind in the love of the present life, and as if of a long dwelling construct for themselves a foundation in it: because in earthly things they are solidified through desire. So Cain is described as the first to have built a city on the earth; who, namely, is openly shown to be a pilgrim, because he himself placed a foundation on the earth, being estranged from the solidity of the eternal fatherland. For a pilgrim from the highest things placed his foundation in the lowest, who set the station of his heart in earthly delight. Whence also in his stock, Henoch — who is interpreted "dedication" — is born first. But in the progeny of the elect, Henoch is recorded to have been the seventh: because, namely, the reprobate, in this life, which comes first, dedicate themselves by building; but the elect await the dedication of their building at the end of time, that is, in the seventh age. For you may see very many think only of temporal things, seek honors, gape after ambitious things, and seek nothing after this life. What, therefore,'16



itaque isti, nisi, in prima se generatione dedicant? Videas electos nil praesentis gloriae quaerere, libenter inopiam sustinere, mala mundi aequanimiter perpeti ut possint in fine coronari. Electis ergo Henoch in septima generatione nascitur, quia sui dedicationem gaudii, in extrema resurrectionis gloria requirunt. Et quia quotidiano temporis lapsu ipsa praesentis vita mortalitas decurrit, atque reproborum dedicationem, eosdem reprobos subtrahendo, destruit: recte de iniquis dicitur, Et fluvius, subvertit fundamentum eorum, id est, ipse cursus mortalitatis, statum in eis subruit perversa constructionis. Haec Gregorius.
'...do these [reprobate] do, unless they dedicate themselves in the first generation? You may see the elect seek nothing of present glory, willingly bear want, patiently endure the world's evils, that they may be crowned at the end. To the elect, therefore, Henoch is born in the seventh generation, because they seek the dedication of their joy in the final glory of the resurrection. And because by the daily lapse of time the very mortality of the present life runs down, and destroys the dedication of the reprobate by taking away those same reprobate: rightly is it said of the iniquitous, "And a flood overthrew their foundation" — that is, the very course of mortality subverted in them the state of [their] perverse construction.' Thus Gregory.17



Translator’s notes
	The lemma Genesis 4:17b (marginal 'VERS. 17.'): Cain builds a city and names it after his son Henoch. ↩
	The great question: how or why Cain built a city, when at Henoch's birth there were only five people in the world (Adam, Eve, Cain, his wife, their son) — and only three to inhabit the city, since Cain had gone far from his parents. Marginal gloss: 'Quomodo, aut quorsum Cain, cum tres, vel summum quinque tunc in mundo essent homines, civitatem aedificaverit.' ↩
	Augustine (City of God 15.8), two answers: (1) Henoch was NOT the firstborn but a late-born, specially beloved son (like Joseph to Jacob), for whom Cain named the city 'Henochia' — the genealogy runs through Henoch not as firstborn but as leaders/notables of the city, or because Cain was killed in its last generation by Lamech (of Henoch's line). (2) Henoch WAS the firstborn (so Josephus, more probably), but the city was built much later, when Cain was ~500-600 years old; in 500 years of that early fecundity, Cain's offspring could fill a whole province — as the Hebrews multiplied from Abraham to 600,000 warriors (besides women, children, elderly) in ~400 years. Marginal gloss: 'Iosephus lib. 1. Antiquitatum.' ↩
	Augustine's words verbatim (City of God 15.8): that 'Cain knew his wife and she bore Henoch, and he was building a city' does not prove Henoch the firstborn; 'knew his wife' need not mean the first intercourse — for even of Adam this idiom was used not only at Cain's conception (his apparent firstborn) but also later in the same Scripture... Marginal gloss: 'Augustini verba.' Catchword 'Scriptura' (continues on the next page). ↩
	Augustine continues: 'knew his wife' is a general idiom (used also of Seth's conception, Gen 4:25), not implying first intercourse or a firstborn; naming a city after Henoch no more proves primogeniture than Judah (not the firstborn) proves it for Judaea/the Jews. And even a firstborn could not found a city at birth (a city being a 'multitude bound by society'); only when his family grew into a people. Given the vast lifespans before the flood (the shortest was 753 years, many over 900, none reaching 1000), one man's lifetime sufficed to multiply the race enough for many cities. 'Thus Augustine.' Marginal gloss: 'Civitas quid.' Verso running head 'COMMENTARIORVM' number '750'; true printed page 760. ↩
	Augustine writes similarly in Quaestiones in Genesim q.1. Ludovicus Vives (Juan Luis Vives, commenting on City of God 15.8) reports a Spanish village of nearly 100 houses, all descended from one still-living old man — so numerous that no kinship-term remained for the youngest to call him by. (An analogue for how one long-lived man could populate a city.) ↩
	Augustine (City of God 15.5): as the first city's founder (Cain) was a fratricide, so was the founder of Rome, the head of earthly empire — Romulus killed Remus (Lucan, Pharsalia 1.95, 'The first walls were wet with a brother's blood'). Pererius then begins refuting five ancient errors on the eternity/antiquity of cities. FIRST error: Aristotle and the Chaldeans (the world eternal, so no first beginning of cities). Marginal glosses: 'Ut Cain primae civitatis conditor fratricida fuit, sic fuit Romul. conditor Romae'; 'Lucanus lib. 1. Pharsaliae'; 'Refelluntur quinque veterum errores circa vetustatem civitatum.' ↩
	SECOND error: the Poets (the golden age of Saturn had no cities; they began under Jove — who came after Noah's flood). THIRD error: the Egyptians — the priest in Plato's Timaeus told Solon that Athens was founded 9,000 years before him, though fewer than 3,500 years passed from creation to Solon. Marginal gloss: 'Mendacium Aegyptiorum apud Platonem de vetustate Athenarum.' ↩
	FOURTH error: the Greeks (first city built by Cecrops — Cecropia/Acropolis — or Argos by Phoroneus; but Cecrops was ~contemporary with Moses, Phoroneus with Jacob). FIFTH error: the Egyptians (Thebes/Diospolis as the oldest, first city) — but Mizraim, grandson of Noah, founded the Egyptian nation only after Babel and the division of tongues. GLYPH verified: מצרים (Mitsraim / 'Miseraim' = Egypt), so named by the Hebrews after Mizraim. Marginal glosses: 'Error Graecorum'; 'Error Aegyptiorum de antiquitate Thebarum.' Odd-side running head 'IN GENESIM, LIB. VII.' number '751'; true printed page 761. ↩
	So the world's first city was Henochia, built by Cain. The (pseudo-)Berosus 'Annianus' (the spurious Berosus of Annius of Viterbo), On Times, claimed Henochia was founded near Mount Lebanon (east of Damascus), a huge city and a dwelling of giants; and that its enormous ruined foundations were still visible on Lebanon in his day, the locals calling the city 'Cain' — reported to him by merchants and travelers from Lebanon and Damascus. (Pererius flags Berosus Annianus as spurious/fictitious.) Marginal gloss: 'Ubi condita fuerit, secundum Berosum Annianum, civitas Henochia.' ↩
	Why Cain built a city — three possible motives: (1) safety/security, from perpetual fear of death (as Adam hid among Paradise's trees, Cain walled himself in); (2) to gather his family into one people under himself as head and lord; (3) to plunder and tyrannize more freely — for (per Josephus, cited earlier) Cain amassed wealth by force and rapine and led bands of robbers in crime. Marginal gloss: 'Cur Cain aedificaverit civitatem.' ↩
	On the origin of cities: Plato (Protagoras) — men enclosed themselves in cities to defend against wild beasts. Aristotle (Politics 1) — cities arise from man's nature as a 'political animal,' more sociable than bees or cranes; reason and experience show communal life is more convenient and pleasant, which chiefly led men to found cities. Aristotle's order: private houses → villages → cities. Marginal gloss: 'De prima causa aedificandi urbes, secundum Platonem, & Aristotelem.' Page footer signature 'DDDD'; catchword 'exor' (continues on the next page). ↩
	A moral lesson: wicked men are keen and diligent about all that serves the present life's utility, pleasure, and honor, but cast off the love of heavenly/eternal things and give no thought to the future life. So the Cainites: Cain built the first city; Lamech was the first polygamist (out of lust); his three sons invented the arts of herding, music, and metalworking (Jabal, Jubal, Tubalcain — Gen 4:20-22). Marginal gloss: 'Morale documentum.' Verso running head 'COMMENTARIORVM' number '752'; true printed page 762. ↩
	Josephus (Antiquities 1) confirms that Cain's line grew ever more wicked (even while Adam still lived): each generation worse than the last, adding new crimes, sparing neither war nor robbery; and those who abstained from murder lived greedily and proudly. Marginal gloss: 'Iosephus lib. 1. Antiquit.' ↩
	Transition: what Pererius said about the wicked's earthly pursuits he will now 'season' with Gregory's eloquence. ↩
	Gregory (Moralia 16.6, on Job 22:16, 'taken away before their time, a flood overthrew their foundation'): the wicked, neglecting the eternal, fix their hearts in the present life as if a long dwelling. So Cain, the first city-builder, is shown a 'pilgrim' estranged from the eternal fatherland — placing his foundation in the lowest, his heart in earthly delight. Hence in his line Henoch ('dedication') is born FIRST (the reprobate dedicate themselves now, in this prior life), whereas the Sethite Enoch is the SEVENTH (the elect await their dedication at the end, in the seventh age). Marginal gloss: 'Praeclara Gregorii sententia.' Catchword 'itaque' (continues on the next page). ↩
	Gregory concludes: the reprobate dedicate themselves in the 'first generation' (now); the elect seek no present glory, bear want, and endure evils to be crowned at the end — so their Henoch is the seventh (the resurrection glory). And the 'flood' that 'overthrew their foundation' (Job 22:16) is the very course of mortality, sweeping away the reprobate and their earthly building. 'Thus Gregory.' (Marginal variants noted: 'retributionis' for 'resurrectionis'; 'mutabilitatis' for 'mortalitatis.') Odd-side running head 'IN GENESIM, LIB. VII.' number '753'; true printed page 763. ↩




And Lamech said to his wives Ada and Sella: Hear my voice, wives of Lamech, hearken to my speech: for I have killed a man to my wounding, and a young man to my hurt …

LatineEnglish


And Lamech said to his wives Ada and Sella: Hear my voice, wives of Lamech, hearken to my speech: for I have killed a man to my wounding, and a young man to my hurt: sevenfold vengeance shall be given for Cain, but for Lamech seventy times sevenfold. Verses 23 and 24.1
Dixitque Lamech uxoribus suis Ada & Sella, audite vocem meam uxores Lamech, auscultate sermonem meum: quoniam occidi virum in vulnus meum, & Adolescentulum in livorem meum: Septuplum ultio dabitur de Cain: de Lamech vero septuagies septies. VERS. 23. & 24.



TAM obscurus & perplexus est hic locus, ut in eo interpretando duodecimum & decimumtertium librum Commentariorum suorum in Genesim (teste Hieronymo in Epistola 125. quae ad Damasum scripta est) consumpserit Origenes. Quin putat Catharinus esse prorsus inexplicabilem hunc locum, nec mortalium quenquam humana ratione, & investigatione, verum & proprium eius intellectum assequi posse. Sane, obscuritatem eius, satis declarat ingens Doctorum in eo explanando interpretationum & sententiarum varietas, atque dissensio. Nimirum, hic usu venit quod in rebus maxime dubiis & incertis evenire solet: ut qui eas tractant, quod nihil habeant explorati & certi, quod sequantur, variis ducti coniecturis, in diversas admodum & contrarias opiniones distrahantur. Quo maiori nobis studio & diligentia ad huius loci explicationem incubendum est: ut quod videtur similius vero, & cum verborum Mosis sententia congruentius id lectori aperte ac breviter indicetur.
So obscure and perplexed is this place, that in interpreting it Origen consumed the twelfth and thirteenth book of his Commentaries on Genesis (as Jerome testifies in Epistle 125, which was written to Damasus). Indeed Catharinus thinks this place utterly inexplicable, and that no mortal can attain the true and proper understanding of it by human reason and investigation. Certainly, its obscurity is sufficiently declared by the huge variety and disagreement of the Doctors' interpretations and opinions in explaining it. Doubtless, here happens what is wont to happen in most doubtful and uncertain matters: that those who treat them, since they have nothing explored and certain to follow, led by various conjectures, are drawn into quite diverse and contrary opinions. Wherefore we must apply the greater study and diligence to the explanation of this place, that what seems nearer the truth, and more congruent with the sense of Moses's words, may be indicated to the reader openly and briefly.2



QUATUOR huius loci reperio interpretationes. Prima est pervulgata, multisque tam Hebraeorum quam Christianorum interpretum probata, quae mihi etiam praeter caeteras probatur. Fertur ex antiqua Hebraeorum traditione, Lamech fuisse deditum venationi, & usque ad extremam aetatem in ea studiose & assidue versatum. Cum igitur iam prae senio caligans, & utens ductu adolescentis (quem Hebraei filium ipsius Tubal-Cain fuisse dicunt) nihilominus tamen venationi vacaret: semel offendit ipsum Cain densis in sylvis ferarum more inerrantem: quem Lamech monitu sui rectoris & ducis feram esse illum aestimantis, sagitta confixum interfecit. Verum mox errore cognito, tanta in puerum exarsit ira, ut eum multo & vehementi percussu, ictuque occiderit. Sic igitur exponunt verba: Alloqui
I find four interpretations of this place. The first is widespread, and approved by many interpreters both Hebrew and Christian, which is also approved by me beyond the others. It is handed down from ancient Hebrew tradition that Lamech was given to hunting, and up to his extreme old age was studiously and assiduously engaged in it. Since therefore, now dim of sight from old age, and using the guidance of a youth (whom the Hebrews say was the son of Tubalcain himself), he nevertheless still had leisure for hunting: once he came upon Cain himself wandering in the dense woods in the manner of wild beasts; whom Lamech, at the warning of his director and guide, thinking him to be a wild beast, transfixed with an arrow and killed. But soon, the error being recognized, so great an anger blazed up against the boy, that he killed him with a heavy and vehement blow and stroke. So then they expound the words: [Lamech] addresses...3



tur Lamech uxores suas geminae caedi a se factae per quam poenitens scelusque suum illis confessus, Occidi, inquit, virum, id est, Cain, in vulnus meum, id est, vulnere meo, seu vulnere a me illi inflicto, Et adolescentulum in livore meo, quia vehementer eum percutiens arcu, totum corpus eius lividum fecerat. Quoniam autem haec caedes incidit in septimam generationem ab ipso Adam, apparet necem Cain & vindictam fratricidii eius usque in septimam generationem fuisse dilatam, quod nonnulli significatum putarunt illis Dei verbis, Omnis qui occiderit Cain septuplum punietur, ut nos supra declaravimus. Haec interpretatio duas ob causas probabilis admodum est: quod generatio Cain producta est usque ad diluvium, eam tamen Moses terminat in Lamech & filiis eius, non ob aliam profecto causam, nisi quia in generatione Lamech terminata est vita Cain occisi a Lamech: tum etiam, quia nulla ratio erat, cur vellet Moses narrare homicidium, quod fecerat Lamech, nisi ut miserrimum vitae Cain exitum, atque interitum indicaret.
...Lamech addresses his wives, greatly penitent for the double killing done by him, and confessing his crime to them: 'I have killed,' he says, 'a man' — that is, Cain — 'to my wounding,' that is, by my wound, or by a wound inflicted on him by me; 'and a young man to my hurt,' because, striking him vehemently with the bow, he had made his whole body livid. But since this killing fell in the seventh generation from Adam himself, it appears that the death of Cain and the vengeance for his fratricide was deferred until the seventh generation — which some thought was signified by those words of God, 'Everyone who kills Cain shall be punished sevenfold,' as we declared above. This interpretation is quite probable for two reasons: because, although the generation of Cain is continued up to the flood, Moses nevertheless terminates it in Lamech and his sons — for no other reason indeed than because in Lamech's generation the life of Cain, killed by Lamech, was terminated; and also because there was no reason why Moses should wish to narrate the homicide which Lamech had done, unless to indicate the most wretched end and death of Cain.4



NON sum nescius, nec Paulo Burgensi, nec Catharino, nec Hieronymo ab Oleastro placere, Cain esse occisum a Lamech: quia Deus, inquiunt, promiserat ei impunitatem a caede, & securum eum fecerat, quin etiam edixerat septuplum iri punitum illum, qui Cainum interfecisset. Sic autem punitum esse Lamech nusquam legitur. Putat autem Burgensis, Cain non alia morte quam per diluvium interiisse. Verum his rationibus non equidem deducar a communi sententia. Deus enim tantum significavit, Cain non statim, nec a quolibet, qui eum inveniret, ut ipse metuens dixit, occisum iri. Quin, ut supra diximus, multi dictum illud Domini sic interpretati sunt, ut significaverit Deus, Cain victurum usque ad septimam eius generationem, & in ea esse occidendum. An autem Lamech, quia per ignorationem & errorem occidit Cain, & quia crimen suum confessus est, poenas quas Deus interfectori Cain interminatus fuerat evaserit, nec ne, incertum est: nec enim omnia, quae tunc acta sunt, prodere litteris curae fuit Mosi. Illud certe, quod dixit Burgensis, Cain vixisse usque ad diluvium, nemini qui sacrarum litterarum non sit plane ignarus, probari poterit. Ex eo enim conficeretur, Cain vixisse plus mille & sexcentis annis: siquidem ex quinto capite libri Geneseos manifestum est, ab Adamo usque ad diluvium mille sexcentos quinquaginta sex annos praeteriisse.
I am not unaware that it pleases neither Paul of Burgos, nor Catharinus, nor Jerome of Oleaster, that Cain was killed by Lamech: because God, they say, had promised him impunity from killing, and had made him secure, and indeed had decreed that he who killed Cain would be punished sevenfold. But that Lamech was so punished is nowhere read. And Paul of Burgos thinks Cain died by no other death than through the flood. But by these reasons I shall not indeed be led away from the common opinion. For God only signified that Cain would not be killed at once, nor by just anyone who found him, as he himself fearfully said. Indeed, as we said above, many interpreted that saying of the Lord to mean that God signified that Cain would live until his seventh generation, and in it was to be killed. But whether Lamech — because he killed Cain through ignorance and error, and because he confessed his crime — escaped the penalties which God had threatened against Cain's killer, or not, is uncertain: for Moses did not take care to record in writing all the things that were then done. That certainly which Burgos said — that Cain lived until the flood — can be proved to no one who is not entirely ignorant of the sacred writings. For from it, it would be concluded that Cain lived more than sixteen hundred years: since from the fifth chapter of the book of Genesis it is manifest that from Adam to the flood one thousand six hundred and fifty-six years passed.5



HANC primam interpretationem, quae nobis omnium maxime placet, subtiliter & enucleate tractat Caietanus, hunc enim locum explanans ita scribit: Confitetur expresse Lamech se duos occidisse homines: tum ex diversitate aetatis, alterum virum, alterum puerum: tum ex diverso modo occidendi, altero scilicet vulnere, altero livore. Et est livor nomen effectus, qui fit ex percussione absque vulnere: fit enim concursus sanguinis sub cute, & redditur pars percussa livida. Quis autem fuerit vir puerve occisus, littera non aperte significat, coniecturam tamen ingerit, quod vir occisus vulnere
This first interpretation, which pleases us most of all, Cajetan treats subtly and clearly; for, explaining this place, he writes thus: 'Lamech expressly confesses that he killed two men: both from the diversity of age — the one a man, the other a boy; and from the diverse manner of killing — the one namely by a wound, the other by a bruise. And "bruise" (livor) is the name of an effect, which comes from a blow without a wound: for there happens a gathering of blood under the skin, and the struck part is rendered livid. But who the man or the boy was that was killed, the letter does not openly signify; yet it introduces a conjecture, that the man killed by a wound...'6



vulnere fuerit Cain: tum ex eo quod ex sola progenies Cain recensetur, & non nisi usque ad Lamech tanquam occisorem Cain: (uxorem siquidem & trium filiorum eius meminit Moses, ut quis, qualis, ac quantus fuerit iste Lamech, explicaret ex fama, & bigamia, & filiorum) tum ex eo, quod universa haec historia Cain terminatur ad verba homicidii tanquam principaliter intenta: tum ex comparatione poenae Cain ad poenam ipsius Lamech: tum quia quadrat littera, quod Lamech caecutiens, dicente puero dirigente ipsum, Emitte sagittam illo, arbitratus bestiam ibi moveri, vulneraverit Cain absconditum: & postquam advertit se occidisse patrem atavi sui, flagellaverit puerum, qui ex livore flagelli mortuus fuerit. Livor enim magnus non purgatus, mortifer est. Quadrare enim hac littera, testantur aetates occisorum, & modi occidendi. Legendo autem septies vindicatum Cain, habes iungendo superioribus, & quod occisor Cain vindicandus esset septies. Quod autem infertur, & Lamech septuaginta septem, significat quod longe maiori poena puniendus esset, utpote reus parricidii, & filicidii, si puer ille filius eius erat, vel saltem homicidii, & reus contempta iustitia divina, qua punitum sciebat Cain ob homicidium. Significatur autem maior poena more Hebraeo per duos primos septenarios, & septem, & septuaginta. Primus siquidem numerus septenarius, appellatur septem: secundus vero, septuaginta; nam a septem usque ad septuaginta, nullus est numerus denominatus a septem. Alludendo itaque ad Cain vindictam numero septenario, videlicet septies, infert suam fore duplici septenario, videlicet septem & septuaginta. Cur vero non dixerit adverbialiter, septuagies & septies, sed nominaliter septuaginta & septem, nescio, nisi forte verum sit, quod Iosephus dicit, Lamech habuisse se filios & filias septuaginta septem, & propterea se puniendum esse dixerit in septuaginta & septem filiis. Sic Caietanus.
'...by a wound was Cain: both because the progeny of Cain alone is reviewed, and only up to Lamech as the killer of Cain (for Moses mentions his wife and three sons, that he might explain who, what sort, and how great this Lamech was, from his fame, and bigamy, and sons); and because this whole history of Cain terminates in the words of the homicide as its principal intent; and from the comparison of Cain's penalty to Lamech's own penalty; and because the letter fits — that Lamech, being blind, at the boy who directed him saying, "Shoot the arrow there," thinking a beast was moving there, wounded the hidden Cain; and after he noticed that he had killed the father of his ancestor, he flogged the boy, who died from the bruise of the flogging. For a great bruise, unpurged, is deadly. That the letter fits, the ages of the slain and the modes of killing attest. And reading "Cain avenged sevenfold," you have, by joining it to what precedes, that Cain's killer was to be avenged sevenfold. But that which is added, "and Lamech seventy-seven," signifies that he was to be punished with a far greater penalty, as being guilty of parricide and of filicide (if that boy was his son), or at least of homicide, and guilty of contempt for the divine justice by which he knew Cain was punished for homicide. But the greater penalty is signified, in the Hebrew manner, by the two first sevens — seven, and seventy. For the first septenary number is called "seven"; but the second, "seventy"; for from seven up to seventy there is no number denominated from seven. Alluding, therefore, to Cain's vengeance by the septenary number, namely sevenfold, he infers that his own would be by a double septenary, namely seven and seventy. But why he did not say adverbially "seventy times and seven times," but nominally "seventy and seven," I do not know — unless perhaps it be true, what Josephus says, that Lamech had seventy-seven sons and daughters, and therefore said he was to be punished in [his] seventy-seven children.' Thus Cajetan.7



SED unde comperta est historia haec de Caino occiso a Lamech? Tostatus quaestione 15. super hoc caput, auctorem eius facit Iosephum. Sed profecto memoria lapsus est. Iosephus enim duo tantum brevissime scribit de eo lib. 1. Antiquitatum, cap. 2. alterum est, Lamech ex duabus uxoribus Sella & Ada septuaginta & septem filios suscepisse, alterum vero, cum esset is divini iuris non imperitus, videretque poenas se exoluturum parricidii a Caino perpetrati (fortasse quod eius vindictam in septimam generationem a Deo dilatam esse intellexisset) hoc eum uxoribus suis indicasse. Tantum Iosephus. Sed ego Tostatum existimo secutum Historiam scholasticam, in cap. 28. historiae Geneseos, nec bene considerantem, quod in ea traditur, vel per oblivionem vel per incogitantiam esse lapsum. Fuit igitur vetus haec traditio apud Hebraeos, & quod ea valde quadraret historiae Mosis, & quod ad hunc locum de homicidio Lamech intelligendum & explicandum magnam lucem afferret, propterea libenter a multis recepta, vehementerque probata est.
But whence is this history of Cain killed by Lamech ascertained? Tostatus, in question 15 on this chapter, makes Josephus its author. But he certainly slipped in memory. For Josephus writes only two things very briefly about him in book 1 of the Antiquities, ch. 2: one is that Lamech, from his two wives Sella and Ada, begot seventy-seven children; the other is that, since he was not unskilled in divine law, and saw that he would pay penalties for the parricide perpetrated on Cain (perhaps because he understood that its vengeance had been deferred by God to the seventh generation), he indicated this to his wives. Only that much [says] Josephus. But I think Tostatus followed the Historia Scholastica, in ch. 28 of the history of Genesis, and, not considering well what is handed down in it, slipped either through forgetfulness or through inadvertence. There was, therefore, this old tradition among the Hebrews; and because it fits the history of Moses very well, and because it brings great light to the understanding and explaining of this place concerning Lamech's homicide, it was therefore willingly received by many and vehemently approved.8



Quam subindicare videtur Hieronymus in epistola 225. quam scripsit ad Damasum: Maiorum, inquit, nostrorum ista sententia est, quod putent in septima generatione a Lamech interfectum Cain, & paulo infra, Lamech qui septimus ab Adamo fuit, non sponte, ut in quodam Hebraeo volumine scribitur, interfecit Cain,
Which [tradition] Jerome seems to hint at in the epistle which he wrote to Damasus: 'This,' he says, 'is the opinion of our elders, that they think Cain was killed in the seventh generation by Lamech'; and a little below, 'Lamech, who was the seventh from Adam, killed Cain not willingly, as is written in a certain Hebrew volume,'9



'...just as he himself afterward confesses, saying, I killed a man in my wound and a young man in my bruise,' etc. But let us pursue the remaining three interpretations.10
sicut ipse postea confitetur dicens, virum occidi in vulnere meo & iuvenem in livore meo, &c. Sed persequamur reliquas tres interpretationes.



ALTERA est interpretatio Theodoreti in libro Quaestionum in Genesim, quaest. 44. qui ait, non duos homines occidisse Lamech, nec occidisse ipsum Cain, sed alium quempiam hominem aetate adolescentem; ob id tamen homicidii poenam evasisse, quod crimen suum vehementer doluit, & maiori supplicio, quam ipsius Cain dignum se indicavit, ut eius verba declarant. Theodoretus igitur cum posuisset hanc quaestionem, Quosnam interfecerit Lamech? ad eam ipse sic respondet: Non duos ut quidam putaverunt, nec ipsum Cain, ut alii fabulati sunt, sed unum & hunc iuvenem. Verum inquit, occidi in vulnus meum, & adolescentulum in livorem meum, hoc est, virum agentem iuvenilem aetatem; poenam tamen evasit propter peccati confessionem, & contra se ferens sententiam, evitavit sententiam divinam.
The second is the interpretation of Theodoret (in the book of Questions on Genesis, question 44), who says that Lamech killed not two men, nor killed Cain himself, but some other man of adolescent age; yet that he escaped the punishment of the homicide, because he vehemently grieved for his crime, and judged himself worthy of a greater punishment than Cain himself, as his words declare. Theodoret, therefore, when he had posed this question, 'Whom did Lamech kill?', himself answers it thus: 'Not two, as some thought, nor Cain himself, as others have fabled, but one, and him a youth. For, he says, I killed to my wounding, and a young man to my hurt — that is, a man of youthful age; yet he escaped punishment on account of the confession of his sin, and, by bearing sentence against himself, avoided the divine sentence.'11



TERTIA interpretatio est Suidae in verbo Lamech, qui censet his verbis significari duos homines esse occisos a Lamech, unum virili aetate, alterum iuvenili: & hos fuisse fratres sancti Henoch qui translatus est in Paradisum: & quia viri erant pietatis, atque sanctitatis laude insignes, propterea Lamech eorum necem tantopere doluit. Sic autem scribit Suidas: Lamechi duo memorantur, unus Cainius, alter qui fuit pater ipsius Noe. Ille virum occidit & adolescentem, duasque uxores duxit, qui se ipse incusat, qui se poena septuagies septies dignum pronunciat. Cainus, inquit, septuplas dedit poenas, Lamech vero septuagies septies. Gravius igitur punitur, quod casu eius qui prius deliquerat, non est factus cautior. Iusti etiam Henoch fratres sustulit, qui fide propterea oravit, ne videret talem mortem: & voti compos translatus est. Haec Suidas.
The third interpretation is Suidas's (in the entry 'Lamech'), who thinks these words signify that two men were killed by Lamech, one of manly age, the other of youthful age; and that these were brothers of holy Henoch, who was translated into Paradise; and that, because they were men distinguished by the praise of piety and sanctity, therefore Lamech grieved so greatly for their death. Suidas writes thus: 'Two Lamechs are mentioned, one the Cainite, the other who was the father of Noah himself. That one killed a man and an adolescent, and married two wives, who accuses himself, who pronounces himself worthy of the penalty seventy times seven. "Cain," he says, "paid sevenfold penalties, but Lamech seventy times seven." He is therefore punished more gravely, because by the misfortune of him who had first transgressed he was not made more cautious. He also took away the brothers of the just Henoch, who therefore prayed by faith that he might not see such a death; and, being granted his wish, was translated.' Thus Suidas.12



QUARTA interpretatio est quorundam Hebraeorum, qui verba Lamechi legenda existimant per interrogationem, ita ut reddant sensum negativum. Et hanc tradunt historiam, Lamechum in senectute male tractatum esse ab uxoribus, vel propter nimiam eius libidinem atque lasciviam, vel propter truculenta filiorum eius ingenia; quippe qui invento usu armorum passim caedes hominum faciebant. Quamobrem identidem Lamecho talium filiorum parenti mortem uxores comminabantur, quasi Deus de ipso & filiis eius gravissimas poenas sumpturus esset. Lamechus igitur ex comparatione sui cum Caino, ostendit uxoribus sibi non esse timendam mortem. Num ego, inquit, occidi virum, & hunc adolescentulum, sicut Cain qui fratrem suum Abel iuvenili aetate florentem, in vulnere & livore, id est, partim ferro, partim fustibus interfecit? Si igitur prohibuit Deus, ne quis Cainum, etiam si fratricida erat, occidere auderet: quanto gravius puniet Deus, si quis mihi mortem afferre ausus sit? Atque hae sunt quatuor interpretationes illorum verborum Lamech, quarum primam caeteris probabiliorem esse arbitramur.
The fourth interpretation is that of certain Hebrews, who think Lamech's words are to be read as a question, so that they yield a negative sense. And they hand down this history: that Lamech in his old age was badly treated by his wives, either on account of his excessive lust and lasciviousness, or on account of the truculent dispositions of his sons — who, having invented the use of arms, made slaughters of men everywhere. Wherefore his wives repeatedly threatened Lamech, the parent of such sons, with death, as if God would take the gravest penalties from him and his sons. Lamech, therefore, by comparing himself with Cain, shows his wives that he need not fear death: 'Have I,' he says, 'killed a man, and this a young man, as Cain did — who killed his brother Abel, flourishing in youthful age, by wound and bruise, that is, partly by iron, partly by clubs? If, therefore, God forbade that anyone should dare to kill Cain, even though he was a fratricide: with how much graver a punishment will God punish, if anyone should dare to bring death upon me?' And these are the four interpretations of those words of Lamech, of which we judge the first to be more probable than the rest.13



SEquitur, ut enucleemus sententiam illorum verborum, Septuplum ultio dabitur de Cain, de Lamech vero septuagies septies. Mitto hic recensere interpretationes, quas memorat S. Hieronymus in Epist. 125. ad Damasum, ut allegoricas magis quam sententiae verborum Mosis inhaerentes. Quadruplex igitur fertur huius loci interpretatio. Prima est, Lamech dixisse haec verba vehementer sceleris a se commissi paenitentem, atque dolentem, & id supra peccatum Cain exaggerantem, maiorique dignum supplicio iudicantem. Ut sit haec istorum verborum sententia: Peccatum meum, inquit Lamech, maiori supplicio dignum est, quam peccatum Cain: itaque si Cain septies puniri dignus fuit, ego septuagies septies. Phrasi enim Scripturae satis frequenti, quemadmodum septies significat multum, ita septuagies septies, significat multo plus. Cui rei fidem facit illud, quod Dominus dixit Petro, Matth. 18. Non dico tibi usque septies, sed usque septuagies septies.
It follows that we should unfold the sense of those words, 'Sevenfold vengeance shall be given for Cain, but for Lamech seventy times seven.' I pass over reviewing here the interpretations which St Jerome mentions in Epistle 125 to Damasus, as being allegorical rather than adhering to the sense of Moses's words. A fourfold interpretation, then, of this place is reported. The first is that Lamech said these words, vehemently penitent for the crime committed by him, and grieving, and exaggerating it above Cain's sin, and judging it worthy of a greater punishment. So that this is the sense of those words: 'My sin,' says Lamech, 'is worthy of a greater punishment than the sin of Cain; therefore if Cain was worthy to be punished sevenfold, I [am worthy] seventy times sevenfold.' For by a phrase quite frequent in Scripture, just as 'sevenfold' signifies 'much,' so 'seventy times seven' signifies 'much more.' To this that gives credence which the Lord said to Peter (Matthew 18), 'I do not say to you until seven times, but until seventy times seven.'14



SECUNDUM hanc interpretationem, licet hoc loco distinguere tres hominum gradus: ut primus sit hominum innocentium, qualis fuit Abel; quorum tres sunt proprietates: Placere Deo & ipsos, & ipsorum opera: Invidiosos esse apud homines, & malis invisos: Magnas & frequentes pati persecutiones, nec raro tristes habere exitus. Hos bene denotat vocabulum Abel significans luctum; nam quod discipulis suis dixit Dominus, Plorabitis & flebitis vos, mundus autem gaudebit, in universum de piis & iustis viris dici potest. Secundus gradus est peccatorum impaenitentium, qualis fuit Cain: quorum fere proprium est, quaelibet scelera patrare, eaque vel excusare vel negare, & ad extremum veniam & salutem desperare. Istorum vita miserrima est, sunt enim vagi semper & profugi: vagantur enim per omnia scelera, Deumque fugiunt & quaecumque illis ad salutem animi conducere possunt. Quibus bene quadrat nomen Cain significans possessionem; in hac enim vita tantum, & in hoc mundo bona possidere gestiunt, hic laeti, divites, potentes, ac beati esse & haberi cupiunt; quid eos post mortem maneat, nihil pensi habent. Tertius gradus est peccatorum poenitentium, quos expressit Lamech: isti, si quid vel per errorem, vel animi perturbatione, aliorumque suasu, & impulsu mali egerint, id continuo agnoscunt, dolent, detestantur, confitentur quovis se dignos supplicio pronunciant.
According to this interpretation, one may here distinguish three grades of men. The first is of innocent men, such as Abel was; of whom there are three properties: that they and their works please God; that they are envied among men, and hated by the wicked; that they suffer great and frequent persecutions, and not rarely have sad ends. These the word 'Abel,' signifying 'mourning,' well denotes; for what the Lord said to his disciples (John 16), 'You will weep and lament, but the world will rejoice,' can be said universally of pious and just men. The second grade is of impenitent sinners, such as Cain was; of whom it is mostly proper to perpetrate any crimes, and either to excuse or deny them, and at last to despair of pardon and salvation. The life of these is most wretched, for they are always wanderers and fugitives: for they wander through all crimes, and flee God and whatever things can conduce to the salvation of their soul. To whom the name 'Cain,' signifying 'possession,' well fits; for they long to possess goods only in this life and in this world, wishing here to be joyful, rich, powerful, and blessed and so regarded; what awaits them after death, they take no thought. The third grade is of penitent sinners, whom Lamech expressed: these, if they have done anything either through error, or perturbation of mind, or by the persuasion and impulse of others' evil, immediately acknowledge it, grieve, detest it, confess it, and pronounce themselves worthy of any punishment.15



TALEM fuisse hunc Lamech, multis & disertis verbis confirmat Chrysostomus, homilia 20. in Genesim. Nam haec verba Lamech diligenter explanans, ad hunc modum scribit: Considera obsecro, statim ab initio quantum illi profuerit poena Cain irrogata; non solum enim non expectat ut ab alio arguatur, quod in idem & gravius peccatum lapsus sit; sed nullo vel accusante, vel increpante ipse semetipsum manifestum facit, & confitetur, quae facta sunt, mulieribusque narrat delicti magnitudinem, quasi illud quod a Propheta dictum est implens, Iustus sui ipsius accusator est in principio sermonis: Plurimum enim ad emendanda peccata valet confessio. Itaque sicut gravius est peccatis ipsis, post peccata commissa, peccata inficias ire: id quod
That this Lamech was such, Chrysostom confirms with many and eloquent words (homily 20 on Genesis). For, carefully explaining these words of Lamech, he writes in this manner: 'Consider, I pray, how much from the very beginning the punishment inflicted on Cain profited him [Lamech]; for he not only does not wait to be accused by another, because he had fallen into the same and a graver sin; but, with no one accusing or rebuking, he himself makes it manifest, and confesses what was done, and narrates to his wives the magnitude of the offense — as if fulfilling that which was said by the Prophet, "The just man is the accuser of himself in the beginning of his speech": for confession avails very much for the amending of sins. And so, just as it is graver than the sins themselves, after sins committed, to deny the sins: which'16



id quod fratricida ille agebat, & rogatus a misericorde Deo, non solum non confessus est, quod ausus fuerat patrare facinus, sed & Deo mentiri ausus est, & propterea ut prolongaretur vita sua fecit. Caeterum & hic in illa sua peccata inciderat: sed animo expendens, quod negatio graviorem ipsi parasset poenam, vocatis mulieribus suis nullo reprehendente, vel arguente, ipse sua lingua confessionem peccatorum facit, & conferens quae a se facta erat cum his quae a Cain, poenam sibi ipsi definit. Vidisti providentiam Domini; quomodo poena illius, occasio sunt misericordia, & quod misericordia sua non solum ad illum pertingit, qui poena plectitur; sed quo modo velint inde aliquem fructum capere? Unde enim aliunde, dic quaeso, Lamech ad hanc confessionem adductus esset, nisi eorum quae illi contigerunt memoriam haberet, quae illius continuo mentem decutiebant.
'...which that fratricide [Cain] did; and, being asked by the merciful God, not only did he not confess the crime which he had dared to perpetrate, but he even dared to lie to God, and did this that his life might be prolonged. But this one [Lamech] too had fallen into those same sins; yet, weighing in his mind that denial would prepare a graver punishment for him, having called his wives, with no one rebuking or accusing, he himself with his own tongue makes confession of his sins, and, comparing what had been done by him with those [done] by Cain, he defines the punishment for himself. You have seen the providence of the Lord: how his [Cain's] punishment is an occasion of mercy, and that his mercy reaches not only him who is punished — but how would they [wish to] take some fruit from it? For whence else, tell me, pray, would Lamech have been led to this confession, unless he had memory of those things which befell him [Cain], which continually struck his mind?'17



ET paulo infra idem enucleatius declarans, subiungit Chrysostomus: Magnum quid dictum est, & valde magnum. Multiplex, piaque viri prudentia non solum enim factum confitebatur, quae operatus erat, sed & poenam sibi inferebat, comparans peccatum suum peccato Cain. Qua enim venia, inquit fuerit dignus, qui alterius poena emendatior non sit, & perpetuo memor eius rei est, & admonetur, & insuper duplex homicidium patravit: Quia virum, inquit, occidi in vulnus mihi, & adolescentem in cicatricem mihi. Non tantum, inquit, nocui illis, quos occidi, quantum mihi ipsi: In poenam enim quam effugere non possum me ipsum conieci, peccata operatus tanta, quae veniam non merentur. Nam si ille pro una caede septem poenis obnoxius factus est, ego dignus fuerim septuagies septies poenam luere. Cuius gratia, & quare? Nam licet caedem ille operatus fuerit fratris: attamen nullo unquam antea conspecto, qui hoc fecerat, neque alio viso, qui poenam dederat eiusmodi facinoris, & a tanta ira tentato, quae utraque mihi poenas augent. Quia & ante oculos habens, quod ab illo perpetratum, & poenam videns immedicabilem esse, cautior factus non sum. Propterea licet septuagies septies magis quam ille punirer, attamen neque sic dignam luerem poenam. Haec Chrysostomus.
And a little below, the same [Chrysostom], declaring it more clearly, subjoins: 'A great thing was said, and very great. Manifold and pious is the prudence of the man; for he not only confessed the deed which he had done, but also inflicted the punishment upon himself, comparing his sin to Cain's sin. "For what pardon," he says, "would he be worthy of, who is not amended by another's punishment, and is perpetually mindful of that matter, and is admonished, and moreover perpetrated a double homicide: because," he says, "I killed a man to my wounding, and a young man to my scar. Not so much," he says, "did I harm those whom I killed, as myself: for I cast myself into a punishment which I cannot escape, having wrought sins so great that they do not merit pardon. For if he, for one killing, was made liable to seven punishments, I would be worthy to pay the penalty seventy times seven. For what reason, and why? For although he wrought the killing of a brother, yet with no one ever before seen who had done this, nor any other seen who had suffered the punishment of such a crime, and tempted by so great anger — both of which increase my penalties. Because, having before my eyes what was perpetrated by him, and seeing the punishment to be incurable, I was not made more cautious. Therefore, although I should be punished seventy times seven more than he, yet not even so would I pay a worthy penalty."' Thus Chrysostom.18



ALTERA interpretatio est, per illud Septuagies septies, significari septuaginta septem liberos, seu posteros, quos ex duabus uxoribus procreaverat Lamech, ut scribit Iosephus, propter homicidium patris eorum Lamech, periisse omnes diluvio. Ut sit hic sensus: Cain propter peccatum suum in septima generatione punitus est, sed ego longe graviori supplicio punior, miserrimo interitu amissis septuaginta septem filiis. Verum haec interpretatio non est admodum probabilis: nam nec bene adaptatur ipsis verbis Scripturae, nec interitus ille septuaginta septem filiorum Lamech in diluvio, propria fuit peccati Lamech poena, sed generalis omnium hominum; quin etiam non minus pertinens ad Cain, quam ad Lamech: illa enim soboles & posteritas erat ipsius Cain.
The second interpretation is that by that 'seventy times seven' is signified the seventy-seven children, or descendants, whom Lamech had procreated from his two wives, [and] that (as Josephus writes), on account of the homicide of their father Lamech, they all perished in the flood. So that this is the sense: 'Cain for his sin was punished in the seventh generation, but I am punished with a far graver punishment, having lost seventy-seven sons by a most wretched destruction.' But this interpretation is not very probable: for it neither adapts well to the words of Scripture itself, nor was that destruction of Lamech's seventy-seven sons in the flood the proper punishment of Lamech's sin, but the general [punishment] of all men; indeed, it pertains no less to Cain than to Lamech, for that offspring and posterity was Cain's own.19



TERTIA interpretatio superioribus contraria est. Non enim duas illas poenas quae per septuplum, & per septuagies septem denotantur, ad Cain & ad Lamech refert, sed ad illorum interfectores. Non enim significatur
The third interpretation is contrary to the preceding. For it refers those two punishments, which are denoted by 'sevenfold' and by 'seventy times seven,' not to Cain and to Lamech, but to their killers. For it is not signified...20



ficatur illis verbis, Cain punitum iri septuplum, Lamech vero septuagies, septies: sed eum qui occideret Cain, septemplici poena vindicatum iri: qui vero occideret Lamech, septuagies septies, id est, multo graviori poena. Quasi diceret Lamech, licet ego homicidium admiserim, non propterea tamen vos uxores meae metuere debetis, ne ab aliquo ipse interficiar. Si enim Deus Cainum, qui fratrem innocentem occiderat, vetuit a quoquam occidi, septemplicem poenam occisori eius comminatus, quanto graviori poena, si quis me occiderit, mulctabit eum Deus, quippe qui sceleratissimum & nocentissimum hominem per ignorationem & errorem interfecerim?
...signified by those words that Cain would be punished sevenfold, [and] Lamech seventy times seven; but that he who kills Cain would be avenged with a sevenfold punishment, and he who kills Lamech, seventy times seven — that is, with a far graver punishment. As if Lamech said: Although I have committed homicide, you, my wives, ought not therefore to fear lest I myself be killed by anyone. For if God forbade Cain, who had killed an innocent brother, to be killed by anyone, threatening a sevenfold punishment against his killer, with how much graver a punishment, if anyone kills me, will God punish him — since I killed a most wicked and harmful man through ignorance and error?21



QUARTA interpretatio Ruperti est in lib. 3. Commentariorum in Genesim, cap. octavo, qui putat per septemplicem poenam Cain significari poenam insolubilem & aeternam, quam ille persolvit, quoniam poenitentiam non egit: at vero per septuagies septies indicari poenam solubilem & temporariam, quam expendens Lamech in hac vita, crimen suum expiavit, siquidem is, cum delictum suum agnoverit, confessus fuerit, vehementerque doluerit, dignam egisse eum poenitentiam credendum est. Quamobrem sceleris eius poenam & vindictam non aeternam, sed temporalem esse oportuit. Ponam hic verba Ruperti: continent enim aliquot Scripturae locorum explanationem plane novam, & a communi Doctorum interpretatione diversam, nec tamen, propter eius viri tam pietatis, quam doctrinae existimationem & auctoritatem, lectori contemnendam.
The fourth interpretation is Rupert's (in book 3 of the Commentaries on Genesis, ch. 8), who thinks that by the sevenfold punishment of Cain is signified an insoluble and eternal punishment, which he [Cain] paid, because he did not do penance; but that by 'seventy times seven' is indicated a soluble and temporary punishment, which Lamech, paying in this life, expiated his crime — since he, when he acknowledged his offense, confessed it, and vehemently grieved, must be believed to have done worthy penance. Wherefore the punishment and vengeance of his crime had to be not eternal but temporal. I will set down here Rupert's words: for they contain an explanation of some places of Scripture that is plainly new, and diverse from the common interpretation of the Doctors, yet not to be despised by the reader, on account of that man's reputation and authority both of piety and of doctrine.22



Sic igitur eo loci scribit Rupertus: Constat quod is, qui occidit Cain, scilicet Lamech, poenitudinem gesserit. Dixit enim uxoribus suis, Audite sermonem meum uxores Lamech, quoniam occidi virum in vulnus meum, & adolescentulum in livorem meum. Proinde & multo aliter de poena sua continuo pronunciavit dicens, septies ultio dabitur de Cain, de Lamech vero septuagies septies. Videtur quidem secundum quantitatem numeri plus esse, septuagies septies ultio dabitur, quam, septuplum punietur, sed profecto minus est. Non enim quantitas utriusque numeri sed natura hic attendenda est. Et quidem tam septenarius, quam septuagenarius numerus impar est, sed non omnium imparium numerorum eadem natura est. Imparium namque alii simplices vel incompositi, alii compositi, alii sunt medii. De compositis & incompositis tantum nunc ad rem pertinet. Incompositus impar numerus dicitur is, cuius nulla pars praeter unitatem invenitur. Compositus vero numerus dicitur is, quem alius praeter unitatem numerus metitur, ut sunt novenarius, quindenarius, & cum unitate vicenarius. Nam ter terni, novem: quinquies terni sive ter quinque, quindecim: septies tres sive ter septem, viginti unus. Hoc ergo septenarius, & septuagesimus septimus differunt, quod septenarius incompositus, ac per hoc insolubilis, septuagesimus septimus vero compositus, ac per hoc magis solubilis habetur. Nam septenarium praeter unitatem nullus metitur numerus: septuagesimi septimi vero & septenarius & undenarius mensores sunt. Nam undecies septem, vel septies undecim, septuaginta septem perficiunt. Cum igitur dicit Deus, sed omnis qui occiderit Cain, septuplum punietur, insolubilis poena debet
So then Rupert writes in this place: 'It is agreed that he who killed Cain, namely Lamech, did penance. For he said to his wives, "Hear my speech, wives of Lamech, for I killed a man to my wounding, and a young man to my hurt." Accordingly, and far otherwise, he immediately pronounced concerning his own punishment, saying, "Sevenfold vengeance shall be given for Cain, but for Lamech seventy times seven." It seems indeed, according to the quantity of the number, that "seventy times seven vengeance shall be given" is more than "sevenfold shall be punished," but truly it is less. For not the quantity of each number, but the nature, is here to be attended to. And indeed, both the seven and the seventy is an odd number, but the nature of all odd numbers is not the same. For of odd numbers, some are simple or uncompounded, others compounded, others intermediate. About the compounded and uncompounded only is what now pertains to the matter. An uncompounded odd number is called that of which no part is found except unity; but a compounded number is called that which another number besides unity measures — as are the nine, the fifteen, and with unity the twenty-one. For three threes, nine; five threes, or three fives, fifteen; seven threes, or three sevens, twenty-one. In this, therefore, the seven and the seventy-seven differ: that the seven is uncompounded, and through this is held insoluble; but the seventy-seven is compounded, and through this is held more soluble. For no number besides unity measures seven; but of seventy-seven, both seven and eleven are measurers. For eleven sevens, or seven elevens, make seventy-seven. When, therefore, God says, "But everyone who kills Cain shall be punished sevenfold," an insoluble punishment ought'23



debet intelligi & subaudiri oportet, nisi praecedens paenitentia solubile, id est, remissibile peccatum fecerit. Cum autem dixit Lamech, Septies ultio dabitur de Cain, de Lamech vero septuagies septies, insolubilis vindicta Cain, & solubilis vindicta Lamech debet intelligi. Et recte videlicet, quia Cain paenitentiam non egit, ipse vero Lamech paenitentiam egit, quia peccatum suum confitetur. Et nota quod manifeste Scriptura contradicit eis qui putant peccatum Cain suprema morte deletum, cum de illo iam mortuo dicit, Septies ultio dabitur de Cain. Ad hunc locum spectat illud, quod cum Petrus diceret Domino, Domine quoties peccabit in me frater meus & dimittam ei? usque septies? Ille qui omnia secundum Scripturas loquitur respondit, Non dico tibi usque septies, sed usque septuagies septies. Usque septies namque peccare, est incessanter & insolubiliter, id est, absque paenitentia peccare sicut Cain: septuagies septies vero peccare, est peccatum quidem admittere, & per paenitentiam illud solvere, quod fecit Lamech. Caeterum quod apud Lucam dicit idem Dominus, Et si septies in die peccaverit frater tuus in te, & septies in die conversus fuerit ad te, dicens, Poenitet me, dimitte illi, de propriis iniuriis accipiendum est: quas septies, id est, quoties admittuntur, dimittere debemus, ne audiamus illud a Domino, Serve nequam omne debitum dimisi tibi, quoniam rogasti me: Nonne ergo oportuit, & te misereri conservi tui? Nam de his quae in Deum admittuntur, illud intelligi oportet, quod de Matthaei Evangelio praedictum est, & illud quod idem Lucas ante haec dixerat, Si peccaverit frater tuus increpa illum: Et si paenitentiam egerit, dimitte illi. Haec Rupertus.
...an insoluble punishment ought to be understood and supplied — unless preceding penitence has made [it] a soluble, that is, a remissible sin. But when Lamech said, 'Sevenfold vengeance shall be given for Cain, but for Lamech seventy times seven,' an insoluble vengeance for Cain, and a soluble vengeance for Lamech, ought to be understood. And rightly indeed, because Cain did not do penance, but Lamech did penance, since he confesses his sin. And note that Scripture manifestly contradicts those who think Cain's sin was blotted out by his final death, when it says of him, already dead, 'Sevenfold vengeance shall be given for Cain.' To this place pertains that: when Peter said to the Lord, 'Lord, how often shall my brother sin against me, and I forgive him? until seven times?' He who speaks all things according to the Scriptures answered, 'I do not say to you until seven times, but until seventy times seven.' For to sin 'until seven times' is to sin incessantly and insolubly — that is, without penitence, like Cain; but to sin 'seventy times seven' is indeed to commit a sin, and to loose it by penitence, which Lamech did. But that which the same Lord says in Luke, 'And if your brother sins against you seven times a day, and seven times a day is converted to you, saying, I repent, forgive him,' is to be taken of our own injuries: which 'seven times' — that is, however often they are committed — we ought to forgive, lest we hear that from the Lord, 'Wicked servant, I forgave you all the debt, because you asked me: ought you not, then, also to have had mercy on your fellow-servant?' For of those things which are committed against God, that must be understood which was foretold from Matthew's Gospel, and that which the same Luke had said before these things: 'If your brother sins, rebuke him; and if he does penance, forgive him.' Thus Rupert.24



Translator’s notes
	New lemma: Genesis 4:23-24 (marginal 'VERS. 23. & 24.'), Lamech's song to his wives. ↩
	Lamech's song is the most obscure passage — Origen spent two books (12-13 of his Genesis Commentary) on it (per Jerome, Ep. 125 to Damasus); Catharinus thinks it inexplicable by human reason. Its obscurity shows in the Doctors' vast disagreement; Pererius will apply extra diligence to give the likeliest, most Mosaic sense briefly. Marginal gloss: 'Locus in Scriptura difficillimus.' ↩
	FOUR interpretations; the FIRST (Pererius's preferred, from ancient Hebrew tradition): blind old Lamech, still hunting with a boy-guide (said to be Tubalcain's son), came upon Cain wandering in the woods like a beast; guided by the boy, he shot and killed Cain (mistaking him for a beast); then, realizing the error, in rage he killed the boy too — explaining 'a man' (Cain) and 'a young man' (the boy). Marginal glosses: 'Quatuor interpretationes huius loci'; 'Prima interpretatio quae praeter caeteras auctori probatur.' Catchword 'Alloqui-' (Alloquitur; continues on the next page). ↩
	First interpretation continued: penitent Lamech confesses to his wives the double killing — Cain ('a man,' by a wound) and the boy ('a young man,' by a bruise, his body made livid by the bow-blow). This fell in the SEVENTH generation from Adam, so Cain's death fulfilled 'Everyone who kills Cain shall be punished sevenfold.' Two supports: (1) Cain's line, though continuing to the flood, is terminated by Moses at Lamech (because Cain's life ended there); (2) Moses would narrate Lamech's homicide only to mark Cain's wretched end. Verso running head 'COMMENTARIORVM' number '754'; true printed page 764. ↩
	Objectors (Paul of Burgos, Catharinus, Oleaster) deny Cain was killed by Lamech: God promised Cain impunity and 'sevenfold' vengeance on his killer, yet Lamech's punishment is nowhere recorded; Burgos says Cain died in the flood. Pererius answers: God only said Cain would not be killed at once or by just anyone (many take it as living to the seventh generation, then killed); whether Lamech (who killed by error and confessed) escaped the threatened penalty is simply unknown, since Moses did not record everything. And Burgos's claim (Cain alive till the flood) is refuted by Scripture: it would make Cain over 1,600 years old (Adam-to-flood = 1,656 years, Gen 5). Marginal gloss: 'Cur Paulus Burgensis, Catharinus & Oleaster negent Cain esse occisum a Lamech.' ↩
	Cajetan confirms the first interpretation: Lamech confesses killing two — distinguished by age (a man, a boy) and by manner (one by a wound, one by a 'bruise' = livor, blood gathering under unbroken skin). Who the two were the text does not state openly, but suggests a conjecture — that the man killed by a wound [was Cain]... Marginal gloss: 'Probatur haec prima interpretatio primum ex Caietano suam interpretationem confirmante.' Catchword 'vulnere' (continues on the next page). ↩
	Cajetan's grounds that the 'man' was Cain: (1) only Cain's line is reviewed, ending at Lamech his killer (Moses names Lamech's wife and sons to characterize him); (2) the whole Cain-history ends at this homicide; (3) the comparison of Cain's and Lamech's penalties; (4) the 'letter fits' the blind-Lamech story (guided by the boy's 'shoot there,' he shot the hidden Cain thinking him a beast, then flogged the boy to death — a great unpurged bruise is deadly). On the numbers: 'sevenfold' (for Cain's avenger) vs. 'seventy-seven' (a far graver penalty for Lamech, guilty of parricide/filicide/homicide and of contempt for divine justice); the Hebrew idiom uses the two first sevens (seven and seventy). Why 'seventy and seven' (nominal) not 'seventy times seven' (adverbial) is unclear — unless (per Josephus) Lamech had 77 children, and meant he would be punished in them. 'Thus Cajetan.' Marginal gloss: 'Iosephus lib. 1. Antiquitatum.' Odd-side running head 'IN GENESIM, LIB. VII.' number '755'; true printed page 765. ↩
	The source of the Lamech-killed-Cain story: Tostatus (q.15) credits Josephus, but misremembered — Josephus (Antiq. 1.2) says only two things briefly (Lamech had 77 children by Ada and Sella; and, knowing he must pay for the parricide of Cain — perhaps grasping the vengeance deferred to the seventh generation — he told his wives). Pererius thinks Tostatus really followed Comestor's Historia Scholastica (Genesis ch. 28) and slipped through carelessness. It is an old Hebrew tradition, widely received because it fits Moses's narrative and greatly illuminates Lamech's homicide. Marginal glosses: 'Unde compertum sit Cain esse occisum a Lamech'; 'Lapsus Tostati'; 'Traditio vetus Hebraeorum a Lamech Cainum interfectum.' ↩
	Jerome (in his epistle to Damasus) hints at the tradition: 'our elders' opinion is that Cain was killed in the seventh generation by Lamech; and 'Lamech, the seventh from Adam, killed Cain not on purpose, as a certain Hebrew volume writes...' (The epistle is cited here as '225'; earlier on this passage it is cited as '125' — a print inconsistency.) Page footer signature 'DDDD 3'; catchword 'sicut' (continues on the next page). ↩
	End of Jerome's quote (from the previous page) on Lamech killing Cain unwittingly; Pererius turns to the remaining three of the four interpretations of Lamech's song. Verso running head 'COMMENTARIORVM' number '756'; true printed page 766. ↩
	SECOND interpretation — Theodoret (Quaest. in Gen. 44): Lamech killed only ONE man (a youth), not two, and not Cain; but he escaped punishment through confession and self-condemnation, thus avoiding God's sentence. Marginal gloss: 'Secunda interpretatio: quae est Theodoreti.' ↩
	THIRD interpretation — Suidas (the Suda, s.v. 'Lamech'): Lamech killed TWO men (one grown, one youth), who were brothers of the Sethite Enoch/Henoch (the one 'translated,' Gen 5:24); their piety made Lamech's grief great. The Suda distinguishes the two Lamechs (the Cainite and Noah's father); Cain paid sevenfold, Lamech seventy-sevenfold (graver, since Cain's fate did not make him cautious); and Enoch, whose brothers Lamech killed, prayed not to see such a death and was translated. Marginal glosses: 'Tertia interpretatio: quae est Suidae'; 'Duo Lamechi in Scriptura memorantur.' ↩
	FOURTH interpretation (certain Hebrews): read Lamech's words as a rhetorical question with a negative sense. Lamech, badly treated by his wives (who feared God's vengeance because of his lust or his sons' violence), reassures them by comparison with Cain: 'Have I killed anyone, as Cain killed innocent Abel? If God forbade even the fratricide Cain to be killed, how much more will he avenge me!' Pererius reaffirms the FIRST interpretation as the most probable. Marginal gloss: 'Quarta interpretatio quae est Hebraeorum.' ↩
	Now the second clause of Lamech's song ('sevenfold for Cain, seventy-sevenfold for Lamech'). Pererius skips Jerome's allegorical readings (Ep. 125 to Damasus) and gives four interpretations. FIRST: Lamech, penitent, exaggerates his sin above Cain's — 'if Cain deserved sevenfold, I deserve seventy-sevenfold'; here 'seven' = 'much' and 'seventy-seven' = 'much more' (cf. Matt 18:22, 'not seven times but seventy times seven'). Marginal glosses: 'Quid significet, Septuplum ultio dabitur de Cain: de Lamech vero septuagies septies'; 'Quadruplex interpretatio. Prima interpretatio.' Odd-side running head 'IN GENESIM, LIB. VII.' number '757'; true printed page 767. ↩
	The interpretation yields THREE grades of men: (1) the innocent (Abel — pleasing God, envied and persecuted, often coming to sad ends; 'Abel' = 'mourning,' cf. John 16:20 'you will weep but the world rejoice'); (2) impenitent sinners (Cain — perpetrating and denying crimes, despairing; restless wanderers fleeing God; 'Cain' = 'possession,' craving only this world's goods, heedless of the afterlife); (3) penitent sinners (Lamech — who, having sinned through error or the impulse of others, at once acknowledge, grieve, confess, and condemn themselves). Marginal glosses: 'Tres gradus hominum, Innocentium, paenitentium, & impaenitentium'; 'Ioan. 16.' ↩
	Chrysostom (homily 20 on Genesis) confirms that Lamech was of the penitent grade: Cain's punishment profited Lamech, who — without waiting to be accused — confessed his crime unprompted to his wives (fulfilling Prov 18:17, 'the just is his own accuser at the outset'), for 'confession avails very much for amending sins.' To deny sins after committing them is graver than the sins themselves — which [Cain did]... Marginal glosses: 'Confessio Lamech secundum Chrysostomum'; 'Proverb. 18.'; 'Confessio ad emendanda peccata plurimum valet.' Catchword 'id quod' (continues on the next page). ↩
	Chrysostom continues: Cain, asked by God, denied and even lied (to prolong his life); but Lamech, having fallen into the same sins, weighed that denial brings a graver penalty, and so confessed unprompted to his wives, defining his own punishment by comparison with Cain. God's providence: Cain's punishment became an occasion of mercy — profiting not only Cain but others (for it was the memory of Cain's fate that led Lamech to confess). Verso running head 'COMMENTARIORVM' number '758'; true printed page 768. ↩
	Chrysostom's fuller reading: Lamech's prudence was pious — he both confessed and imposed the penalty on himself, comparing his sin to Cain's. Self-condemning: he committed a DOUBLE homicide, having Cain's example and punishment before his eyes yet not made more cautious (whereas Cain had no prior example and was carried by anger — both of which aggravate Lamech's guilt); so if Cain merited sevenfold for one killing, Lamech merits seventy-sevenfold, and even that is too little. 'Thus Chrysostom.' (Marginal variant: 'cicatricem' for 'livorem'; and a note that Cain's punishment 'was good and useful' to Lamech.) ↩
	SECOND interpretation of the numbers: 'seventy-seven' = Lamech's 77 children (from his two wives), who all perished in the flood as punishment for his homicide (per Josephus) — 'Cain punished in the seventh generation, but I lose 77 sons.' Pererius rejects it: it fits the text poorly, and the flood was the general punishment of all men (not Lamech's proper penalty), pertaining no less to Cain (whose posterity they were). Marginal glosses: 'Secunda interpretatio'; 'Iosephi lib. 1. Antiquitatum.' ↩
	THIRD interpretation (contrary to the rest): the 'sevenfold' and 'seventy-sevenfold' refer not to Cain and Lamech themselves but to their KILLERS. Marginal gloss: 'Tertia interpretatio.' Catchword 'ficatur' (significatur; continues on the next page). ↩
	The third interpretation completed: 'sevenfold' and 'seventy-sevenfold' denote the penalties for the KILLERS of Cain and Lamech, not for Cain and Lamech themselves. So Lamech reassures his wives that he need not fear being killed: if God protected even the fratricide Cain (sevenfold vengeance on his killer), how much more will God punish anyone who kills Lamech, who killed a wicked man (Cain) only by ignorance and error. Odd-side running head 'IN GENESIM, LIB. VII.' number '759'; true printed page 769. ↩
	FOURTH interpretation — Rupert (Comm. in Gen. bk 3, ch. 8): Cain's 'sevenfold' = an insoluble, ETERNAL punishment (which he paid, having not repented); Lamech's 'seventy-sevenfold' = a soluble, TEMPORAL punishment (which the penitent Lamech expiated in this life). So Lamech's penalty had to be temporal, not eternal. Pererius will quote Rupert's words — 'plainly new' and diverging from the common view, yet respectable given his piety and learning. Marginal gloss: 'Quarta interpretatio Ruperti, sane nova & mira.' ↩
	Rupert's argument (verbatim): Lamech did penance (his confession to his wives). Though 'seventy-sevenfold' seems numerically MORE than 'sevenfold,' it is really LESS — attend to the nature, not the quantity, of the numbers. Both seven and seventy-seven are odd, but seven is 'uncompounded' (prime — no divisor but unity), hence 'insoluble'; seventy-seven is 'compounded' (7 × 11), hence 'more soluble.' So Cain's 'sevenfold' means an insoluble (eternal) punishment... Marginal gloss: 'Imparium numerorum divisio.' Page footer signature 'EEEE'; catchword 'debet' (continues on the next page). ↩
	End of Rupert's fourth interpretation: Cain's 'sevenfold' = an insoluble (eternal) punishment (he did not repent); Lamech's 'seventy-sevenfold' = a soluble (temporal) one (he confessed). Scripture, speaking of dead Cain ('sevenfold shall be given for Cain'), refutes those who think death blotted out his sin. He ties in Matt 18:21-22 (Peter's 'seven times' / 'seventy times seven') — 'seven' = sinning incessantly without penitence (Cain); 'seventy-seven' = sin loosed by penitence (Lamech); and Luke 17:3-4 (forgiving personal injuries however often, cf. the unforgiving servant, Matt 18:32-33). 'Thus Rupert.' Marginal glosses: 'Locus Matth. 18. explicatur'; 'Luc 17.'; 'Matth. 18.' Verso running head 'COMMENTARIORVM' number '760'; true printed page 770. ↩




Chapter 4, verse 25. Adam also knew his wife again, and she bore a son, and he called his name Seth, saying: God has appointed me another seed for Abel, whom Cain killed

LatineEnglish


Chapter 4, verse 25. Adam also knew his wife again, and she bore a son, and he called his name Seth, saying: God has appointed me another seed for Abel, whom Cain killed.1
CAP. 4. VER. 25. Cognovit quoque adhuc Adam uxorem suam, & peperit filium, Vocavitque nomen eius Seth: dicens, Posuit mihi Deus semen aliud pro Abel quem occidit Cain.



PAULO infra scriptum est, Adamum cum esset centum & triginta annorum, filium genuisse ad imaginem & similitudinem suam, quem nominavit Seth. Recte autem ex utroque loco inter se collato argumentatur Caietanus, Abel fuisse occisum circa centesimum & trigesimum annum Adami, id est, vel eodem anno, quo generatus est Seth, vel uno aut altero anno ante. Nam si aliquot annos ante ortum Seth occisus fuisset Abel, per illos annos aliquem alium filium procreasset Adam, & ille verius dici potuisset datus Adamo pro Abel, quam Seth, qui post eum natus fuisset.
A little below it is written that Adam, when he was a hundred and thirty years old, begot a son to his image and likeness, whom he named Seth. And rightly, from both places compared with each other, Cajetan argues that Abel was killed around the hundred-and-thirtieth year of Adam — that is, either in the same year in which Seth was generated, or one or two years before. For if Abel had been killed some years before Seth's birth, during those years Adam would have procreated some other son, and that one could more truly be said to have been given to Adam for Abel than Seth, who would have been born after him.2



ILLUD quoque videtur admodum credibile, ante necem Abel complures filios progenuisse Adamum. Nam si Abel interfectus est prope centesimum & trigesimum annum aetatis Adami, quis credat, per totos illos centum & prope triginta annos, duos tantum filios, Cainum dico & Abel fuisse generatos ab Adamo? cum Adam & Eva
That too seems quite credible, that before Abel's death Adam had begotten several sons. For if Abel was killed near the hundred-and-thirtieth year of Adam's age, who would believe that, through all those nearly a hundred and thirty years, only two sons — Cain, I say, and Abel — were generated by Adam? since Adam and Eve...3



Eva creati fuerint a Deo corpore aetateque perfecta, & ad generandum valida, ipsique maximam a Deo vim foecunditatis accepissent, scilicet ut opus erat in exordio mundi ad propagandum & multiplicandum genus humanum. Illud igitur quod dixit Adam, Seth fuisse datum sibi pro Abel: non significat ante generationem Seth non fuisse Adamo alium filium nisi Cainum: sed illud potius, noluisse Deum ut fraudaretur Adamus aliqua ex parte numero filiorum suorum. Licet enim orbatus fuisset filio Abel, continuo tamen in eius locum alterum filium acceperat Seth, & quidem pietate ac religione adversus Deum, reverentia & observantia erga parentes, denique integritate vitae, morumque sanctitate perquam similem ipsi Abel.
...Eve were created by God perfect in body and age, and strong for generating, and had received from God the greatest force of fecundity — namely, as was needful at the beginning of the world for propagating and multiplying the human race. That, therefore, which Adam said, that Seth was given to him for Abel, does not signify that before Seth's generation Adam had no other son but Cain; but rather this, that God did not wish Adam to be defrauded in any part of the number of his sons. For although he had been bereaved of his son Abel, yet immediately in his place he had received another son, Seth — and one very similar to Abel himself in piety and religion toward God, in reverence and observance toward [his] parents, and finally in integrity of life and sanctity of morals.4



VERUM quo modo intelligendum est quod ait Moses, Adamum genuisse filium Seth ad imaginem & similitudinem suam? Cur enim hoc proprie dictum est de Seth, & non etiam de Cain & Abel? Nam vel Moses loquitur de similitudine secundum naturam, & hac ratione Cain quoque generatus fuerat ad imaginem & similitudinem Adami: vel de similitudine secundum pietatem & probitatem morum, & hac item ratione Abel genitus fuerat ad similitudinem Adami. Dicendum est, ideo fuisse hoc proprie dictum de ipso Seth, quia in eo solo conservata est posteritas Adami, & species naturae humanae, ac per ipsum in omne aevum conservanda & propaganda erat. Siquidem posteritas Cain tota per diluvium est deleta: ipsius vero Abel, nulla relicta prole, nulla fuit posteritas. Solius autem Seth posteritas permansit, atque ex ea proseminatus est populus Dei, & universum genus humanum propagatum.
But how is it to be understood, what Moses says, that Adam begot a son Seth to his image and likeness? For why is this said properly of Seth, and not also of Cain and Abel? For either Moses speaks of a likeness according to nature, and by this reason Cain too had been generated to the image and likeness of Adam; or of a likeness according to piety and probity of morals, and by this reason likewise Abel had been begotten to the likeness of Adam. It must be said that this was said properly of Seth for this reason: that in him alone was preserved the posterity of Adam, and the species of human nature, and through him it was to be preserved and propagated unto every age. For the posterity of Cain was all destroyed by the flood; but of Abel, no offspring being left, there was no posterity. But the posterity of Seth alone remained, and from it the people of God was propagated, and the whole human race propagated.5



QUALIS autem quantusque vir hic Seth fuerit, breviter cognoscat lector de his quae Suidas & Iosephus de eo viro prodiderunt. Suidas in vocabulo Seth scribit, Seth ab hominibus illius aetatis Deum fuisse appellatum, eo quod & Hebraicas litteras, & stellarum appellationes invenisset; & ob insignis eius pietatis admirationem primus omnium cognominatus & appellatus est Deus: quemadmodum postea & Moses dictus est Deus Pharaonis, & Iudices & Principes populorum in Sacris litteris nominantur Dii. Hoc enim significare voluit Moses cum dixit, filios Dei ingressos esse ad filias hominum, id est, filios seu posteros Seth, ad foeminas ex stirpe Cain. Haec Suidas.
But what sort and how great a man this Seth was, let the reader briefly know from those things which Suidas and Josephus handed down about that man. Suidas, in the entry 'Seth,' writes: Seth was called 'God' by the men of that age, because he had invented both the Hebrew letters and the appellations of the stars; and, on account of the admiration of his notable piety, he was first of all surnamed and called 'God' — just as later Moses too was called the 'God' of Pharaoh, and Judges and Princes of peoples are named 'gods' in the Sacred writings. For this Moses wished to signify when he said that the sons of God went in to the daughters of men — that is, the sons or descendants of Seth [went in] to women of the stock of Cain. Thus Suidas.6



Iosephus autem libro 1. Antiquitatum ad hunc modum scribit: Unus e compluribus Adami liberis fuit Seth: qui a patre educatus, ubi eo aetatis venit, ut iam quod rectum est discernere valeret, virtutis studio se totum dedit. Et cum ipse vir optimus evasisset, etiam nepotes sui similes post se reliquit: qui quoniam erant omnes bona indole praediti, & patriam absque seditione incolebant, in perpetua felicitate vitam exegerunt, & syderalem scientiam, ac coelestium rerum cognitionem excogitaverunt. Ne autem inventa sua ex hominum notitia dilaberentur, & prius perirent quam pernoscerentur, scientes Adamum generalem hominum interitum praedixisse, unum incendio, diluvio alterum: excitatis duabus columnis utrique sua inventa inscripserunt: ut si lateritiam diluvio deleri contingeret, lapidea
But Josephus, in book 1 of the Antiquities, writes in this manner: One of Adam's several children was Seth; who, brought up by his father, when he came to that age that he was now able to discern what is right, gave himself wholly to the study of virtue. And when he himself had turned out a most excellent man, he left after him descendants like himself; who, since they were all endowed with a good disposition, and inhabited their fatherland without sedition, passed their life in perpetual felicity, and devised the science of the stars and the knowledge of heavenly things. But lest their inventions should slip away from the knowledge of men, and perish before they were fully known — knowing that Adam had foretold a general destruction of men, one by fire, the other by flood — having erected two pillars, they inscribed their inventions on each: so that, if the brick one happened to be destroyed by the flood, the stone one...7



...surviving, might afford men the means of learning, and display for viewing the things which it contained inscribed. For they say that that stone one was dedicated by them, which even in our times exists in the land of Syria. Thus Josephus.8
superstes, hominibus discendi copiam faceret, & quae inscripta continebat spectanda exhiberet. Aiunt enim lapideam illam ab ipsis dedicatam, quae & nostris temporibus extat in terra Syriae. Haec Iosephus.



Translator’s notes
	New lemma: Genesis 4:25 (marginal 'CAP. 4. VER. 25.'), the birth of Seth. ↩
	From Gen 4:25 and Gen 5:3 (Adam begot Seth in his 130th year) compared, Cajetan dates Abel's death to ~Adam's 130th year — the same year as Seth's birth, or one or two years before (else another son, born in between, would rather be the 'seed given for Abel'). Marginal gloss: 'Abel fuisse occisum paulo ante generationem Seth.' ↩
	It is credible that Adam had many sons before Abel's death — for it is incredible that in nearly 130 years he begot only Cain and Abel, since Adam and Eve [were created perfect and fertile]. Marginal gloss: 'Ante caedem Abel fuisse alios filios Adamo praeter Abel & Cain.' Catchword 'Eva' (continues on the next page). ↩
	Adam and Eve, created perfect and fertile for peopling the world, surely had many children; so 'Seth given for Abel' does not mean Adam had only Cain before, but that God did not let Adam be defrauded of his tally of sons — replacing the lost pious Abel at once with Seth, who resembled Abel in piety, filial reverence, and holiness. Odd-side running head 'IN GENESIM, LIB. VII.' number '761'; true printed page 771. ↩
	Why 'begotten to his image and likeness' (Gen 5:3) is said properly of Seth, not Cain or Abel: not merely natural likeness (Cain had that too) nor moral likeness (Abel had that too), but because Adam's posterity and human nature survived only through Seth — Cain's whole line was destroyed in the flood, Abel left no offspring, but from Seth's line alone came the people of God and the whole human race. Marginal gloss: 'Cur Seth dictus sit ad imaginem & similitudinem Adami generatus.' ↩
	Praise of Seth from Suidas (the Suda): Seth was called 'God' by his contemporaries, both because he invented the Hebrew letters and the names of the stars, and for his notable piety (as Moses was 'God' to Pharaoh, Exod 7:1, and judges/princes are 'gods' in Scripture); and the 'sons of God' who went in to the 'daughters of men' (Gen 6:2) means the Sethites [going in] to Cainite women. Marginal glosses: 'Praeconium Seth ex Suida & Iosepho'; 'Exod. 7.'; 'Genes. 6.' ↩
	Josephus (Antiquities 1) on Seth: one of Adam's many children, raised to virtue, a most excellent man who left descendants like himself — of good disposition, dwelling without sedition in perpetual felicity, who devised astronomy and knowledge of heavenly things. To preserve their discoveries against Adam's foretold twofold destruction (by fire and by flood), they inscribed them on two pillars (one brick, one stone), so that if the brick one perished in the flood, the stone one [would survive]. Marginal gloss: 'De duabus columnis posterorum Seth.' Page footer signature 'EEEE 2'; catchword 'superstes' (continues on the next page). ↩
	End of the Josephus quote on the two pillars: the stone pillar would survive the flood to preserve the Sethites' learning; and Josephus says it still stood in his day in the land of Syria. 'Thus Josephus.' Verso running head 'COMMENTARIORVM' number '762'; true printed page 772. ↩




Chapter 4, verse 26. But to Seth also was born a son, whom he called Enos; he began to invoke the name of the Lord

LatineEnglish


Chapter 4, verse 26. But to Seth also was born a son, whom he called Enos; he began to invoke the name of the Lord.1
CAP. 4. VERS. 26. Sed & Seth natus est filius, quem vocavit Enos; iste coepit invocare nomen Domini.



SEPTUAGINTA interpretes ita verterunt hunc locum, Iste speravit invocare nomen Domini Dei. Cur posuerint illud verbum Speravit, cum non sit in Scriptura Hebraica, equidem nescio, sicut nec satis divinare possum quam sententiam reddat haec oratio, Speravit invocare nomen Domini: nisi forte hanc, Speravit per invocationem, id est, per religiosum cultum Dei se malis omnibus liberatum iri, & quaecumque optaret ac peteret a Deo bona facile consecuturum. Verum pro illo pronomine Iste, quod habet tam Graeca, quam Latina translatio, denotans personam Enos, quasi primus ipse fuerit, qui coeperit invocare nomen Dei, tam Hebraice quam Chaldaice, est adverbium temporis significans, tempore illius Enos coeptum esse invocari nomen Dei. Itaque Pagninus sic vertit hunc locum, Tunc coeptum est invocari nomen Domini: & sic olim verterat Aquila.
The Seventy interpreters translated this place thus: 'This one hoped to invoke the name of the Lord God.' Why they put that word 'hoped,' when it is not in the Hebrew Scripture, I do not know; just as I cannot sufficiently divine what sense this speech renders, 'He hoped to invoke the name of the Lord' — unless perhaps this: 'He hoped, through invocation (that is, through the religious worship of God), that he would be freed from all evils, and would easily obtain from God whatever goods he desired and sought.' But for that pronoun 'This one' (Iste), which both the Greek and the Latin translation has, denoting the person of Enos, as if he himself were the first who began to invoke the name of God — in both Hebrew and Chaldaic it is an adverb of time, signifying that in the time of that Enos it was begun to invoke the name of God. And so Pagninus renders this place thus, 'Then was begun to be invoked the name of the Lord'; and so Aquila once translated.2



SED utrovis modo legatur, existit quaestio, quomodo verum sit, vel ab ipso Enos, vel tempore eius primum invocari coeptum esse nomen Domini. Nam & Seth pater Enos vir fuisse insignis pietate ac religione traditur; & ante eum Cain & Abel per oblationes & sacrificia Deum invocare consuevisse, supra dictum est a Mose: nec dubitari debet, quin primus omnium Adam Deum per frequentes precationes & oblationes invocare solitus fuerit, itaque facere filios suos docuerit. Caietanus in explanatione huius loci ait, non fuisse Enos, qui primus simpliciter & absolute nomen Dei invocaverit, sed fuisse primum qui coeperit invocare Deum sub nomine illo [יהוה] Iehovah, quod Hebraei tanquam incomprehensibile & ineffabile summa reverentia colunt, & silentio potius quam sermone & pronuntiatione venerantur: idque admirabiles & inenarrabiles virtutes effectusque habere confirmant. Non arridet mihi quidem haec interpretatio. Nam quicquid sit de nomine isto [יהוה] Iehovah, de quo magnam hoc tempore inter doctos viros disceptationem esse video, certe in libro Exodi, cap. 6. non obscure indicatur nomen istud [יהוה] Iehovah, nulli Patrum ante Mosem fuisse a Deo manifestatum. Sic enim eo loci cum ipso Mose loquitur Deus: Ego Dominus, qui apparui Abraham, Isaac & Iacob in Deo omnipotente, & nomen meum Adonai non indicavi eis. Pro illo vocabulo Adonai quod inibi posuit Latinus interpres, Hebraice nomen [יהוה] Iehovah esse dicitur.
But in whichever way it is read, a question arises: how is it true that, either by Enos himself, or in his time, the name of the Lord first began to be invoked? For Seth too, the father of Enos, is handed down to have been a man notable in piety and religion; and before him Cain and Abel were wont to invoke God by oblations and sacrifices, as was said above by Moses; nor should it be doubted that Adam, first of all, was accustomed to invoke God by frequent prayers and oblations, and taught his sons to do so. Cajetan, in the explanation of this place, says that it was not Enos who first simply and absolutely invoked the name of God, but that he was the first who began to invoke God under that name [יהוה] 'Jehovah,' which the Hebrews worship as incomprehensible and ineffable, with the highest reverence, and venerate rather by silence than by speech and pronunciation; and they affirm it to have admirable and unspeakable powers and effects. This interpretation does not please me. For whatever be [the case] about that name [יהוה] 'Jehovah' — concerning which I see there is at this time a great dispute among learned men — certainly in the book of Exodus, ch. 6, it is not obscurely indicated that that name [יהוה] 'Jehovah' was manifested by God to none of the Fathers before Moses. For thus in that place God speaks with Moses himself: 'I am the Lord, who appeared to Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob in God Almighty, and my name Adonai I did not indicate to them.' For that word 'Adonai,' which the Latin translator put there, the Hebrew name is said to be [יהוה] 'Jehovah.'3



VERIUS igitur dictu fuerit, propterea Enos dici primum invocasse nomen Domini, quia super omnes priores pius & religiosus erga Deum fuerit, non modo colendo pietatem & religionem adversus Deum, sed eam quoque praedicando, divulgando, aliosque homines docendo. Vel quia iste primus certas quasdam precationum Dei formulas condidit, certosque ritus & caeremonias divini cultus adinvenit: cuiusmodi fortasse fuit altarium erectio, & certorum locorum ad invocandum Deum cultumque eius administrandum designatio & dedicatio. Vel denique, quia coepit congregare populum ad tradendum simul Dei cultum, quasi Ecclesiam fidelium inchoans & adunans.
It would therefore be truer to say that Enos is said first to have invoked the name of the Lord, because he was pious and religious toward God above all the earlier ones — not only by cultivating piety and religion toward God, but also by preaching it, divulging it, and teaching other men. Or because this one first established certain fixed formulas of prayers to God, and devised certain fixed rites and ceremonies of divine worship — of which kind perhaps was the erection of altars, and the designation and dedication of certain places for invoking God and administering his worship. Or, finally, because he began to congregate the people to hand down at the same time the worship of God, as if beginning and uniting a Church of the faithful.4



SED non est ignorandum lectori, in paraphrasi Chaldaica longe diversam, immo contrariam esse lectionem huius loci. Sic enim in ea est, Tunc in diebus eius inceperunt filii hominum, ut non orarent in nomine Domini. Diversitas haec lectionum nata est ex ambiguitate Hebraeae vocis [הוחל] Huchal, quae, ut manifestis Scripturae testimoniis demonstrat Hieronymus ab Oleastro, tria significat: primum, polluere seu profanare, tum occidere, denique incipere. Auctor igitur paraphrasis Chaldaicae primam secutus significationem, ita ut dixi vertit hunc locum. Cuius versionis ea est sententia: Tunc profanata est invocatio nominis divini. Complutensis tamen editio Chaldaica, convenit cum textu Hebraico: Sic enim ad verbum, si Latine reddatur habet: Tunc coeperunt homines orare in nomine Domini.
But the reader must not be ignorant that in the Chaldaic paraphrase the reading of this place is far different, indeed contrary. For thus it is in it: 'Then, in his days, the sons of men began, that they should NOT pray in the name of the Lord.' This diversity of readings arose from the ambiguity of the Hebrew word [הוחל] 'Huchal,' which, as Jerome of Oleaster demonstrates by manifest testimonies of Scripture, signifies three things: first, to pollute or profane; then, to kill; finally, to begin. The author of the Chaldaic paraphrase, therefore, following the first signification, translated this place as I said. Of which version this is the sense: 'Then was profaned the invocation of the divine name.' The Complutensian Chaldaic edition, however, agrees with the Hebrew text; for thus, word for word, if rendered in Latin, it has: 'Then men began to pray in the name of the Lord.'5



Translator’s notes
	New lemma: Genesis 4:26 (marginal 'CAP. 4. VERS. 26.'), the birth of Enos and the beginning of invoking the Lord's name. ↩
	On the reading of Gen 4:26b: the LXX has 'This one HOPED to invoke the name of the Lord God' — Pererius cannot see whence the word 'hoped' comes (it is not in the Hebrew), unless it means Enos hoped, through worship, to be freed from evils and obtain goods. Moreover, the 'Iste' ('this one' = Enos), in both the Greek and Latin, treats Enos as the person who first invoked God's name; but in Hebrew and Chaldaic the word is an adverb of TIME — 'in the time of Enos it was begun to invoke the name.' So Pagninus (and formerly Aquila): 'Then was begun to be invoked the name of the Lord.' Marginal gloss: 'Pagnini & Aquilae interpretatio huius loci.' ↩
	The question: how could Enos (or his time) be the first to invoke the Lord's name, when Seth was pious, Cain and Abel sacrificed, and Adam himself invoked God and taught his sons? Cajetan: Enos was not the first to invoke God simply, but the first to invoke him under the name YHWH. GLYPH verified (appears four times on the page): יהוה (the Tetragrammaton, 'Jehovah' / YHWH), which the Hebrews revere as ineffable, venerating it by silence and ascribing to it wondrous powers. Pererius REJECTS Cajetan's reading: Exodus 6:3 indicates that the name YHWH was revealed to no Father before Moses ('I am the Lord... my name [Adonai =] YHWH I did not make known to Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob'). So Enos cannot have first invoked God under that name. Marginal glosses: 'An Enos primus omnium coeperit invocare nomen Domini'; 'Opinio Caietani.' ↩
	Pererius's own (truer) reading of why Enos was 'first to invoke the Lord's name': (1) he surpassed all earlier men in piety, and publicly preached and taught it; or (2) he first established fixed prayer-formulas, rites, and ceremonies (e.g. erecting altars, dedicating places of worship); or (3) he began to gather the people for common worship — as if founding and uniting a Church of the faithful. Marginal gloss: 'Probabilior ratio, cur Enos dicatur coepisse invocare nomen Domini.' Odd-side running head 'IN GENESIM, LIB. VII.' number '763'; true printed page 773. ↩
	The Chaldaic paraphrase (Targum) reads Gen 4:26 in the OPPOSITE sense: 'Then in his days the sons of men began NOT to pray in the name of the Lord' / 'Then the invocation of the divine name was profaned.' GLYPH verified: הוחל (Huchal), the ambiguous Hebrew verb, which (per Jerome of Oleaster) has three senses — to profane, to kill, to begin. The Targumist took the first ('profane'); but the Complutensian Chaldaic edition agrees with the Hebrew ('to begin'): 'Then men began to pray in the name of the Lord.' This ends the commentary on Genesis chapter 4. Marginal gloss: 'Diversa lectio paraphrasis Chaldaicae.' Page footer signature 'EEEE 3'; catchword 'CAPUT' (the commentary on Genesis chapter 5 begins on the next page). ↩




CHAPTER FIVE OF THE BOOK OF GENESIS

LatineEnglish


CHAPTER FIVE OF THE BOOK OF GENESIS.1
CAPUT QUINTUM, LIBRI GENESEOS.



Translator’s notes
	Major divider (with decorative border): the commentary on Genesis chapter 5 (the genealogy from Adam to Noah) begins. Verso running head 'COMMENTARIORVM' number '764'; true printed page 774. ↩




This is the book of the generation of Adam. In the day in which God created man, he made him to the likeness of God. 2. Male and female he created them, and blessed …

LatineEnglish


HIC est liber generationis Adam. In die qua creavit Deus hominem, ad similitudinem Dei fecit illum. 2. Masculum & foeminam creavit eos: & benedixit illis, & vocavit nomen eorum Adam in die quo creati sunt. 3. Vixit autem Adam centum triginta annos: & genuit filium ad imaginem & similitudinem suam, vocavitque nomen eius Seth. 4. Et facti sunt dies Adam postquam genuit Seth octingenti anni: genuitque filios & filias. 5. Et factum est omne tempus quod vixit Adam, anni nongenti triginta, & mortuus est. 6. Vixit quoque Seth centum quinque annis, & genuit Enos. 7. Vixitque Seth postquam genuit Enos, octingentis septem annis, genuitque filios & filias. 8. Et facti sunt omnes dies Seth nongentorum duodecim annorum, & mortuus est. 9. Vixit vero Enos nonaginta annis, & genuit Cainan. 10. Post cuius ortum vixit octingentis quindecim annis, & genuit filios & filias. 11. Factique sunt omnes dies Enos nongenti quinque anni, & mortuus est. 12. Vixit quoque Cainan septuaginta annis, & genuit Malaleel. 13. Et vixit Cainan postquam genuit Malaleel, octingentis quadraginta annis, genuitque filios & filias. 14. Et facti sunt omnes dies Cainan nongenti decem anni, & mortuus est. 15. Vixit autem Malaleel sexaginta quinque annis & genuit Iared. 16. Et vixit Malaleel postquam genuit Iared, octingentis triginta annis, & genuit filios & filias. 17. Et facti sunt omnes dies Malaleel octingenti nonaginta quinque anni, & mortuus est. 18. Vixitque Iared centum sexaginta duobus annis, & genuit Henoch. 19. Et vixit Iared postquam genuit Henoch, octingentis annis, & genuit filios & filias. 20. Et facti sunt omnes dies Iared nongenti sexaginta duo anni, & mortuus est. 21. Porro Henoch vixit sexaginta quinque annis, & genuit Mathusalam. 22. Et ambulavit Henoch cum Deo: & vixit Henoch postquam genuit Mathusalam, trecentis annis, & genuit filios & filias.
This is the book of the generation of Adam. In the day in which God created man, he made him to the likeness of God. 2. Male and female he created them, and blessed them, and called their name Adam, in the day in which they were created. 3. And Adam lived a hundred and thirty years, and begot a son to his own image and likeness, and called his name Seth. 4. And the days of Adam, after he begot Seth, were eight hundred years, and he begot sons and daughters. 5. And all the time that Adam lived came to nine hundred and thirty years, and he died. 6. Seth also lived a hundred and five years, and begot Enos. 7. And Seth lived, after he begot Enos, eight hundred and seven years, and begot sons and daughters. 8. And all the days of Seth were nine hundred and twelve years, and he died. 9. And Enos lived ninety years, and begot Cainan. 10. After whose birth he lived eight hundred and fifteen years, and begot sons and daughters. 11. And all the days of Enos were nine hundred and five years, and he died. 12. Cainan also lived seventy years, and begot Malaleel. 13. And Cainan lived, after he begot Malaleel, eight hundred and forty years, and begot sons and daughters. 14. And all the days of Cainan were nine hundred and ten years, and he died. 15. And Malaleel lived sixty-five years, and begot Jared. 16. And Malaleel lived, after he begot Jared, eight hundred and thirty years, and begot sons and daughters. 17. And all the days of Malaleel were eight hundred and ninety-five years, and he died. 18. And Jared lived a hundred and sixty-two years, and begot Henoch. 19. And Jared lived, after he begot Henoch, eight hundred years, and begot sons and daughters. 20. And all the days of Jared were nine hundred and sixty-two years, and he died. 21. And Henoch lived sixty-five years, and begot Mathusala. 22. And Henoch walked with God, and lived, after he begot Mathusala, three hundred years, and begot sons and daughters.1



Translator’s notes
	The block lemma of Genesis chapter 5, verses 1-22 (verse-numbered in the print), giving the genealogy and lifespans from Adam through Seth, Enos, Cainan, Malaleel, Jared, and Henoch (Enoch). ↩




And all the days of Henoch were three hundred and sixty-five years. 24. And he walked with God, and was seen no more, because God took him. 25. Mathusala also lived a …

LatineEnglish


Et facti sunt omnes dies Henoch trecenti sexaginta quinque anni. 24. Ambulavitque cum Deo & non apparuit, quia tulit eum Deus. 25. Vixit quoque Mathusala centum octoginta septem annis, & genuit Lamech. 26. Et vixit Mathusala postquam genuit Lamech, septingentis octoginta duobus annis, & genuit filios & filias. 27. Et facti sunt omnes dies Mathusalae nongenti sexaginta novem anni, & mortuus est. 28. Vixit autem Lamech centum octoginta duobus annis, & genuit filium, vocavitque nomen eius Noe, dicens: 29. Iste consolabitur nos ab operibus & laboribus manuum nostrarum, in terra cui maledixit Dominus. 30. Vixitque Lamech postquam genuit Noe, quingentis nonaginta quinque annis, & genuit filios & filias. 31. Et facti sunt omnes dies Lamech, septingenti septuaginta septem anni, & mortuus est. 32. Noe vero cum quingentorum esset annorum, genuit Sem, Cham, & Iapheth.
And all the days of Henoch were three hundred and sixty-five years. 24. And he walked with God, and was seen no more, because God took him. 25. Mathusala also lived a hundred and eighty-seven years, and begot Lamech. 26. And Mathusala lived, after he begot Lamech, seven hundred and eighty-two years, and begot sons and daughters. 27. And all the days of Mathusala were nine hundred and sixty-nine years, and he died. 28. And Lamech lived a hundred and eighty-two years, and begot a son, and called his name Noe, saying: 29. This one shall comfort us from the works and labors of our hands, in the land which the Lord has cursed. 30. And Lamech lived, after he begot Noe, five hundred and ninety-five years, and begot sons and daughters. 31. And all the days of Lamech were seven hundred and seventy-seven years, and he died. 32. But Noe, when he was five hundred years old, begot Sem, Cham, and Japheth.1



Translator’s notes
	The remainder of the Genesis 5 lemma, verses 23-32: Henoch's translation ('God took him'), Mathusala (Methuselah, 969 years — the longest), the Sethite Lamech and his son Noe (Noah), and Noah's three sons. Odd-side running head 'IN GENESIM, LIB. VII.' number '765'; true printed page 775. ↩




And Adam lived a hundred and thirty years, and begot a son to his own image and likeness, and called his name Seth. And the days of Adam, after he begot Seth, were eight …

LatineEnglish


Vixit autem Adam centum triginta annis, & genuit filium ad imaginem & similitudinem suam, vocavitque nomen eius Seth. Et facti sunt dies Adam postquam genuit Seth, octingenti anni, & genuit filios & filias. Et factum est omne tempus quod vixit Adam, anni nongenti triginta, & mortuus est. VERS. 3. 4. & 5.
And Adam lived a hundred and thirty years, and begot a son to his own image and likeness, and called his name Seth. And the days of Adam, after he begot Seth, were eight hundred years, and he begot sons and daughters. And all the time that Adam lived came to nine hundred and thirty years, and he died. Verses 3, 4, and 5.1



RECENSENTUR decem generationes ab Adam usque ad diluvium quae comprehendunt annos mille sexcentos quinquagintasex, tempus videlicet transactum a creatione Adae usque ad diluvium. Quanquam secundum translationem LXX. Interpretum ab Adamo usque ad diluvium & a diluvio usque ad Abrahamum multo plures anni numerentur, quam sunt in Scriptura Hebraica, & in nostra versione Latina. Verum de hac varietate supputationum infra disputabimus. Nunc illud est notandum, in hac serie generationum tres inveniri longioris vitae, quam fuerit Adam, nempe Iared, qui vixit nongentos sexagintaduos annos; & Noe qui fuit nongentorum & quinquaginta annorum; & super omnes Mathusalem, qui vitam produxit usque ad nongentesimum sexagesimum nonum annum.
Ten generations are enumerated from Adam to the flood, which comprise one thousand six hundred and fifty-six years — namely, the time that passed from the creation of Adam to the flood. Although, according to the translation of the LXX interpreters, from Adam to the flood, and from the flood to Abraham, many more years are numbered than there are in the Hebrew Scripture and in our Latin version. But of this variety of computations we will dispute below. Now this is to be noted: that in this series of generations three are found of longer life than Adam was — namely Jared, who lived nine hundred and sixty-two years; and Noe, who was of nine hundred and fifty years; and above all Mathusalem, who prolonged his life to the nine hundred and sixty-ninth year.2



VERUM si consideretur aetas, qua creatus fuit Adam, nimirum perfecta
But if the age be considered in which Adam was created — namely, a perfect [adult one]...3



perfecta & idonea ad generandum, apparebit longiori tempore vixisse Adam quam Mathusalem. Nam cum aetas virilis hominum viventium centum annos sit aetas triginta annorum, consentaneum est, aetatem virilem hominum viventium ferme ad mille annos, fuisse ad minus sexaginta annorum. Neminem enim reperies in hac prima aetate Mundi & in hac serie generationum, qui non post sexagesimum annum generasse memoretur: nam qui citissime generarunt, sexaginta quinque annorum erat. Si igitur Adam creatus est in aetate sexaginta annorum, & post eam vixit nongentos & triginta annos: tota eius vita vere aestimari, & censeri debet nongentorum nonaginta annorum. Et sane congruit hoc rationi, ut primus vir, Dei manibus formatus, longiorem vitam egerit, quam quivis alius mortalium.
...perfect and fit for generating, it will appear that Adam lived a longer time than Mathusalem. For since the manly age of men who live a hundred years is the age of thirty years, it is consonant that the manly age of men who live nearly a thousand years was at least sixty years. For you will find no one in this first age of the world, and in this series of generations, who is not recorded to have begotten after the sixtieth year; for those who begot most quickly were sixty-five years old. If, therefore, Adam was created at the age of sixty years, and after that lived nine hundred and thirty years, his whole life ought truly to be estimated and reckoned at nine hundred and ninety years. And this indeed fits reason: that the first man, formed by the hands of God, led a longer life than any other mortal.4



OBIIT Adam annis septingentis viginti sex ante diluvium, & ante raptum Henoch annis quinquaginta septem: pervenit autem usque ad quinquagesimum sextum annum Lamech patris Noe. Mathusalem autem obiit initio anni, quo evenit diluvium, ante quod quinque annis excessit e vita Lamech. Itaque Adam vidit octo suas generationes. Et quia, secundum Iosephum, corruptio generis humani, propter quam Deus immisit diluvium, evenit septima generatione, eam quoque vidit Adam; ob quam, & ob futurum generis humani excidium per diluvium haud dubie ipsi Adamo praemonstratum, credendum est magno in moerore & dolore extremam vitam ipsum egisse.
Adam died seven hundred and twenty-six years before the flood, and fifty-seven years before the rapture of Henoch; but he reached to the fifty-sixth year of Lamech, the father of Noe. Mathusalem died at the beginning of the year in which the flood occurred, before which Lamech had departed from life by five years. And so Adam saw eight of his generations. And because, according to Josephus, the corruption of the human race, on account of which God sent the flood, occurred in the seventh generation, Adam saw that too; on account of which, and on account of the future destruction of the human race by the flood — doubtless foreshown to Adam himself — it must be believed that he passed his last life in great grief and sorrow.5



Translator’s notes
	The sub-lemma repeated for commentary: Genesis 5:3-5 (marginal 'VERS. 3. 4. & 5.'), Adam's begetting of Seth and his death at 930. ↩
	Commentary on Gen 5 begins: ten generations from Adam to the flood = 1,656 years (Hebrew/Vulgate reckoning; the LXX gives many more years — a chronology discrepancy to be treated later). Three lived longer than Adam (930): Jared (962), Noah (950), and above all Methuselah (969). ↩
	Pererius begins the argument that Adam, created already at a mature (adult) age, effectively lived longest of all. Catchword 'perfe-' (perfecta; continues on the next page). ↩
	Pererius's argument that Adam effectively lived longest: since maturity for those living ~100 years is ~30, for those living ~1,000 years it would be ~60 (indeed none in the genealogy begot before the 60th year; the quickest, Malaleel and Enoch, at 65). So Adam, created already ~60 years old and then living 930 more, had an effective life of ~990 years — fittingly the longest of all, as the first man formed by God's hands. Marginal gloss: 'Longissimam omnium mortalium vitam quodammodo vixisse Adamum.' Verso running head 'COMMENTARIORVM' number '766'; true printed page 776. ↩
	Adam's chronology: died 726 years before the flood, 57 years before Henoch's translation; reached the 56th year of Lamech (Noah's father). Methuselah died at the start of the flood-year; Lamech died five years before that. Adam saw eight of his generations; and since (per Josephus) the race's corruption came in the seventh generation, Adam saw it too — and, foreknowing the coming flood, passed his final years in great grief. Marginal glosses: 'Quando Adam obiit'; 'Iosephus lib. 1. Antiquitatum.' ↩




A DISPUTATION ON THE LENGTH OF LIFE of the ancient men before the flood
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A DISPUTATION ON THE LENGTH OF LIFE of the ancient men before the flood.1
DISPUTATIO DE LONGITUDINE vitae priscorum hominum ante diluvium.



CAETERUM, quia longaevitas illorum hominum primae aetatis mundi visa est Gentilibus incredibilis & fabulosa, vindicanda nobis est ab eorum calumniis haec Mosis historia. Quatenus autem vita hominis naturaliter produci queat, ex syderalis scientiae rationibus & observationibus disputant Mathematici: sed in varias distrahuntur sententias, quarum varietas & discrepantia declarat rem esse incertam.
But, because the longevity of those men of the first age of the world seemed to the Gentiles incredible and fabulous, we must vindicate this history of Moses from their calumnies. But to what extent the life of man can naturally be prolonged, the Mathematicians dispute from the reasons and observations of the sidereal science; yet they are drawn into various opinions, whose variety and discrepancy declares the matter to be uncertain.2



Translator’s notes
	Major divider: a disputation on the longevity of the antediluvians, vindicating Moses's history against the pagans who found it incredible. ↩
	The pagans found the antediluvians' longevity incredible; Pererius will defend Moses's history. How far human life can naturally be extended is disputed by the 'Mathematicians' (astronomers/astrologers) from the stars, but their disagreement shows the matter is uncertain. ↩




QUESTION I. To what extent the life of man can naturally be prolonged
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QUESTION I. To what extent the life of man can naturally be prolonged.1
QUAESTIO I. Quatenus vita hominis naturaliter produci queat.



EPIGENES, centum viginti duos annos impleri posse negavit: Berosus, vix excedi centum decem & septem: Alii ultra etiam protendi posse credidere. Fuere, qui non idem putarunt ubique observandum, sed varie per diversas regiones, prout in singulis sit coeli ad
Epigenes denied that a hundred and twenty-two years can be completed; Berosus, that a hundred and seventeen can scarcely be exceeded; others believed it could be extended even further. There were those who thought that not the same [limit] is to be observed everywhere, but variously through different regions, according as in each is the [inclination] of the sky...2



ad circulum finitorem inclinatio, quod vocatur Graece clima. Lege Censorinum in libro de natali die Romanorum, & Plinium libr. 7. c. 49. apud quos illud aliis quidem mirabile, mihi autem perridiculum, videtur, quod de Aegyptiis traditur. Ponam hic verba Plinii ex capit. 37. lib. 11. Augeri, inquit, cor humanum ab ortu hominis per singulos annos, ac binas drachmas ponderis ad quinquagesimum annum accedere: ab eo detrahi tantumdem, & ideo non vivere hominem ultra centesimum annum defectu cordis Aegyptii existimant, quibus mos est cadavera asservare medicata.
...the inclination toward the bounding circle [the horizon], which is called in Greek 'clima.' Read Censorinus in the book On the Birthday, of the Romans, and Pliny book 7, ch. 49; among whom [is found] that which, to others indeed, seems wonderful, but to me most ridiculous, [namely] what is handed down about the Egyptians. I will set down here Pliny's words from ch. 37 of book 11: 'The Egyptians think,' he says, 'that the human heart is increased, from the birth of a man, each year by two drachms of weight up to the fiftieth year; and that from it the same is subtracted; and therefore a man does not live beyond the hundredth year, by the failing of the heart' — the Egyptians, whose custom it is to preserve corpses embalmed.3



SED haec falsa esse, manifesto argumento, seu ut verius dicam, experimento confirmat Plinius. Accedunt, inquit, experimenta & exempla recentissimi census, quem intra quadriennium imperatores Caesares Vespasiani pater filiusque censores egerunt. Et ut multos omittam, inventi sunt duo, alter Bononiae, alter Arimini, centum quinquaginta annorum. In regione autem Italiae octava centenum annorum censiti sunt homines quinquaginta quatuor: centenum denum, homines quinquaginta septem, centenum vicenum quinum, homines duo, centenum tricenum, homines quatuor, centenum tricenum quinum, aut septenum, totidem, centenum quadragenum, homines tres.
But that these things are false, Pliny confirms by a manifest argument — or, to speak more truly, by experiment. 'There are added,' he says, 'the experiments and examples of the most recent census, which within a four-year period the emperors, the Caesars, Vespasian father and son, conducted as censors. And, to omit many, two were found — one at Bologna, another at Rimini — of a hundred and fifty years. But in the eighth region of Italy, fifty-four men were registered of a hundred years; of a hundred and ten years, fifty-seven men; of a hundred and twenty-five years, two men; of a hundred and thirty years, four men; of a hundred and thirty-five or a hundred and thirty-seven years, the same number; of a hundred and forty years, three men.'4



VERUM ab antiquis & gentilibus scriptoribus etiam memoriae proditum fuisse, quosdam vixisse ad quingentos & sexcentos & eo amplius annos, auctor est Iosephus, qui in 1. lib. Antiquitatum extremis verbis cap. 3. testes huius rei excitat Manethonem Aegyptiarum rerum, Berosum Chaldaicarum scriptores. Itemque Mochum Estchiaeum, Hieronymum Aegyptium qui Phoenicum res tradidere scriptis: quin etiam Hesiodum, Hecataeum, Hellanicum, Agesilaum, Ephorum, & Nicolaum narrare; priscos illos ad mille annos vitam produxisse. Plinius item proxime nominato loco memorat Alexandrum, Cornelium, & Xenophontem, qui vixisse quosdam ad quingentos & sexcentos, atque etiam octingentos annos tradiderunt. Verum mox Plinius subiungit haec: Quae omnia, inquit, inscitia temporum acciderunt: Annum enim alii aestate unum determinabant, & alterum hyeme, alii quadripartitis temporibus, sicut Arcades, quorum anni trimestres fuere, quidam Lunae senio, ut Aegyptii. Itaque apud eos aliqui & singula millia annorum vixisse produntur. Haec Plinius. Eadem fere tradit Victorinus, & Solinus, cap. 3. & ex Varrone Lactantius, lib. 2. cap. 12.
But that it was also handed down to memory by ancient and Gentile writers that some lived to five hundred and six hundred years and more, Josephus is the author, who in book 1 of the Antiquities, in the last words of ch. 3, cites as witnesses of this matter Manetho, writer of Egyptian affairs, Berosus of Chaldaic affairs; and likewise Mochus the Sidonian, and Hieronymus the Egyptian, who handed down the affairs of the Phoenicians in writings; indeed also that Hesiod, Hecataeus, Hellanicus, Agesilaus, Ephorus, and Nicolaus narrate that those ancients prolonged life to a thousand years. Pliny likewise, in the place just named, mentions Alexander, Cornelius, and Xenophon, who handed down that some lived to five hundred and six hundred, and even eight hundred years. But soon Pliny subjoins these words: 'All of which,' he says, 'happened through ignorance of times [reckonings]: for some determined one year by summer and another by winter; others by the four seasons, like the Arcadians, whose years were of three months; some by the waning of the Moon, like the Egyptians. And so among them some are reported to have lived even single thousands of years.' Thus Pliny. Nearly the same things Victorinus hands down, and Solinus (ch. 3), and, from Varro, Lactantius (book 2, ch. 12).5



Translator’s notes
	Quaestio I of the disputation: the natural limit of the human lifespan. ↩
	Opinions on the natural life-limit: Epigenes — a man cannot reach 122 years; Berosus — scarcely past 117; others — further still; and some held the limit varies by region, according to the disposition of the sky (climate). Marginal glosses: 'Epigenes'; 'Berosus.' Catchword 'ad' (continues on the next page). ↩
	The natural life-limit varies by 'clima' (the latitude/climate — the sky's inclination to the horizon); cf. Censorinus (De Die Natali) and Pliny (NH 7.49). Pererius calls 'most ridiculous' the Egyptian theory Pliny reports (NH 11.37): the heart grows two drachms a year to age 50, then declines equally, so no one lives past 100 — a theory of that embalming people. Marginal glosses: 'Ridiculum Aegyptiorum figmentum de corde hominis'; 'Plinius lib. 7. cap. 49.' Odd-side running head 'IN GENESIM, LIB. VII.' number '767'; true printed page 777. ↩
	Pliny refutes the '100-year limit' by the census under Vespasian and Titus (NH 7.49): two men of 150 (at Bologna and Rimini); and in Italy's eighth region, 54 men of 100 years, 57 of 110, two of 125, four of 130, some of 135-137, three of 140. Marginal gloss: 'Homines longaevi Plinii aetate in Italia, quot.' ↩
	Ancient pagan witnesses to great longevity: Josephus (Antiq. 1.3) cites Manetho, Berosus, Mochus the Sidonian, Hieronymus the Egyptian, Hesiod, Hecataeus, Hellanicus, Agesilaus, Ephorus, Nicolaus (some ancients lived to 1,000 years); Pliny cites Alexander [Polyhistor], Cornelius [Nepos?], Xenophon (500-800 years). But Pliny explains this away as confusion of time-reckoning: some counted a 'year' as a season (summer/winter), or a quarter (the Arcadians' three-month years), or a lunar month (the Egyptians) — hence 'thousand-year' lifespans. So too Victorinus, Solinus (ch. 3), and Lactantius (2.12, from Varro). ↩
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QUESTION II. Whether the years, which Scripture narrates that men lived before the flood, were equal to ours.1
QUAESTIO II. Utrum anni, quos vixisse homines ante diluvium narrat Scriptura, fuerint pares nostris.



EXISTIMARUNT quidam, cum Scriptura narrat homines primae aetatis ad nongentos annos vixisse, non esse intelligendum tales fuisse annos illos, quales sunt nostri, sed fuisse paulo plus quam menstruos, hoc est, triginta sex die
Some have thought that, when Scripture narrates that the men of the first age lived to nine hundred years, it is not to be understood that those years were such as ours are, but that they were a little more than monthly — that is, of thirty-six days...2



rum, qui est numerus quadratus, efficitur enim is numerus ex numero senario sexies ducto. Itaque unus de nostris annis, denos continet illorum annorum: etsi anni illi dividerentur in duodecim menses, cuilibet mensi non nisi tres dies assignarentur. Sed hoc quam sit non falsum modo, sed etiam ipsi Scripturae aperte contrarium, facile vel per se quilibet potest intelligere. Si enim hanc rationem annorum sequamur, efficietur Cainam & Henoch: cum essent sex annorum cum dimidio, genuisse filios, genuisse enim eos cum essent sexagintaquinque annorum, tradit Scriptura. Si igitur decem ex illis annis unum de nostris efficerent, necessario efficeretur illos, cum nondum septennes essent, genuisse filios. Deinde cum nemo illorum hominum attigerit millesimum annum, si tales fuissent anni quales isti volunt, nemo hominum illius aetatis pervenisset ad nonagesimum septimum annum, cum tamen hodieque non pauci centum annos supergressi inveniantur. Ad haec Scriptura ait, Abrahamum plenum vel saturum dierum in bona senectute obiisse, natum annos centum septuagintaquinque, qui secundum istos efficiunt annos duntaxat 17. cum dimidio. Quis non rideat talem senectutem? Postremo, infra cap. 7. in eo uno anno, quo duravit diluvium, fit mentio primi, secundi, septimi, & decimi mensis. Et ne quis posset fingere menses illos fuisse trium duntaxat dierum, memorantur ibi 17. dies mensis secundi, 27. mensis septimi, & mensis secundi dies 7. & 20. Quinimo, si dies quos memorat Moses in descriptione diluvii per unum illum annum sexcentesimum vitae Noe recenseantur, reperientur ad trecentos sexaginta. Ergo anni illi 900. & c. quos vixisse memorantur homines illius aetatis, non fuere menstrui, vel trimestres, aut semestres, sed pares fuere nostratibus.
...days, which is a square number, for that number is produced from the number six multiplied six times. And so one of our years contains ten of those years: even if those years were divided into twelve months, to each month only three days would be assigned. But how this is not only false but even openly contrary to Scripture itself, anyone can easily understand of himself. For if we follow this reckoning of years, it will result that Cainan and Henoch, when they were six and a half years old, begot sons — for Scripture hands down that they begot them when they were sixty-five years old. If, therefore, ten of those years made one of ours, it would necessarily result that they begot sons when they were not yet seven years old. Then, since none of those men reached the thousandth year, if the years had been such as these people wish, no man of that age would have reached the ninety-seventh year — whereas even today not a few are found who have passed a hundred years. Besides, Scripture says that Abraham died, full or sated of days, in a good old age, having lived a hundred and seventy-five years, which according to these people make only seventeen and a half years. Who would not laugh at such an old age? Finally, below in ch. 7, in that one year in which the flood lasted, mention is made of the first, second, seventh, and tenth month. And lest anyone could pretend those months were only of three days, there are mentioned there the 17th day of the second month, the 27th of the seventh month, and of the second month the 7th and 20th days. Indeed, if the days which Moses mentions in the description of the flood, through that one six-hundredth year of Noah's life, be counted, they will be found to amount to three hundred and sixty. Therefore those years of 900 and more, which the men of that age are recorded to have lived, were not monthly, or three-month, or six-month years, but were equal to ours.3



Translator’s notes
	Quaestio II: whether the antediluvian 'years' of Scripture were true solar years (like ours) or shorter periods. ↩
	Quaestio II begins: some held that the antediluvian 'years' were not solar years but roughly lunar months — 'a little more than monthly,' about 36 days each (so that 900 such 'years' would be far fewer solar years). Page footer signature 'FFFF'; catchword 'rum' (dierum; continues on the next page). ↩
	Pererius refutes the 'short-year' theory (that antediluvian 'years' were ~36-day lunar months, so ten = one of ours): (1) then Cainan and Enoch, who begot at 65, would have begotten at 6½ years; (2) then none would have reached even 97 years, though people today pass 100; (3) Abraham's 175 years would be only 17½ (absurd for 'a good old age'); (4) the flood-year (Gen 7-8) names the 1st, 2nd, 7th, 10th months and days like the 17th and 27th — proving real ~360-day, 12-month years. So the antediluvian years were true years, equal to ours. Marginal glosses: 'Opinio affirmantium annos quos hic memorat Moses, fuisse menstruos, certe longe minores nostris, confutatur'; 'Genes. 25.' Verso running head 'COMMENTARIORVM' number '768'; true printed page 778. ↩
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QUESTION III. On the seven causes of the so-long life which men lived before the flood.1
QUAESTIO III. De septem causis tam longae vitae quam vixerunt homines ante diluvium.



SED enim quaeret aliquis, quaenam causae fuerint tam longaevae vitae eorum hominum qui fuerunt ante diluvium? Respondemus fuisse multas atque varias: de plurimis autem, septem in praesentia commemorasse satis erit. Prima fuit bonitas constitutionis & temperationis humani corporis, qua illi homines vigebant: tunc enim natura recens a Deo facta, integra erat, firma ad seipsam conservandam, fortis ad resistendum rebus contrariis, necdum tot morbis fracta & vitiata. Vigor igitur ille & robur naturalis constitutionis longo tempore permansit, nimirum usque ad diluvium, per quod cernimus vitam hominum insigni brevitate fuisse diminutam. Secunda causa fuit sobrietas & continentia in victu & potu: & omnis vitae moderatio: erat enim naturalis & simplex victus & potus: varietas autem, mixtura, & condi
But someone will ask: what were the causes of the so-long-lived life of those men who were before the flood? We answer that they were many and various; but of the very many, it will be enough to mention seven at present. The first was the goodness of the constitution and tempering of the human body, in which those men flourished; for then nature, recently made by God, was whole, firm to preserve itself, strong to resist contrary things, and not yet broken and vitiated by so many diseases. That vigor, therefore, and strength of the natural constitution remained a long time — namely, until the flood, through which we see that the life of men was diminished by a notable brevity. The second cause was sobriety and continence in food and drink, and all moderation of life; for the food and drink were natural and simple; but variety, mixture, and seasoning...2



condimenta ciborum, vitam debilitant atque minuunt, sicut docent Hippocrates & Plinius. Unde Horatius Poeta, — simul assis Miscueris elixa, simul conchilia turdis: Dulcia se in bilem vertent, stomachoque tumultum Lenta feret pituita. Et Ecclesiasticus, ca. 37. affirmat crapula multos periisse. Denique quotidiana demonstrat experientia, laute, & opipare, & large edentes & bibentes, esse brevis vitae. Tertia causa, fuit praestantia alimentorum ob eximiam bonitatem & feracitatem terrae ante diluvium, post quod terra nascentia multo sunt imbecilliora, & deteriora facta propter aquas salsas Oceani, quae inundantes terram, sterilem eam fecerunt: quamobrem loca quaedam sale seminari consueverunt, ut perpetuo sterilia nihil boni unquam ferant, sicut videre est in 9. cap. Iudicum. Atque huius rei argumentum est concessio carnium in esum humanum a Deo facta homini post diluvium. Quarta causa fuit, quod Adam perfecte noverat naturales vires & facultates herbarum, fructuum, metallorum, lapidum, aliarumque rerum, & quae res haberent vim & potentiam bene conservandi & longissime producendi vitam humanam, quibus rebus & usus est ipse, & uti docuit posteros suos usque ad diluvium. Vixit enim Adam, ut supra docuimus, usque ad quinquagesimum septimum annum Lamech patris Noe, qui non longius quam quinque annis a diluvio abfuit.
...the seasoning of foods weaken and diminish life, as Hippocrates and Pliny teach. Whence Horace the Poet: '— if at once you mix roast with boiled, at once shellfish with thrushes, the sweet things will turn themselves into bile, and the sluggish phlegm will bring a tumult to the stomach.' And Ecclesiasticus, ch. 37, affirms that many have perished by gluttony. Finally, daily experience shows that those who eat and drink elegantly, sumptuously, and largely are of short life. The third cause was the excellence of the foods, on account of the exceeding goodness and fertility of the earth before the flood — after which the things born of the earth are much weaker and made worse, on account of the salt waters of the Ocean, which, flooding the earth, made it sterile; wherefore certain places are wont to be sown with salt, so that, perpetually sterile, they may never bear anything good, as is to be seen in the ninth chapter of Judges. And an argument of this thing is the concession of flesh for human eating, made by God to man after the flood. The fourth cause was that Adam perfectly knew the natural forces and faculties of herbs, fruits, metals, stones, and other things, and which things had the force and power of well preserving and most-long prolonging human life; which things he himself used, and taught his descendants to use, up to the flood. For Adam lived, as we taught above, until the fifty-seventh year of Lamech, the father of Noe, who was not more than five years distant from the flood.3



QUINTA causa fuit: quia in illa prima aetate, (Deo qui mundum & omnia quae in eo sunt condidit, & ab exordio eius usque ad finem perpetuo regit ita disponente,) super regionem illam, in qua homines illi habitabant fuere valde benigni, propitii, atque salutares aspectus syderum, coelestesque defluxus atque effectus: hi autem proprie non proveniunt nec fiunt secundum generalem motum coelorum, hic enim quotidie integre absoluteque conficitur: nec secundum motum proprium planetarum, quippe qui brevi tempore peraguntur, tardissimus enim omnium planetarum Saturnus triginta annis circulum suum absolvit: sed secundum motum proprium octavae sphaerae, vel ut placuit aliis nonae: unde secundum causas naturales potissimum mors & vita dependere putantur: eius autem motus tanta est tarditas, ut centum annis unus tantummodo gradus conficiatur: quare in tota prima aetate quae fuit mille sexcentorum quinquaginta sex annorum: aspectus syderum secundum istum motum variatus est per sex & decem gradus cum dimidio superque duo minuta. Et ex hoc motu provenire solent mirabiles quaedam mutationes in hoc mundo inferiori: ut quod pars aliqua terrae inundetur mari, & pars maris inundetur aquis, & terra quae erat habitabilis & fertilis, fiat inhabitabilis & sterilis, aut contra.
The fifth cause was: that in that first age (God, who founded the world and all things that are in it, and from its beginning to its end perpetually rules it, so disposing) — over that region in which those men dwelt, the aspects of the stars were very benign, propitious, and salutary, and [likewise] the celestial influxes and effects. These, however, do not properly come nor happen according to the general motion of the heavens (for this is daily completed wholly and absolutely); nor according to the proper motion of the planets (which are traversed in a short time, for Saturn, the slowest of all the planets, completes his circle in thirty years); but according to the proper motion of the eighth sphere — or, as it pleased others, the ninth — on which, according to natural causes, death and life are thought chiefly to depend. And of this [sphere's] motion the slowness is so great that in a hundred years only one degree is completed; wherefore in the whole first age, which was of one thousand six hundred and fifty-six years, the aspect of the stars, according to that motion, was varied through sixteen and a half degrees and over that two minutes. And from this motion certain wonderful changes are wont to come in this lower world: as that some part of the land is flooded by the sea, and part of the sea [is turned to land], and land that was habitable and fertile becomes uninhabitable and sterile, or the contrary.4



Sexta causa fuit, ut per longam vitam illorum hominum posset admodum multiplicari genus humanum, quod in exordio mundi necessarium erat. Septima causa fuit, ut diu viventes homines possent
The sixth cause was, that through the long life of those men the human race could be greatly multiplied, which at the beginning of the world was necessary. The seventh cause was, that men living long could...5



possent reperire artes & scientias ad necessitates utilitatesque vitae humanae, & ad perfectionem intellectus humani plurimum conferentes, quae tamen non nisi longissimi temporis experimentis & observationibus reperiri possunt. Recte enim dictum est ab Aristotele, Tempus esse & inventorem & promotorem artium ac scientiarum. Praesertim autem longinquitas vitae necessaria erat ad inventionem Astronomiae & Geometriae, quarum disciplinarum certitudinem assequi non poterant, auctore Iosepho, cap. 3. libri primi de Antiquitatibus, si minus sexcentis annis vixissent, ex tot enim magnus annus constat.
...could discover the arts and sciences conferring greatly to the necessities and utilities of human life, and to the perfection of the human intellect — which, nevertheless, can be found only by the experiments and observations of a very long time. For it was rightly said by Aristotle that Time is both the inventor and the promoter of the arts and sciences. But especially the length of life was necessary for the invention of Astronomy and Geometry, whose certitude they could not attain (Josephus being the author, ch. 3 of the first book on the Antiquities) if they had lived less than six hundred years — for of that many the Great Year consists.6



CUR Iosephus magnum annum definiat sexcentis annis, nescire me fateor: quanquam non me fugit de spatio & magnitudine magni anni varias fuisse veterum sententias, quas tractat Macrobius super somnium Scipionis, & Lilius Giraldus in libro de annis & mensibus. Videtur autem pro sententia Iosephi facere, quod docet Plinius, cap. 2. lib. 10. scribens de Phoenice, quam tradit vivere annos sexcentos sexaginta. Et subdit: Cum huius alitis vita magni conversionem anni fieri prodit Manilius, iterumque significationes tempestatum & syderum easdem reverti. Hoc autem circa meridiem incipere, quo die signum Arietis Sol intraverit.
Why Josephus defines the Great Year as six hundred years, I confess I do not know — although it does not escape me that of the space and magnitude of the Great Year the ancients had various opinions, which Macrobius treats on the Dream of Scipio, and Lilius Giraldus in the book on years and months. But it seems to make for Josephus's opinion what Pliny teaches (ch. 2, book 10), writing about the Phoenix, which he hands down to live six hundred and sixty years. And he subjoins: 'Manilius reports that with the life of this bird the completion of the Great Year takes place, and that the same significations of seasons and stars return; and that this begins around midday, on the day on which the Sun enters the sign of Aries.'7



Translator’s notes
	Quaestio III of the disputation: the seven causes of the antediluvians' longevity. ↩
	The seven causes begin. (1) The good constitution and temperament of the body: nature, freshly made by God, was whole and disease-free, and this vigor lasted until the flood (after which lifespans sharply shortened). (2) Sobriety and a simple, natural diet — whereas variety, mixture, and seasoning [shorten life, continued next page]. Marginal glosses: 'Prima causa longae vitae, bonitas constitutionis'; 'Secunda sobrietas.' Catchword 'condi' (condimentum; continues on the next page). ↩
	Continues the causes: (2) sobriety — seasoning and gluttony shorten life (Hippocrates, Pliny; Horace Sat. 2.2; Ecclus 37:34; and daily experience of the sumptuous). (3) The excellence of pre-flood food, from the earth's great fertility — ruined afterward by the flood's salt ocean-waters (hence barren places 'sown with salt,' Judg 9:45); a sign of this is that God allowed meat-eating only after the flood (Gen 9:3). (4) Adam's perfect knowledge of the life-prolonging virtues of herbs, fruits, metals, and stones, which he taught his descendants down to near the flood (Adam living to Lamech's 57th year). Marginal glosses: 'Horat. lib. 2. Saty. 2.'; 'Tertia, alimentorum praestantia'; 'Quarta, scientia virium herbarum & aliarum rerum. Genes. 9.' Odd-side running head 'IN GENESIM, LIB. VII.' number '769'; true printed page 779. ↩
	(5) Favorable astral influences: over the antediluvians' region the star-aspects and celestial influxes were benign — not from the general daily motion, nor the swift planetary motions (Saturn, the slowest, circles in 30 years), but from the very slow proper motion of the eighth (or ninth) sphere, on which life and death are thought chiefly to depend (only 1 degree per 100 years, so ~16½ degrees over the 1,656-year first age). From this slow motion come great terrestrial changes (land flooded by sea and vice versa; fertile land turned barren, or the reverse). Marginal gloss: 'Quinta, syderum influentia.' ↩
	(6) Long life so the human race could multiply greatly, as was needful at the world's beginning. (7) So that long-lived men could [discover the arts and sciences — continued next page]. Marginal glosses: 'Sexta, generis humani multiplicatio'; 'Septima, artium inventio.' Page footer signature 'FFFF 2'; catchword 'possent' (continues on the next page). ↩
	(7, continued) Long life was needed to discover the arts and sciences (found only by long experiment and observation) — as Aristotle says, 'Time is the inventor and promoter of the arts.' Especially astronomy and geometry required it: per Josephus (Antiq. 1.3), their certainty could not be reached unless men lived at least 600 years — the span of the 'Great Year.' Verso running head 'COMMENTARIORVM' number '770'; true printed page 780. ↩
	On the 'Great Year': why Josephus makes it 600 years, Pererius does not know — the ancients gave various figures (Macrobius on the Dream of Scipio; Lilius Giraldus). Pliny (NH 10.2) supports Josephus: the Phoenix lives 660 years, and (per Manilius) with its life the Great Year is completed and the same seasonal/stellar configurations return, beginning at midday on the day the Sun enters Aries. Marginal gloss: 'De magno anno.' ↩




QUESTION IV. Why no one before the flood reached the thousandth year

LatineEnglish


QUESTION IV. Why no one before the flood reached the thousandth year.1
QUAESTIO IIII. Cur nemo ante diluvium attigerit millesimum annum.



QUOD autem nemo illorum hominum attigerit annum millesimum, non vacat mysterio & documento. Primum enim significatur, quantocumque tempore Patres illi vixerint, eorum tamen vel longissimam vitam ne unius quidem instar diei obtinere comparatione divinae aeternitatis, dicente David in Psal. 89. Mille anni ante oculos tuos, tanquam dies hesterna, quae praeteriit. Irenaeus sub fine lib. 5. adversus haereticos, memorat quosdam dixisse, propterea dictum fuisse Adamo, In quocumque die comederis, morte morieris; quia sic revera accidit: post esum enim pomi vetiti, Adam vivendo unum diem integrum non explevit, quia ad millesimum annum non pervenit. Est igitur vita hominis, quantacumque sit, velut dies unus: cuius mane est tempus ab ortu usque ad iuventutem: meridies, iuvenilis & virilis aetas: vesper, senectus usque ad mortem. Cui congruit illud Davidis: Mane sicut herba transeat, mane floreat & transeat, vespere decidat, induret & arescat. Cicero 1. quaestione Tusculana longissimam vitam hominis, ceu unum diem aestimans, sic ait: Apud Hypanim fluvium, qui ab Europa parte in Pontum influit, Aristoteles inquit, bestiolas quasdam nasci, quae unum diem vivant. Ex iis igitur, hora octava, quae mortua est provecta aetate mortua est, quae vero occidente sole, iam decrepita: eo magis, si etiam Solstitialis dies fuerit. Confer nostram longissimam aetatem
But that none of those men reached the thousandth year is not empty of mystery and instruction. For first it is signified that, however long a time those Fathers lived, yet their very longest life does not obtain even the likeness of one day in comparison with the divine eternity — David saying in Psalm 89, 'A thousand years before your eyes are as yesterday, which has passed.' Irenaeus, near the end of book 5 against the heretics, mentions that some said that for this reason it was said to Adam, 'In whatever day you eat, you shall die by death' — because so it really happened: for, after eating the forbidden apple, Adam did not complete one whole day by living, because he did not reach the thousandth year. The life of man, therefore, however long it be, is like one day: whose morning is the time from birth to youth; midday, the youthful and manly age; evening, old age until death. To which fits that saying of David: 'In the morning let it pass like grass, in the morning let it flourish and pass, in the evening let it fall, harden, and wither.' Cicero, in the first Tusculan Question, estimating the longest life of man as one day, says thus: 'At the river Hypanis, which from the European side flows into the Pontus, Aristotle says that certain little creatures are born which live one day. Of these, therefore, one that has died at the eighth hour has died at an advanced age; but one [that dies] at sunset [is] already decrepit — the more so, if it was also the solstitial day.' Compare our longest age...2



tem cum aeternitate, in eadem propemodum aetate, qua illa bestiola reperiemur. Haec Cicero.
...with eternity, and we shall be found in almost the same age as that little creature. Thus Cicero.3



Translator’s notes
	Quaestio IV: the significance of no antediluvian reaching 1,000 years. ↩
	Quaestio IV: no one reaching 1,000 years is meaningful. (1) Even the longest life is less than a single day compared to God's eternity (Ps 90:4, 'a thousand years as yesterday'); Irenaeus (Adv. Haer. 5) reports that some explained God's 'in the day you eat you shall die' (Gen 2:17) thus — Adam, not reaching 1,000 years (= one 'day'), did not live one whole 'day.' (2) Man's life is like one day: morning (birth to youth), midday (prime), evening (old age to death) — cf. Ps 90:5-6 ('like grass... in the evening it withers'); and Cicero (Tusc. 1) on the one-day mayflies of the Hypanis, where one dying at the eighth hour is 'aged' and at sunset 'decrepit.' Marginal glosses: 'Cur nullus hominum millesimum attigerunt'; 'Psal. 89.'; 'Bestiolae unum tantum diem victitantes.' Catchword 'tem' (aetatem; continues on the next page). ↩
	End of the Cicero quote: compared with eternity, our longest life is scarcely more than the mayfly's single day. Odd-side running head 'IN GENESIM, LIB. VII.' number '771'; true printed page 781. ↩
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QUESTION V. Why Moses, to each of the generations mentioned, subjoined that clause, 'and he died.'1
QUAESTIO V. Cur Moses singulis generationibus memoratis subiecerit, illam clausulam, & mortuus est.



IN omnibus autem praedictis hominibus, quorum tam longinqua aetas describitur, tanquam clausula haec additur: Et mortuus est, uno duntaxat Henoch excepto, ut manifeste appareat Deum veracem fuisse, qui dixerat: Si comederitis, morte moriemini: daemonem autem mendacem, qui promiserat, Nequaquam moriemini. Deinde, ut manifestum sit discrimen inter praesentem vitam, quae morte finitur, & futuram quae pariter cum aeternitate est interminabilis. Tertio, quia nihil diuturnum est, cuius finis est, quicquid enim praeteriit, quantumcunque fuerit, pro nihilo ducitur, sicut philosophatur apud Ciceronem Cato sub fine libri de Senectute. Ad haec, ut hinc cognoscere liceat, quam longa futura fuisset vita in Paradiso: nam sicut Henoch vivens raptus est, & inexpertus mortis in meliorem statum est translatus, itidem in statu innocentiae cum omnibus hominibus factum fuisset.
But in all the aforesaid men, whose so-long age is described, this clause is added, as it were [at the end]: 'And he died' — with only Henoch excepted — so that it may manifestly appear that God was truthful, who had said, 'If you eat, you shall die by death,' but the demon a liar, who had promised, 'You shall not die at all.' Then, that the distinction may be manifest between the present life, which is ended by death, and the future, which, equally with eternity, is endless. Third, because nothing is lasting whose end there is; for whatever has passed, however much it was, is counted as nothing — as Cato philosophizes in Cicero, near the end of the book On Old Age. Besides, that from this it may be permitted to know how long life would have been in Paradise; for as Henoch, living, was carried off, and, untried by death, was translated into a better state, likewise, in the state of innocence, it would have been done with all men.2



De longaevitate aliorum animalium varie traditur. Aristoteles in libro de longitudine & brevitate vitae, ait, hominem & Elephantem esse omnium animalium longaevissima, & in 4. lib. de Generatione animalium affirmat, nullum animal esse vivacius homine, excepto uno Elephante. Verum Graeci iuxta atque Latini scriptores multo secus prodidere. Apponam hic verba Plinii ex cap. 48. lib. 7. Hesiodus, inquit, qui primus aliqua de hoc prodidit, fabulose (ut reor) multa de hominum aevo referens, cornici novem nostras attribuit aetates, quadruplum eius cervis, id triplicatum corvis. Et reliqua fabulosius in Phoenice & nymphis. Idem cap. 2. libri 10. tanquam a multis traditum scribit, Phoenicem avem vivere ad sexcentos & sexaginta annos. Et lib. 8. cap. 32. Vita, inquit, cervis in confesso longa, post centum annos aliquibus captis cum torquibus aureis, quos Alexander Magnus addiderat, adopertis iam cute in magna obesitate, qui necdum tamen senii indicium praeferebant, unde Iuvenalis cervinam senectutem, vividam & vegetem appellat cum ait: Iam iuvenem torquet longa & cervina senectus. ARISTOTELES in libris de Historia animalium ait, vivere Elephantos usque ad annum trecentesimum. Sed de his satis.
On the longevity of other animals it is variously handed down. Aristotle, in the book On the Length and Brevity of Life, says that man and the Elephant are the longest-lived of all animals; and in the fourth book On the Generation of Animals he affirms that no animal is longer-lived than man, except the one Elephant. But the Greek and likewise Latin writers handed down far otherwise. I will set down here Pliny's words from ch. 48 of book 7: 'Hesiod, who first handed down something of this, reporting fabulously (as I think) many things about the age of men, attributed to the crow nine of our lifetimes, four times that to stags, and that tripled to ravens; and the rest more fabulously in the Phoenix and the nymphs.' The same [Pliny], in ch. 2 of book 10, writes, as handed down by many, that the Phoenix bird lives to six hundred and sixty years. And in book 8, ch. 32: 'The life of stags is by common consent long, some being caught after a hundred years with the golden collars which Alexander the Great had put on, their skin now grown over [the collars] in great fatness, who yet did not show a sign of old age' — whence Juvenal calls the stag's old age vivid and vigorous, when he says: 'Now a long and stag-like old age torments the young man.' Aristotle, in the books On the History of Animals, says that Elephants live up to the three-hundredth year. But of these things, enough.3



Translator’s notes
	Quaestio V: why Moses appends 'and he died' to each patriarch in the genealogy. ↩
	Quaestio V answered: 'and he died' is appended (except for Henoch/Enoch) — (1) to show God truthful ('you shall die,' Gen 2:17) and the devil a liar ('you shall not die,' Gen 3:4); (2) to distinguish this death-ended life from the endless future one; (3) because nothing with an end is truly lasting (Cicero, De Senectute, Cato); (4) to show how long life would have been in the state of innocence — for Enoch, translated alive without tasting death into a better state, is the model of what would have been for all in Paradise. Marginal glosses: 'Cur addatur singulis patribus, & mortuus est'; 'Genes. 3.' ↩
	An appendix on animal longevity: Aristotle (De Long. Vitae; De Gen. Anim. 4) — man and the elephant are the longest-lived, no animal outliving man except the elephant. But Greek and Latin writers differ: Pliny (NH 7.48) reports Hesiod's fabulous ages (the crow nine human lifetimes, stags four times that, ravens thrice more; and the Phoenix and nymphs still more fabulous); the Phoenix living 660 years (NH 10.2); stags caught after 100 years with Alexander's golden collars overgrown by their flesh, yet showing no age (NH 8.32) — whence Juvenal (Sat. 14.251), 'a long, stag-like old age.' Aristotle (Hist. Anim.): elephants live to 300 years. 'But of these things, enough.' Marginal gloss: 'De longaevitate animalium.' Page footer signature 'FFFF 3'; catchword 'DIS' (a new DISPUTATIO begins on the next page). ↩




A DISPUTATION. Whether Adam is saved
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A DISPUTATION. Whether Adam is saved.1
DISPUTATIO. Utrum Adam sit salvus.



NON est hoc loco quaestio illa praetermittenda, utrum Adam purgato per poenitentiam peccato suo, tandem salutem aeternam consecutus sit, necne. Tacianus qui discipulus fuit Iustini martyris, & magister atque dux haereticorum, qui nominati sunt Encratitae, sensit Adam fuisse aeternis damnatum suppliciis. Hoc scilicet de Taciano prodiderunt Irenaeus lib. 1. adversus Haereses, cap. 31. Eusebius lib. 4. historiae Eccles. cap. 27. Epiphanius disputans contra haeresim 46. Philaster in Catalogo haereseon. S. Augustinus in libro de Haeresibus, numero vigesimoquinto.
This question is not to be passed over in this place: whether Adam, his sin purged by penitence, at length attained eternal salvation, or not. Tatian, who was a disciple of Justin Martyr, and the master and leader of the heretics who are called Encratites, held that Adam was damned to eternal punishments. This about Tatian is handed down by Irenaeus (book 1 against Heresies, ch. 31), Eusebius (book 4 of the Ecclesiastical History, ch. 27), Epiphanius (disputing against heresy 46), Philaster (in the Catalogue of Heresies), and St Augustine (in the book On Heresies, number twenty-five).2



RUPERTUS autem lib. 3. Commentariorum in Genesim, cap. 31. scribit, de Adamo utrum salvus sit an damnatus, & olim nonnullos dubitasse, & suo etiam tempore dubitare multos: propterea quod nusquam Scriptura aliqua canonica testetur egisse eum poenitentiam, nec ullum eius bonum opus commemoret, sed peccatum eius tantummodo narret, cuius in omnes homines diffusione, & quasi contagione omne genus hominum vitiatum, atque corruptum est. Quin etiam Paulus in Epistola, quam scripsit ad Roman. cap. 5. & in priori Epistola quam misit ad Corinth. cap. 15. Adamum opponit Christo, illum faciens peccati, mortis, & condemnationis auctorem; hunc vero iustitiae, vitae, & immortalitatis effectorem.
But Rupert (book 3 of the Commentaries on Genesis, ch. 31) writes that some formerly doubted, and many in his own time also doubt, whether Adam is saved or damned — because nowhere does any canonical Scripture testify that he did penance, nor mention any good work of his, but only narrates his sin, by whose diffusion into all men, and as it were contagion, the whole race of men is vitiated and corrupted. Indeed Paul, in the Epistle to the Romans (ch. 5) and in the first Epistle to the Corinthians (ch. 15), opposes Adam to Christ, making the former the author of sin, death, and condemnation, but the latter the effecter of justice, life, and immortality.3



AC licet Rupertus non dissimulet, eos qui primum affirmarunt Adamum periisse, fuisse haereticos, nec ipse quicquam certi statuat ac definiat, satis tamen indicat hanc sibi sententiam videri probabiliorem: sed immerito sane. Ex adverso enim est concors Patrum sententia, & communis Ecclesiae sensus, & quod caput est, manifestum divinae Scripturae testimonium. Atque haec breviter a me dicta enucleatius scribens Augustinus in Epistola 99. quae est ad Evodium sic ait. De illo quidem primo homine patre generis humani, quod Christus cum descendit ad inferos, inde eum liberaverit, Ecclesia fere tota consentit, quod eam non inaniter credidisse credendum est, undecumque hoc traditum sit, etiamsi Canonicarum scripturarum hinc expressa non proferatur auctoritas. Quanquam illud quod in lib. Sapientia cap. 10. scriptum est, Haec (nempe sapientia divina) illum, qui primus factus est a Deo, patrem orbis terrarum cum solus esset creatus custodivit, & eduxit illum a delicto suo, & dedit ei virtutem continendi omnia. Hoc, inquam, quod ibi scriptum est, magis pro hac sententia, quam pro ullo alio intellectu facere videatur. Sic Augustinus.
And although Rupert does not dissimulate that those who first affirmed Adam perished were heretics, nor does he himself state or define anything certain, yet he sufficiently indicates that this opinion seems to him the more probable — but undeservedly indeed. For on the contrary is the concordant opinion of the Fathers, and the common sense of the whole Church, and, what is chief, the manifest testimony of divine Scripture. And these things briefly said by me, Augustine, writing more clearly in Epistle 99 (which is to Evodius), says thus: 'About that first man, the father of the human race — that Christ, when he descended to the lower world, liberated him thence — almost the whole Church agrees; which it must be believed did not believe in vain, from wherever this was handed down, even if the express authority of the canonical scriptures be not brought forward from here. Although that which is written in the book of Wisdom, ch. 10, "She (namely divine wisdom) guarded him who was first made by God, the father of the world, when he was created alone, and led him out from his sin, and gave him the power of ruling all things" — this, I say, which is written there, seems to make for this opinion more than for any other understanding.' Thus Augustine.4



RUPERTUS tamen hoc testimonium de libro Sapientiae petitum, nimis profecto audacter reiicit, affirmans eum librum non esse canonicum, & eorum quae narrantur in illo ipso capite, quaedam esse plane
But Rupert rejects this testimony, taken from the book of Wisdom, too boldly indeed, affirming that that book is not canonical, and that of the things narrated in that very chapter, some are plainly...5



plane falsa, quale est illud: Datam esse Adamo virtutem continendi omnia, quod nulli homini, praeter Dominum nostrum Iesum Christum, convenire potest. Verum demiror equidem ignorasse Rupertum, multis ante suam aetatem saeculis relatum esse in numerum librorum Canonicorum librum Sapientiae ab Ecclesia in Conciliis Carthaginensi & Laodicensi, necnon & a quibusdam summis Pontificibus, & ab ipsomet B. Augustino. Illud autem: Continere omnia, si quis Graecam Scripturam eius loci consulat, intelliget non aliud significare, quam dominari & imperare omnibus: nam pro illo verbo Continere Graece est [κρατῆσαι] kratesai, quod est dominari. Alluditur enim eo loco ad id quod traditum est a Mose 1. cap. Genes. & a Davide in Psal. 8. Deum Adamo dedisse principatum, dominationem, & imperium in cunctas animantes.
...plainly false, such as that: that the power of ruling all things was given to Adam, which can befit no man except our Lord Jesus Christ. But I indeed wonder that Rupert was ignorant that, many centuries before his age, the book of Wisdom was reckoned in the number of the canonical books by the Church, in the Councils of Carthage and Laodicea, and also by certain supreme Pontiffs, and by blessed Augustine himself. But that phrase 'to contain all things,' if anyone consults the Greek Scripture of that place, he will understand to signify nothing else than to have dominion and command over all: for instead of that word 'to contain' the Greek is [κρατῆσαι] 'kratesai,' which is 'to have dominion.' For allusion is there made to what was handed down by Moses (Genesis ch. 1) and by David (Psalm 8): that God gave Adam the principate, dominion, and command over all living things.6



NOS igitur tam aperto Sacrarum litterarum testimonio persuasi, & communi Patrum, ac totius Ecclesiae sensu commoti, sine ulla dubitatione credamus Adamum fuisse salvum. Ad quod persuadendum complures, neque parvipendendas rationes adducunt Patres, quas in praesentia brevitatis studio a nobis praetermissas reperiet lector apud Irenaeum lib. 3. in quo hac de re disputat a cap. 34. usque ad 40. & apud Epiphanium ubi disputat contra haeresim 46. denique apud Alphonsum de Castro, in lib. 2. adversus haereses in voce Adam atque in confutatione primi erroris.
We, therefore, persuaded by so open a testimony of the Sacred writings, and moved by the common sense of the Fathers and of the whole Church, let us believe without any doubt that Adam was saved. To prove which, the Fathers bring many and not-to-be-slighted reasons, which the reader — [they being] presently omitted by us for the sake of brevity — will find in Irenaeus (book 3, where he disputes on this matter from ch. 34 to 40), and in Epiphanius (where he disputes against heresy 46), and finally in Alphonsus de Castro (in book 2 against heresies, in the entry 'Adam' and in the confutation of the first error).7



INTER alias autem rationes, illa meo iudicio in postremis habenda non est, quod olim permultis Patribus persuasum fuerit, memoriaeque proditum, Adamum esse sepultum in monte Calvariae, in quo post tria annorum millia Dominus noster crucifixus est, ut qui primus peccati fuerat auctor, primus etiam peccati medicinae salutaris, hoc est, sanguinis Christi vim experiretur. Hoc accepimus ab Origene tractatu in Matthaeum 35. Athanasio in libro de Passione Domini, Cypriano in sermone de Resurrectione, Ambrosio libro 5. Epistolarum, Epistola 19. & in 23. cap. Lucae, August. in serm. 71. qui est de immolatione Isaac, Theophylacto in 27. cap. Matth. 15. Marci, Lucae 23. & Ioannis 19. Euthymio in 27. cap. Matth. aliisque viris doctis. Licet autem huic opinioni, quasi eam illudendo, contradicat S. Hieronymus in 27. cap. Matth. & in illa verba Pauli, quae sunt in cap. 5. Epist. ad Ephes. Surge qui dormis, & exurge a mortuis, & illuminabit te Christus, illud opponens pro magno argumento: quod in libro Iosue cap. 14. scriptum sit, Adamum in civitate Hebron fuisse sepultum: verum tamen infirmum esse hoc argumentum Hieronymi, nec eo loco libri Iosue tradi primum hominem sepultum esse in civitate Hebron, supra ostendimus in 4. libro horum Commentariorum, cum eam quaestionem tractaremus, Utrum Adam fuerit gigas & procerissimus omnium mortalium.
But among the other reasons, that one, in my judgment, is not to be held among the least: that formerly very many Fathers were persuaded, and it was handed down to memory, that Adam was buried on Mount Calvary — on which, after three thousand years, our Lord was crucified — so that he who had first been the author of sin might also first experience the power of the salutary medicine of sin, that is, of the blood of Christ. This we have received from Origen (treatise on Matthew, 35), Athanasius (in the book on the Passion of the Lord), Cyprian (in the sermon on the Resurrection), Ambrose (book 5 of the Epistles, Epistle 19, and on ch. 23 of Luke), Augustine (in sermon 71, which is on the immolation of Isaac), Theophylact (on ch. 27 of Matthew, 15 of Mark, 23 of Luke, and 19 of John), Euthymius (on ch. 27 of Matthew), and other learned men. But although St Jerome contradicts this opinion, as if mocking it (on ch. 27 of Matthew, and on those words of Paul in ch. 5 of the Epistle to the Ephesians, 'Rise, you who sleep, and arise from the dead, and Christ will enlighten you'), opposing this as a great argument — that in the book of Joshua, ch. 14, it is written that Adam was buried in the city of Hebron — yet that this argument of Jerome is weak, and that in that place of the book of Joshua it is not handed down that the first man was buried in the city of Hebron, we showed above in the fourth book of these Commentaries, when we treated that question, 'Whether Adam was a giant and the tallest of all mortals.'8



Translator’s notes
	Major divider: a disputation on whether Adam attained eternal salvation. Verso running head 'COMMENTARIORVM' number '772'; true printed page 782. ↩
	The question: whether Adam, having repented, was ultimately saved. Tatian — disciple of Justin Martyr and leader of the Encratite heretics — held that Adam was eternally damned. This is reported of Tatian by Irenaeus (Adv. Haer. 1.31), Eusebius (Eccl. Hist. 4, ch. 27), Epiphanius (against heresy 46), Philaster, and Augustine (De Haeresibus 25). Marginal gloss: 'Error Taciani.' ↩
	Rupert (Comm. in Gen. bk 3, ch. 31): some formerly, and many in his day, doubt Adam's salvation — because no canonical Scripture records his penitence or any good work, only his sin, whose contagion corrupted the whole race; and Paul opposes Adam to Christ (Rom 5, 1 Cor 15) as author of sin/death/condemnation vs. Christ the author of justice/life/immortality. Marginal gloss: 'Rupertus inclinat in opinionem Taciani, sed refellitur.' ↩
	Pererius rebuts Rupert (who leans, undeservedly, to the damnation view): against it stand the Fathers, the whole Church, and Scripture. Augustine (Ep. 99 to Evodius): almost the whole Church holds that Christ, descending to hell, freed Adam — not believed in vain, however handed down, even without express canonical proof; and Wisdom 10:1-2 ('wisdom guarded the first-formed father... led him out of his sin... gave him power to rule all') best supports this. Marginal gloss: 'Locus libri Sapientiae. cap. 10.' ↩
	Rupert boldly rejects the Wisdom testimony, denying the book's canonicity and calling some of its statements plainly [false — continued next page]. Catchword 'plane' (continues on the next page). ↩
	Rupert's objection (that giving Adam 'power to rule all' fits no man but Christ) fails, and his denial of Wisdom's canonicity is answered: Wisdom was canonized by the Councils of Carthage and Laodicea, by popes, and by Augustine himself. GREEK GLYPH verified: κρατῆσαι (kratēsai, 'to have dominion/to master' — the LXX word at Wisdom 10:2, which the Vulgate rendered 'continere omnia'); it alludes to Adam's God-given dominion over the animals (Gen 1:28; Ps 8:6-8), not to divine omnipotence. Marginal gloss: 'Liber sapientiae canonicus esse monstratur.' Odd-side running head 'IN GENESIM, LIB. VII.' number '773'; true printed page 783. ↩
	Conclusion: Adam was saved (the plain testimony of Scripture, the Fathers, and the whole Church). Further proofs are in Irenaeus (Adv. Haer. 3.34-40), Epiphanius (against heresy 46), and Alphonsus de Castro (Adv. haereses, bk 2, s.v. 'Adam'). Marginal gloss: 'Vera sententia, Adamum esse salvum.' ↩
	A further argument for Adam's salvation: the tradition (Origen, Athanasius, Cyprian, Ambrose, Augustine, Theophylact, Euthymius, etc.) that Adam was buried on Mount Calvary, where Christ was crucified 3,000 years later — so the first author of sin first felt the power of its remedy, Christ's blood (cf. Eph 5:14). Jerome mocks this (Adam buried at Hebron, Josh 14:15), but Pererius calls Jerome's argument weak — that Joshua text does not say the first man was buried at Hebron (as he showed in book 4 of these Commentaries, on whether Adam was a giant). This ends the disputation 'Whether Adam is saved.' Marginal glosses: 'memoria sepultum fuisse, multorum Patrum fuit sententia'; 'Defenditur opinio multorum Patrum de sepultura Adami adversus S. Hieronymum.' Catchword 'DISPU' (a new disputation begins on the next page). ↩




A DISPUTATION. On the chronology of sacred Scripture from Adam to the flood, which Moses set forth in the fifth chapter of the Book of Genesis

LatineEnglish


A DISPUTATION. On the chronology of sacred Scripture from Adam to the flood, which Moses set forth in the fifth chapter of the Book of Genesis.1
DISPUTATIO. De chronologia sacrae Scripturae ab Adamo usque ad diluvium, quam exposuit Moses, capite quinto Libri Geneseos.



AD institutam designatamque a nobis interpretandi huius libri rationem pertinet, ut hoc loco breviter exponamus Chronologiam, quae tempus ab Adami creatione usque ad diluvium Noe transactum continet. Nam quia nonnihil in ea difficultatis inest, nostram explicationem simul, & iudicium, ac sententiam ea res desiderat, atque deposcit.
To the established and designated plan by which we interpret this book, it pertains that we should here briefly set forth the Chronology which contains the time that passed from the creation of Adam to the flood of Noah. For because there is some difficulty in it, that matter desires and demands our explanation, and at the same time our judgment and opinion.2



Translator’s notes
	Major divider: the disputation on the Genesis-5 chronology (Adam to the flood) that Pererius had earlier deferred ('de hac varietate supputationum infra disputabimus'). Verso running head 'COMMENTARIORVM' number '774'; true printed page 784. ↩
	Pererius's plan requires setting forth the chronology from Adam's creation to Noah's flood; because it has difficulties, it needs his explanation and judgment. ↩




QUESTION I. How many years passed from the creation of Adam to the flood

LatineEnglish


QUESTION I. How many years passed from the creation of Adam to the flood.1
QUAESTIO I. Quot anni fluxerint a creatione Adami usque ad diluvium.



A Creatione Adami usque ad diluvium, quod sexcentesimo anno vitae Noe contigit, numerantur secundum Hebraicam scripturam & nostram editionem vulgatam, anni mille sexcenti quinquaginta sex. Intercesserunt vero decem generationes. Haec autem annorum summa facile colligitur ex annis, quos Scriptura cap. 5. Gen. singulis generationibus assignat. Sed advertendum est hoc loco, id quod recte monet B. Augustinus, idemque multo ante ipsum monuerat Ioseph. lib. 1. Antiq. cap. 3. in colligendis harum generationum annis, eos tantum sumendos esse annos, quos natus erat pater, cum genuit filium, reliquos vero omnes, quos vixit post genitum filium, esse reiiciendos: Illos enim proprios esse patris, & a caeteris omnibus distinctos, hos autem communes esse patri cum filio, qui si in Chronologia patris ponerentur, cum necesse sit eos in filii chronologia recenseri, bis eosdem annos sumi & numerari oporteret. Ergo ex annis nongentis triginta quos vixit Adam, centum triginta duntaxat in hanc chronologiam asciscemus, eos nimirum quos natus erat quando genuit Seth: reliquos autem octingentos, quibus post Seth procreatum superstes fuit, missos faciemus, idemque servabimus in caeteris generationibus.
From the creation of Adam to the flood — which occurred in the six-hundredth year of Noah's life — are numbered, according to the Hebrew Scripture and our Vulgate edition, one thousand six hundred and fifty-six years. And there intervened ten generations. This sum of years is easily gathered from the years which Scripture (Genesis ch. 5) assigns to each generation. But it must be noted here — which blessed Augustine rightly warns, and the same, long before him, Josephus had warned (book 1 of the Antiquities, ch. 3) — that, in gathering the years of these generations, only those years are to be taken which the father had lived when he begot the son, but all the rest, which he lived after the son was begotten, are to be rejected. For the former are proper to the father, and distinct from all the rest; but the latter are common to the father with the son, which, if they were placed in the father's chronology — since it is necessary that they be counted in the son's chronology — the same years would have to be taken and numbered twice. Therefore, from the nine hundred and thirty years which Adam lived, we will admit only a hundred and thirty into this chronology — namely those he had lived when he begot Seth; but the remaining eight hundred, in which he survived after Seth was procreated, we will pass over, and we will do the same in the other generations.2



VERUM series & ordo generationum ab Adamo usque ad diluvium, numerus item annorum, qui proprie cuique generationi convenit, ita se habet: Adam cum genuit Seth, erat annorum 130. Seth cum genuit Enos, erat annorum 105. Enos
But the series and order of the generations from Adam to the flood, and likewise the number of years which properly belongs to each generation, is as follows: Adam, when he begot Seth, was 130 years old. Seth, when he begot Enos, was 105 years old. Enos...3



Enos 90. Cainan 70. Malaleel 65. Iared 162. Henoch 65. Mathusalem 187. Lamech 182. Noe tempore diluvii 600. Summa 1656.
Enos, 90. Cainan, 70. Malaleel, 65. Jared, 162. Henoch, 65. Mathusalem, 187. Lamech, 182. Noe at the time of the flood, 600. Sum: 1,656.4



PORRO extremus cuiusque generationis annus, quo dicitur pater genuisse filium exempli causa, annus trigesimus centesimus quo Adam genuit Seth, tripliciter potest intelligi: vel ut is annus fuerit tantummodo inchoatus, & ut vulgo dicitur currens; vel ut fuerit iam completus, & praeterea menses aliquot sequentis anni continens: vel denique ut fuerit praecise completus, ita ut nihil ei defuerit aut supererit. Ac nos quidem omnes Ecclesiasticos chronographos secuti, ultimos singularum generationum annos hoc postremo modo accepimus, sicque summa illa quam posuimus mille sexcentorum quinquaginta sex annorum existit. Sin autem primo modo sumatur, evadet minor; si secundo modo, maior, sed ad summum, non plus quam novem annis & aliquot mensibus tota summa vel maior, vel minor potest existere.
Moreover, the last year of each generation, in which the father is said to have begotten the son — for example, the hundred-and-thirtieth year in which Adam begot Seth — can be understood in three ways: either that that year was only begun (and, as commonly said, 'running'); or that it was already completed and, besides, contained some months of the following year; or, finally, that it was precisely completed, so that nothing was lacking to it or left over. And we indeed, following all the ecclesiastical chronographers, have taken the last years of each generation in this last way, and so that sum results which we set down, of one thousand six hundred and fifty-six years. But if it be taken in the first way, it will come out less; if in the second way, greater — but at most, the whole sum can be greater or less by not more than nine years and some months.5



POSSET etiam hoc loco dubitari, num forte ab Adamo usque ad diluvium plures quam decem sint generationes, & an fuerit aliqua generatio praetermissa. Etenim in enumeratione generationum quae sunt a diluvio usque ad ortum Abrahae, Scriptura Hebraica, & nostra editio vulgata generationem Cainam, quae est inter Arphaxat & Sale, intermiserunt; quam tamen interposuit translatio Septuaginta interpretum, & B. Lucas capite tertio sui Evangelii. Non enim est insolens in sacra Scriptura, cum numerantur generationes, intermitti aliquas, ut quae recensentur ad certum quendam numerum, nempe arcanum ac mysticum, referantur: quemadmodum Beatus Matthaeus ab Abraham usque ad Christum quadraginta duas tantum generationes recenset, quibus tamen plures fuisse constat. At enim, cum nec ex aliis Scripturae locis, nec ex translatione LXX. interpretum, nec ex traditione Ecclesiae, nec sanctorum Patrum scriptis aliquo modo coniici queat ullam ab Adamo usque ad diluvium intermissam esse generationem (iam enim id sanctae Ecclesiae aliqua via & ratione innotuisset) nulla profecto subest causa, cur id quisquam suspicari, aut in dubium vocare debeat.
It could also be doubted in this place whether perhaps from Adam to the flood there are more than ten generations, and whether some generation was passed over. For indeed, in the enumeration of the generations that are from the flood to the birth of Abraham, the Hebrew Scripture and our Vulgate edition omitted the generation of Cainan, which is between Arphaxad and Sale; which nevertheless the translation of the Seventy interpreters interposed, and blessed Luke in the third chapter of his Gospel. For it is not unusual in sacred Scripture, when generations are numbered, for some to be omitted, so that those that are counted may be referred to a certain — namely secret and mystical — number: just as blessed Matthew reckons only forty-two generations from Abraham to Christ, of which nevertheless it is agreed there were more. But indeed, since neither from other places of Scripture, nor from the translation of the LXX, nor from the tradition of the Church, nor from the writings of the holy Fathers, can it be conjectured in any way that any generation from Adam to the flood was omitted (for it would already have become known to the holy Church by some way and reason), there is certainly no cause why anyone should suspect it, or call it into doubt.6



Translator’s notes
	Quaestio I: the total number of years from Adam to the flood. ↩
	Answer: 1,656 years from Adam to the flood (in the 600th year of Noah), across ten generations (Hebrew and Vulgate). The method (per Augustine, City of God 16.10, and earlier Josephus, Antiq. 1.3): count only each father's years up to begetting the next patriarch (Adam's 130, not his 930), since the later years belong jointly to father and son and would be double-counted. Marginal gloss: 'Observatio in Chronologia. B. August. libro 16 de Civit. Dei. cap. 10.' ↩
	The chronological table begins (each father's age at begetting the next): Adam 130, Seth 105, Enos... (continued next page). Catchword 'Enos'. ↩
	The chronological table concluded (each patriarch's age at begetting the next, or Noah's age at the flood): Enos 90, Cainan 70, Malaleel 65, Jared 162, Henoch 65, Methuselah 187, Lamech 182, Noah 600 — plus Adam's 130 and Seth's 105 from the previous page, totaling 1,656 years. Odd-side running head 'IN GENESIM, LIB. VII.' number '775'; true printed page 785. ↩
	A precision caveat: the 'begetting-year' of each father can be read three ways — barely begun ('current'), already completed (plus some months), or precisely completed. Pererius follows the ecclesiastical chronographers (precisely completed), giving 1,656; the other readings shift the total, but by at most ~9 years and some months. Marginal gloss: 'Observatio Chronologica.' ↩
	A further doubt: were more than ten generations (one omitted) between Adam and the flood? There is a precedent — the Hebrew/Vulgate omit Cainan (between Arphaxad and Shelah), whom the LXX and Luke 3:36 include; and Scripture does omit generations for a mystical number (Matthew's 42 from Abraham to Christ, though there were more). But since no Scripture, nor the LXX, nor Church tradition, nor the Fathers suggests any generation was omitted before the flood (else the Church would know), there is no cause to doubt it. Page footer signature 'GGGG'; catchword 'QUAE' (Quaestio II begins on the next page). ↩




QUESTION II. How that computation of years which is in the Septuagint interpreters differs from this one
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QUESTION II. How that computation of years which is in the Septuagint interpreters differs from this one.1
QUAESTIO II. Quomodo ab hac computatione annorum differat ea, quae est apud Septuaginta interpretes.



CAETERUM in supradicta supputatione annorum ab Adamo usque ad diluvium, quemadmodum & in altera, quae est post diluvium usque ad ortum Abrahae, Graeca translatio Septuaginta interpretum partim congruit cum Scriptura Hebraica, & partim ab ea differt. Convenit dupliciter: Primo quidem, quia eandem fere facit totam summam annorum, qui singulis generationibus adscribuntur. Nam licet Adamo tribuat ducentos triginta annos priusquam genuit Seth, & post eum genitum annos septingentos; omnes tamen annos vitae Adam, similiter ut Scriptura Hebraica, facit nongentos triginta. Idemque fere servat in reliquis, praeter Lamech, cuius annorum omnium summa in Hebraeo est septingentorum septuaginta septem annorum. Apud LXX. autem Septingentorum quinquaginta trium. Deinde, quia in duabus generationibus, una ante diluvium quae est ipsius Iared, & altera post diluvium quae est ipsius Thare, & in ipso quoque Sem nihil plane discrepat a Scriptura Hebraica, nec in annis ante generationem filiorum, nec post.
But in the aforesaid reckoning of years from Adam to the flood — just as also in the other, which is after the flood to the birth of Abraham — the Greek translation of the Seventy interpreters partly agrees with the Hebrew Scripture, and partly differs from it. It agrees in two ways: First indeed, because it makes nearly the same total sum of the years which are ascribed to each generation. For although it attributes to Adam 230 years before he begot Seth, and 700 years after begetting him, yet it makes all the years of Adam's life, similarly to the Hebrew Scripture, 930. And it keeps nearly the same in the rest, except Lamech, whose total sum of years in the Hebrew is 777 years, but in the LXX 753. Then, because in two generations — one before the flood, which is Jared's, and the other after the flood, which is Thare's [Terah's] — and in Shem too, it in no way differs from the Hebrew Scripture, neither in the years before the begetting of the sons, nor after.2



DIFFERT autem multis rebus a Scriptura Hebraica. Primo, quia in multis generationibus tam ante diluvium quam post diluvium, tribuit Patribus priusquam filios gignant, centum annos plures quam Scriptura Hebraica; nimirum ante diluvium quidem Adamo, Seth, Enos, Cainan, Malaleel, Enoch: post diluvium autem Arphaxad, Cainam, Sale, Heber, Reu, Saruch. Deinde, quia nonnullis addit plures quam centum annos: nam post diluvium, ipsi Phaleg prius quam gignat filium, addit plures annos quam Scriptura Hebraica, videlicet centum quatuor, ipsi autem Nachor centum quinquaginta. Postea, quia quibusdam aliis addit quidem plures annos quam Scriptura Hebraica, sed multo pauciores quam centum, nam cum codices Hebraei habeant, Lamech cum genuit Noe, fuisse centum octoginta duorum annorum, codices Septuaginta interpretum addentes his sex annos, aiunt tunc eum fuisse centum octogintaocto annorum. Postremo, quia ipsi Mathusalem, prius quam genuit Lamech, tribuit minus quam Scriptura Hebraica annos viginti: nam secundum Septuaginta interpretes tunc Mathusalem erat annorum centum sexaginta septem, secundum Hebraicam autem Scripturam, erat annorum centum octoginta septem. Anni igitur quos in singulis generationibus ante diluvium nati erant Patres prius quam gignerent filios, sic habent secundum Septuaginta interpretes.
But it differs from the Hebrew Scripture in many things. First, because in many generations, both before and after the flood, it attributes to the Fathers, before they beget sons, 100 years more than the Hebrew Scripture: namely, before the flood, to Adam, Seth, Enos, Cainan, Malaleel, Enoch; but after the flood, to Arphaxad, Cainan, Sale, Heber, Reu, Saruch. Then, because to some it adds more than 100 years: for after the flood, to Phaleg [Peleg] before he begets a son it adds more years than the Hebrew Scripture, namely 104; but to Nachor [Nahor], 150. Afterward, because to certain others it adds indeed more years than the Hebrew Scripture, but much fewer than 100: for although the Hebrew codices have that Lamech, when he begot Noe, was 182 years old, the codices of the Seventy interpreters, adding six years to these, say that he was then 188 years old. Finally, because to Mathusalem himself, before he begot Lamech, it attributes 20 years fewer than the Hebrew Scripture: for according to the Seventy interpreters Mathusalem was then 167 years old, but according to the Hebrew Scripture he was 187 years old. The years, therefore, at which the Fathers in each generation before the flood were [when] they begot their sons, are thus according to the Seventy interpreters.3



Ante diluvium Adam genuit Seth, cum esset annorum 230. Seth 205. Enos 190. Cainan 170. Malaleel 165. Iared 162. Henoch 165. Mathusalem 167. Lamech 188. Noe cum incepit diluvium erat 600. Summa 2242.
Before the flood, Adam begot Seth when he was 230 years old. Seth, 205. Enos, 190. Cainan, 170. Malaleel, 165. Jared, 162. Henoch, 165. Mathusalem, 167. Lamech, 188. Noe, when the flood began, was 600. Sum: 2,242.4



Codices igitur Septuaginta Interpretum ab Adamo usque ad diluvium habent plures annos, quam sunt in Hebraeis, quingentos octogintasex. AC nos quidem in his annorum supputationibus, qui sunt apud LXX. interpretes, secuti sumus codices, qui nunc extant omnium emendatissimi: eum praesertim codicem Graecum, qui Romae nuper singulari cura Illustrissimi Cardinalis Carafae (cui omnes divinarum litterarum amatores cultoresque debent plurimum) editus est, egregiaque opera docti, ac mihi amicissimi viri Flaminii Nobilii Latine redditus, accuratisque notationibus illustratus. Olim namque codices Graecos LXX. Interpretum varios admodum & discrepantes fuisse, indicio est, quod, antiqui scriptores eos secuti, longe diversum annorum numerum tradiderunt.
The codices of the Seventy Interpreters, therefore, have from Adam to the flood 586 years more than there are in the Hebrew. And we indeed, in these reckonings of years which are in the LXX interpreters, have followed the codices which now exist as the most emended of all — especially that Greek codex which was recently published at Rome by the singular care of the most illustrious Cardinal Carafa (to whom all lovers and cultivators of the divine letters owe very much), and rendered into Latin by the excellent labor of the learned man most friendly to me, Flaminius Nobilius, and illustrated with accurate annotations. For that the Greek codices of the LXX Interpreters were formerly quite various and discrepant is proved by the fact that ancient writers who followed them handed down a far different number of years.5



ETENIM Iosephus primo libro Antiquitatum capit. 3. ab Adamo usque ad diluvium numerat annos bis mille sexcentos quinquaginta sex. Verum locus ille Iosephi (nisi me fallit animus) plane corruptus & depravatus est. Siquidem eo loci Iosephi computatio annorum discrepat tam a Scriptura Hebraica, quam a translatione Septuaginta interpretum: quinetiam ipsa se penitus destruit. Summam enim, annorum Iosephus facit bis mille sexcentos quinquaginta sex, at ex annis quos singulis generationibus assignat, longe minor existit summa, continens scilicet annos duntaxat bis mille centum nonaginta tres, ut ex iis quae subiiciam liquido perspicitur. Assignat Iosephus Adamo prius quam is genuit Seth ducentos triginta annos: ipsi autem Seth ducentosquinque: Enos centum nonaginta, Cainan centum septuaginta, Malaleel centum sexagintaduos, Iared centum sexagintaduos, Enoch centum quinque, Mathusale centum octogintaseptem, Lamech centum octoginta duos, denique Noe usque ad diluvium sexcentos. Ex his omnibus supradicta conficitur summa annorum bis mille centum nonagintatrium. Sine dubitatione igitur ulla putandum est illum Iosephi locum esse mendosum. Equidem crediderim Iosephum in hac computatione annorum, non transla
For Josephus, in the first book of the Antiquities, ch. 3, numbers from Adam to the flood 2,656 years. But that place of Josephus (unless my mind deceives me) is plainly corrupt and depraved. For there Josephus's computation of years differs both from the Hebrew Scripture and from the translation of the Seventy interpreters; indeed it utterly destroys itself. For Josephus makes the sum of years 2,656, but from the years which he assigns to each generation, a far smaller sum results — namely, containing only 2,193 years, as is clearly seen from those which I will subjoin. Josephus assigns to Adam, before he begot Seth, 230 years; to Seth 205; to Enos 190; to Cainan 170; to Malaleel 162; to Jared 162; to Enoch 105; to Mathusale 187; to Lamech 182; and finally to Noe, up to the flood, 600. From all these the aforesaid sum of 2,193 years is produced. Without any doubt, therefore, it must be thought that that place of Josephus is faulty. I for my part would believe that Josephus, in this computation of years, [followed] not the transla[tion of the LXX]...6



tionem LXX. Interpretum, sed Scripturam Hebaicam cum qua Latina consentit versio, secutum esse. Ducor ad id existimandum ea coniectura, quod paulo infra Iosephus enumerando annos, qui praeterierunt a diluvio usque ad ortum Abrahae, tam in ipsa summa, quam in annis, quos sigillatim cuique generationi attribuit, cum translatione LXX. interpretum nullo modo, cum Scriptura vero Hebraica omnino consentit. Fit igitur admodum credibile etiam in computatione annorum, quos illo loco recenset ab Adamo usque ad diluvium, secutum eum fuisse Chronologiam Scripturae Hebraicae. Ergo locum illum Iosephi mendosum, ad veritatem Scripturae Hebraicae, sic reor esse restituendum atque emendandum. Primo, ex ipsa summa detrahendum est illud bis, & ita legendum: Post annum ab Adamo millesimum sexcentesimum quinquagesimum sextum: hanc enim summam annorum habet Chronologia Scripturae Hebraicae ab Adamo usque ad diluvium. Deinde, ex singulis generationibus detrahere oportet centum annos prius quam pater genuit filium, quos nescio quis, imperitus nempe, ad formam & similitudinem translationis LXX. interpretum, temere adiecit. Excipio tamen duas generationes, unam Malaleel, alteram Iared quarum utrique Iosephus ascribit centum, sexaginta duos annos: ex utraque enim non tantum detrahere oportet centum annos, sed pro sexaginta duobus in utraque ponere oportet sexaginta quinque, sic enim est in Scriptura Hebraica. Atque hoc modo correctus ille locus veram reddet sententiam, & cum Scriptura Hebraica, nostraque translatione Latina omnino congruentem.
...the translation of the LXX Interpreters, but the Hebrew Scripture, with which the Latin version agrees. I am led to think this by this conjecture: that a little below, Josephus, in enumerating the years that passed from the flood to the birth of Abraham, both in the sum itself and in the years which he attributes to each generation individually, in no way agrees with the translation of the LXX interpreters, but wholly agrees with the Hebrew Scripture. It becomes therefore quite credible that also in the computation of the years which he there reviews from Adam to the flood, he followed the Chronology of the Hebrew Scripture. Therefore, that faulty place of Josephus I think must be restored and emended to the truth of the Hebrew Scripture thus. First, from the sum itself, that 'twice' must be subtracted, and it must be read thus: 'After the one-thousand-six-hundred-and-fifty-sixth year from Adam' — for the Chronology of the Hebrew Scripture has this sum of years from Adam to the flood. Then, from each generation, one must subtract the 100 years [added] before the father begot the son, which someone — an unskilled person, namely — rashly added, after the form and likeness of the translation of the LXX interpreters. But I except two generations, one Malaleel, the other Jared, to each of which Josephus ascribes 162 years: for from each one must not only subtract 100 years, but instead of 62 in each put 65, for so it is in the Hebrew Scripture. And in this way that place, corrected, will yield the true sense, wholly congruent with the Hebrew Scripture and our Latin translation.7



SED hoc, ne cui forte locus ille Iosephi mendosus, aut imponeret aut negotium facesseret, velut in transcursu indicato, revertamur ad id quod docere aggressi fueramus, olim codices LXX interpretum in hac computatione annorum variasse plurimum. Eusebius enim ab Adamo usque ad diluvium recenset in Chronicis annos bis mille ducentos quadraginta duos: quem numerum tradunt etiam Severus Sulpitius & Isidorus. Post diluvium autem usque ad Abraham sunt anni secundum Eusebium mille septingenti viginti: secundum Augustinum mille septuaginta duo: secundum Sulpitium mille septuaginta: secundum Isidorum nongenti quadraginta duo.
But this being indicated as if in passing — lest that faulty place of Josephus should perhaps impose on anyone or make trouble — let us return to what we had set out to teach: that formerly the codices of the LXX interpreters varied very much in this computation of years. For Eusebius, from Adam to the flood, reckons in the Chronicles 2,242 years — which number Severus Sulpicius and Isidore also hand down. But after the flood to Abraham there are, according to Eusebius, 1,720 years; according to Augustine, 1,072; according to Sulpicius, 1,070; according to Isidore, 942.8



Translator’s notes
	Quaestio II: the comparison of the Hebrew/Vulgate chronology with the Septuagint's. Verso running head 'COMMENTARIORVM' number '776'; true printed page 786. ↩
	The LXX partly agrees with the Hebrew: (1) it makes nearly the same TOTAL lifespan for each (Adam 930, though begetting Seth at 230 not 130) — except Lamech (Hebrew 777, LXX 753); (2) three generations (Jared before the flood, Terah after, and Shem) match the Hebrew exactly, both before and after their begetting. Marginal gloss: 'In computatione annorum, Septuaginta interpretum partim consonam, partim dissonam esse Scripturae Hebraicae.' ↩
	How the LXX differs: (1) it adds 100 years to the begetting-age of six pre-flood patriarchs (Adam, Seth, Enos, Cainan, Malaleel, Enoch) and six post-flood (Arphaxad, Cainan, Sale, Heber, Reu, Serug); (2) it adds more than 100 to Peleg (104) and Nahor (150); (3) it adds fewer than 100 to some (Lamech +6, begetting Noah at 188 not 182); (4) it subtracts 20 from Methuselah (167 vs. 187). A table of the LXX begetting-ages follows. ↩
	The Septuagint begetting-age table (each father's age at begetting the next; Noah's age at the flood): Adam 230, Seth 205, Enos 190, Cainan 170, Malaleel 165, Jared 162, Henoch 165, Methuselah 167, Lamech 188, Noah 600 — summing to 2,242 (compared with the Hebrew's 1,656). Odd-side running head 'IN GENESIM, LIB. VII.' number '777'; true printed page 787. ↩
	So the LXX exceeds the Hebrew by 586 years (2,242 vs. 1,656) from Adam to the flood. Pererius follows the best current LXX — especially the recent Roman (Sixtine) edition sponsored by Cardinal Carafa and translated into Latin with notes by Flaminio Nobili. The old LXX codices were discrepant (shown by the divergent year-totals ancient writers drew from them). Marginal gloss: 'Codices 70. interpretum omnium emendatissimi Romani.' ↩
	Josephus (Antiq. 1.3) states 2,656 years from Adam to the flood, but his own figures (Adam 230, Seth 205, Enos 190, Cainan 170, Malaleel 162, Jared 162, Enoch 105, Methuselah 187, Lamech 182, Noah 600 — a mix of LXX-like and Hebrew-like numbers) sum to only 2,193 — so the text is self-contradictory and corrupt. Pererius will argue Josephus followed [the Hebrew, not the LXX — continued next page]. Marginal glosses: 'Varietas codicum 70. Interpretum'; 'Iosephus corruptus ostenditur.' Catchword 'transla' (translationem; continues on the next page). ↩
	Pererius argues Josephus really followed the HEBREW, not the LXX: for Josephus's post-flood-to-Abraham figures (sum and details) agree wholly with the Hebrew, not the LXX — so his Adam-to-flood figures should too. Hence he emends Josephus's corrupt text to the Hebrew: change the total 2,656 → 1,656 (deleting the 'twice'/2000); strip the 100-year additions (a rash accretion imitating the LXX); and fix Malaleel and Jared from 162 to 65. Corrected, it agrees with the Hebrew and Vulgate. Marginal glosses: 'Iosephus in annorum numero Hebraicam veritatem secutus est'; 'Iosephi locus ab auctore emendatus.' Verso running head 'COMMENTARIORVM' number '778'; true printed page 788. ↩
	Returning to the main point (that the LXX codices varied greatly): from Adam to the flood, Eusebius (in the Chronicle), Severus Sulpicius, and Isidore give 2,242 years. From the flood to Abraham, the totals diverge widely — Eusebius 1,720; Augustine 1,072; Sulpicius 1,070; Isidore 942. Marginal glosses: 'Severus Sulpitius libr. 1. Sacra Historia'; 'Isidorus lib. 5. Etymolog. ca. ultimo'; 'Augustinus li. 16. de Civit. Dei cap. 10.' ↩




QUESTION III. Whether in this computation of years one should stand by the translation of the LXX interpreters, or rather by the Hebrew Scripture
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QUESTION III. Whether in this computation of years one should stand by the translation of the LXX interpreters, or rather by the Hebrew Scripture.1
QUAESTIO III. Utrum in hac computatione annorum, standum sit translationi LXX. interpretum, an potius Scripturae Hebraicae.



SED dicet aliquis, in tanta annorum varietate, quantam cernimus esse, inter codices Hebraeos & Septuaginta interpretum, quid nobis sequendum est? Respondeo cum B. Augustino libro 15. de Civitate Dei, cap. 13. Cum B. Hieronymo in libro Hebraicarum quaestionum super Genesim: cum Beda
But someone will say: in so great a variety of years as we see there is between the Hebrew codices and those of the Seventy interpreters, what must we follow? I answer, with blessed Augustine (book 15 of the City of God, ch. 13), with blessed Jerome (in the book of Hebrew Questions on Genesis), with Bede...2



Beda in libro de Sex aetatibus mundi, non solum in hoc de quo nunc agitur, sed ubicunque Graeci codices ita discrepant ab Hebraeis, ut nulla ratione concordari possint, potius his quam illis credendum & standum esse: praesertim cum Hebraica Scriptura non sicut Graeca, notis numerorum utatur, quas facile est perverti & vitiari, sed proprie ipsorum numerorum nomina adhibeat. Si enim codices Graecos Septuaginta interpretum sequi volumus, necesse est nos facere Mathusalem post diluvium annos sexdecim superstitem: quod ipsa scriptura docet esse falsum, quippe quae tradit octo duntaxat animas diluvii exitium evasisse, Noe cum sua uxore, & tres eius filios cum tribus eorum uxoribus. Codices namque Graeci habent, Mathusalem cum esset centum sexagintaquinque annorum, genuisse Lamech: ab ortu autem Lamech usque ad sexcentesimum annum vitae Noe quo diluvium accidit, numerant annos septingentos octoginta octo: ipsi vero Mathusalem post genitum Lamech, tribuunt quatuor & octingentos annos: secundum quam supputationem necesse est Mathusalem annis sexdecim post diluvium vixisse. Hoc autem incommodum non attingit codices Hebraeos, secundum quos cum Mathusalem natus annos centum octoginta septem genuerit Lamech, ipse autem Lamech cum esset annorum centum octogintaduorum genuerit Noe, efficitur ut principio anni, quo evenit diluvium, mortuus fuerit Mathusalem: ab ortu namque Lamech usque ad sexcentesimum annum Noe & initium diluvii, sunt anni septingenti octoginta duo: totidem autem annis Scriptura Hebraica facit superstitem Mathusalem post ortum Lamech.
...and Bede (in the book on the Six Ages of the world): that not only in this matter now treated, but wherever the Greek codices so differ from the Hebrew that they can by no reasoning be reconciled, one must rather believe and stand by these [the Hebrew] than those [the Greek] — especially since the Hebrew Scripture, unlike the Greek, does not use number-symbols, which are easily perverted and corrupted, but properly uses the names of the numbers themselves. For if we wish to follow the Greek codices of the Seventy interpreters, it is necessary for us to make Mathusalem survive the flood by sixteen years — which the Scripture itself teaches to be false, since it hands down that only eight souls escaped the destruction of the flood: Noe with his wife, and his three sons with their three wives. For the Greek codices have that Mathusalem, when he was 165 years old, begot Lamech; and from the birth of Lamech to the six-hundredth year of Noah's life, in which the flood happened, they number 788 years; but to Mathusalem, after Lamech was begotten, they attribute 804 years: according to which reckoning it is necessary that Mathusalem lived sixteen years after the flood. But this inconvenience does not touch the Hebrew codices, according to which — since Mathusalem, born 187 years, begot Lamech, and Lamech himself, when he was 182 years old, begot Noe — it results that at the beginning of the year in which the flood happened, Mathusalem died. For from the birth of Lamech to the six-hundredth year of Noe and the beginning of the flood there are 782 years; and the Hebrew Scripture makes Mathusalem survive for the same number of years after Lamech's birth.3



Quod dixi de supputatione annorum Mathusale secundum codices Graecos, id volo e lectore intelligi de iis, qui nunc extant. Nam antiqui, quos citat Augusti. lib. 15. de Civitate Dei cap. 11. & Hieronymus de traditionibus Hebraicis in Genesim, tribuunt Mathusalae ante genitum Lamech centum sexagintaseptem annos, & ipsi Lamech ante genitum Noe centum octogintaocto: quo fit ut Mathusale supersint quatuordecim anni tempore diluvii, licet August. praedicto lib. c. 13. tradat in tribus codicibus Graecis & uno Latino, unoque Siro similiter inveniri Mathusala mortuum sex annis ante diluvium.
What I said about the reckoning of Mathusale's years according to the Greek codices, I wish the reader to understand of those which now exist. For the ancients, whom Augustine cites (book 15 of the City of God, ch. 11) and Jerome (on the Hebrew Traditions in Genesis), attribute to Mathusale before the begetting of Lamech 167 years, and to Lamech himself before the begetting of Noe 188 years: whereby it happens that Mathusale has fourteen years remaining at the time of the flood — although Augustine, in the aforesaid book (ch. 13), reports that in three Greek codices, and one Latin, and one Syriac, Mathusale is similarly found dead six years before the flood.4



SEQUAMUR igitur scripturam Hebraicam & nostram editionem vulgatam: praesertim cum illa annorum additio inanis & vitiosa sit, non modo ad Scripturam non pertinens, sed ut late disputat supradicto loco August. nec ab ipsis LXX. interpretibus profecta, verum ab eo qui primus translationem LXX. interpretum, ex libro qui erat in bibliotheca Ptolemaei descripsit, ficta, & Scripturae inserta. Ex quo libro cum caeteri omnes codices descripti fuerint, mirum non est hoc vitium ad omnes codices ex uno quasi fonte dimanasse. Quid autem primum illum scriptorem moverit ut eiusmodi additionem comminisceretur, disquirit atque discutit eo quem supra posuimus loco B. August. cuius coniecturas, quoniam id ad explanationem nostrae Chronologiae nonnihil pertinet, & quia non omnibus fortasse
Let us therefore follow the Hebrew Scripture and our Vulgate edition — especially since that addition of years is empty and faulty, not only not pertaining to Scripture, but (as Augustine widely disputes in the aforesaid place) not proceeding from the LXX interpreters themselves, but from him who first copied the translation of the LXX interpreters from the book that was in Ptolemy's library — feigned, and inserted into the Scripture. And since all the other codices were copied from that book, it is no wonder that this fault flowed to all the codices, as if from one source. But what first moved that scribe to devise such an addition, blessed Augustine investigates and discusses in the place we cited above; whose conjectures — since this pertains somewhat to the explanation of our Chronology, and because perhaps not to all [they are known]...5



...fortasse haec legentibus ad manum erit volumen Augustini, universa eius disputatione hic adscripta commemorare libuit.
...since perhaps Augustine's volume will be ready at hand to those who read these things, I have been pleased to record his entire disputation, here transcribed.6



Sic igitur Augustinus libro 15 de Civitate Dei, capite 13, scribit: Sed cum hoc dixero, continuo referetur illud Iudaeorum esse mendacium, de quo superius satis actum est. Nam LXX interpretes, laudabiliter celebratos viros, potuisse mentiri difficile est. Ubi si quaeram quid sit credibilius -- Iudaeorum gentem tam longe lateque diffusam in hoc conscribendum mendacium uno consilio conspirare potuisse, et dum aliis invideant auctoritatem, sibi abstulisse veritatem; an Septuaginta homines, qui etiam ipsi Iudaei erant, in uno loco positos (quoniam rex Aegypti Ptolemaeus eos ad hoc opus asciverat) ipsam veritatem gentibus alienigenis invidisse, et communicato istud tunc fecisse consilio -- quis non videat quid proclivius faciliusque credatur? Sed absit ut prudens quispiam vel Iudaeos cuiuslibet perversitatis atque malitiae tantum potuisse credat in codicibus tam multis et tam longe lateque dispersis, vel Septuaginta illos memorabiles viros hoc de invidenda gentibus veritate unum communicasse consilium. Credibilius ergo quis dixerit, cum primum de Bibliotheca Ptolemaei describi ista coeperunt, tunc aliquid tale fieri potuisse in codice uno, scilicet primitus inde descripto, unde iam latius emanaret, ubi potuit quidem accidere etiam scriptoris error. Sed hoc in illa quaestione de vita Mathusalem non absurdum est suspicari, et in illo alio ubi, superantibus vigintiquattuor annis, summa non convenit. In his autem in quibus continuatur ipsius mendositatis similitudo -- ita ut ante genitum filium qui ordini inseritur alibi supersint centum anni, alibi desint; post genitum autem, ubi deerant supersint, ubi supererant desint, ut summa conveniat (et hoc in prima, secunda, tertia, quarta, quinta, septima generatione invenitur) -- videtur habere quandam, si dici potest, error ipse constantiam, nec casum redolet sed industriam. Itaque illa diversitas numerorum aliter se habentium in codicibus Graecis et Latinis, aliter in Hebraeis, ubi non est ista de centum annis prius additis et postea detractis per tot generationes continuata parilitas, nec malitiae Iudaeorum nec diligentiae vel prudentiae Septuaginta interpretum, sed scriptoris tribuatur errori, qui de Bibliotheca supradicti regis codicem describendum primus accepit. Nam etiam nunc, ubi numeri non faciunt intentum ad aliquid quod facile possit intelligi vel quod appareat utiliter disci, et negligenter describuntur et negligentius emendantur. Quis enim existimet sibi esse discendum quot millia hominum tribus Israel sigillatim habere potuerint, quoniam prodesse aliquid non putatur? Et quotusquisque hominum est cui profundis utilitatis huius appareat? Hic vero ubi per tot contextas generationes centum anni alibi adsunt, alibi desunt, et post natum qui commemorandus fuerat filium desunt ubi adfuerunt, adsunt ubi defuerunt, ut summa concordet: nimirum cum vellet persuadere qui hoc fecit ideo numerosissimos annos vixisse antiquos quod eos brevissimos nuncupabant, et hoc de maturitate pubertatis qua idonea filii gignerentur conaretur ostendere, atque ideo in illis centum annis decem nostros insinuandos putaret incredulis, ne homines tamdiu vixisse recipere in fidem nollent, addidit centum ubi gignendis filiis habilem non invenit aetatem; eosdemque post genitos filios, ut congrueret summa, detraxit.
Augustine, then, writes thus in book 15 of the City of God, chapter 13: But when I have said this, at once the reply will be made that this is a Jewish lie -- a charge already sufficiently dealt with above. For that the Seventy translators, men deservedly celebrated, could have lied is hard to believe. And if I ask which is the more credible -- that the Jewish nation, so far and wide dispersed, could have conspired with one accord to write down this falsehood, and, grudging others the authority, robbed themselves of the truth; or that seventy men, who were themselves also Jews, gathered in one place (since Ptolemy king of Egypt had drawn them together for this work), grudged the very truth to foreign nations and did this by common agreement -- who does not see which is the readier and easier thing to believe? Far be it, then, that any prudent person should believe either that Jews of whatever perversity and malice could have done so much across codices so many and so far and widely scattered, or that those memorable Seventy men shared one plan to begrudge the nations the truth. It is more credible, therefore, that when these texts first began to be copied from Ptolemy's Library, something of this kind could have happened in a single codex -- the one first copied from the source, whence it then spread more widely -- where indeed even a scribe's error could have occurred. And it is not absurd to suspect this in that question about the life of Methuselah, and in that other place where, with twenty-four years left over, the sum does not agree. But in those cases where a like corruption runs continuously -- so that before the begetting of the son who is entered into the line a hundred years are in one place present and in another lacking, while after the begetting, where they were lacking they are present and where they were present they are lacking, so that the total agrees (and this is found in the first, second, third, fourth, fifth, and seventh generation) -- the error itself seems to have, if one may say so, a certain consistency, and smells not of chance but of design. And so let that diversity of the numbers, standing otherwise in the Greek and Latin codices and otherwise in the Hebrew -- where there is no such continuous evenness of a hundred years first added and afterward subtracted through so many generations -- be assigned neither to the malice of the Jews nor to the diligence or prudence of the Seventy translators, but to the error of the scribe who first received the codex to be copied from the aforesaid king's Library. For even now, where numbers do not bear on anything that can be easily grasped or that seems useful to learn, they are both carelessly copied and still more carelessly corrected. For who would think he must learn how many thousands of men each tribe of Israel could severally have had, since it is reckoned to be of no use? And how few men are there to whom the usefulness of this appears? But here, where through so many woven generations a hundred years are in one place present and in another lacking, and after the son who was to be commemorated is born they are lacking where they had been present and present where they had been lacking, so that the sum harmonizes -- surely because he who did this, wishing to persuade that the ancients lived such very numerous years because they reckoned them as the shortest, and trying to show this from the maturity of puberty at which sons fit for begetting were engendered, and so thinking that in those hundred years ten of ours were to be suggested to the incredulous, lest men refuse to accept in faith that men lived so long -- he added a hundred where he did not find an age suited to the begetting of sons; and the same hundred, after the sons were begotten, so that the total might agree, he subtracted.7



detraxit. Sic quippe voluit credibiles facere idonearum generandae prolis convenientias aetatum, ut tamen numero non fraudaret universas aetates viventium singulorum. Quod autem in sexta generatione id non fecit, hoc ipsum est quod magis movet illum ideo fecisse, cum res quam diximus postulavit, quia non fecit ubi non postulavit. Invenit namque in eadem generatione apud Hebraeos vixisse Iared, antequam genuisset Henoch, centum sexaginta duos annos, qui secundum illam rationem brevium annorum fiunt anni sexdecim et aliquid minus quam menses duo, quae iam aetas apta est ad generandum; et ideo addere centum annos breves, ut nostri viginti sex fierent, necesse non fuit, nec post natum Henoch eos detrahere quos non addiderat ante natum: sic factum est ut hinc nulla esset inter codices utrosque varietas. Sed rursus movet cur in octava generatione, antequam de Mathusalem nasceretur Lamech, cum apud Hebraeos legantur centum octoginta duo anni, viginti (vel ut alia lectio habet vigintiduo) minus inveniantur in codicibus nostris, ubi potius addi centum solent; et post genitum Lamech complendam restituuntur ad summam, quae in codicibus utrisque non discrepat. Si enim centum septuaginta annos propter pubertatis maturitatem decem et septem volebat intelligi, sicut nihil addere ita nihil detrahere iam debebat, quia invenerat aetatem idoneam generationi filiorum, propter quam in aliis centum illos annos, ubi eam non inveniebat, addebat. Hoc autem de viginti annis merito putaremus casu mendositatis accidere potuisse, nisi eos, sicut prius detraxerat, restituere postea curaret, ut summae conveniret integritas. An forte astutius factum existimandum est, ut illa qua centum anni prius solent adici et postea detrahi occultaretur industria, cum et illic ubi necesse non fuerat -- non quidem de centum annis, verumtamen de quantulocumque numero prius detracto post reddito -- tale quid fieret? Sed quomodolibet istud accipiatur, sive credatur ita esse factum sive non credatur, sive postremo ita sive non ita sit, recte fieri nullo modo dubitaverim ut, cum diversum aliquid in utrisque codicibus invenitur, quandoquidem ad fidem rerum gestarum utrumque esse non potest verum, ei linguae potius credatur unde est in aliam per Interpretes facta translatio. Nam in quibusdam etiam codicibus, Graecis tribus et uno Latino et uno etiam Syro inter se consentientibus, inventus est Mathusalem sex annis ante diluvium fuisse defunctus. Hucusque sunt verba Augustini.
...subtracted. For thus he wished to make the fitting begetting-ages credible, yet so as not to defraud the individual lives of any of their total years. But that in the sixth generation he did not do this is the very thing that more strongly shows he did it deliberately when, as we said, the matter demanded it -- because he did not do it where it was not demanded. For he found that in that same generation among the Hebrews Jared lived, before he begot Enoch, one hundred sixty-two years, which by that reckoning of short years come to sixteen years and a little less than two months -- an age already fit for begetting; and so there was no need to add a hundred short years to make ours twenty-six, nor after Enoch's birth to subtract those he had not added before it: thus it came about that here there was no variance between the two texts. But again it gives pause why in the eighth generation, before Lamech was born of Methuselah, whereas among the Hebrews one hundred eighty-two years are read, twenty fewer (or as another reading has it, twenty-two) are found in our codices, where a hundred is rather usually added; and after Lamech is begotten they are restored to complete the sum, which does not differ in the two texts. For if he wished the hundred seventy years to be understood, on account of the maturity of puberty, as seventeen, then just as he ought to add nothing, so now he ought to subtract nothing, because he had found an age suited to the begetting of sons -- for which reason in other cases he added those hundred years where he did not find it. This matter of the twenty years we might rightly suppose could have happened by chance corruption, were it not that he took care afterward to restore them, as he had first subtracted them, so that the integrity of the total should agree. Or is it rather to be thought done more cunningly, so that the design by which a hundred years are usually first added and afterward subtracted might be concealed -- since even there where it had not been necessary, not indeed by a hundred years but by however small a number first subtracted and afterward restored, some such thing was done? But however this be taken -- whether it be believed to have been done so or not, whether finally it be so or not so -- I should in no way doubt that it is rightly done that, when something different is found in the two codices, since for the credit of the events both cannot be true, credence should rather be given to the language from which the translation into the other was made by the translators. For in certain codices too -- three Greek, one Latin, and one Syriac agreeing among themselves -- Methuselah is found to have died six years before the flood. Thus far the words of Augustine.8



Non me fugit (quod etiam nuper annotavit sub finem sui Apparatus ad Annales Ecclesiasticos Caesar Baronius, eruditus sane, pius ac diligens rerum Ecclesiasticarum scriptor) plerosque veterum, tam Graecorum quam Latinorum, Chronologiam quae hoc loco est in translatione LXX interpretum sequi maluisse, quod eam translationem illi cernerent multis saeculis esse in Ecclesia Dei reverenter usurpatam religioseque cultam, atque ob eam causam aliqua in parte eam mutare aut non sequi religioni haberent. Sed apud me (quantum ad Chronologiam de qua nunc agitur) auctoritas Scripturae Hebraicae ac Latinae versionis vulgatae, necnon et duorum principum Ecclesiae Doctorum Hieronymi atque Augustini iudicium et sententia praeponderat.
It does not escape me (as Caesar Baronius -- a truly learned, pious, and diligent writer of ecclesiastical matters -- also recently noted at the end of his Apparatus to the Ecclesiastical Annals) that most of the ancients, both Greek and Latin, preferred to follow the chronology found in this passage in the translation of the Seventy, because they saw that translation to have been for many ages reverently used and religiously honored in the Church of God, and for that reason counted it a matter of religious scruple to alter it in any part or not to follow it. But with me (as far as concerns the chronology now in question) the authority of the Hebrew Scripture and of the Latin Vulgate version, and likewise the judgment and verdict of the two chief Doctors of the Church, Jerome and Augustine, outweighs it.9
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	Bede (De sex aetatibus mundi): wherever Greek and Hebrew irreconcilably differ, follow the Hebrew — especially since the Hebrew spells out number-NAMES (hard to corrupt), whereas the Greek uses numerals (easily corrupted). Decisive proof: on the LXX figures Methuselah would survive the flood by 16 years (his 804 years after begetting Lamech vs. the 788 years from Lamech's birth to the flood) — impossible, since only eight souls survived (Gen 7:13; 1 Pet 3:20). But on the Hebrew figures (Methuselah begets Lamech at 187, Lamech begets Noah at 182), Methuselah dies exactly at the start of the flood-year (782 years each way). Marginal glosses: 'Genes. 7.'; '1. Petr. 3.'; 'Mathusalem quomodo non supervixerit diluvio.' Odd-side running head 'IN GENESIM, LIB. VII.' number '779'; true printed page 789. ↩
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QUESTION IV. How so great an inequality of age in the begetting of sons could have existed among men before the flood.1
QUAESTIO IIII. Quomodo tanta aetatis inaequalitas in generando filios, in hominibus ante diluvium, esse potuerit.



Illud fortasse mirandum lectori accidat, in his generationibus quas Moses ab Adamo numeravit usque ad Noe, tantam fuisse in generatione filiorum penes eorum Patres aetatis diversitatem. Siquidem Cainan septuaginta natus annos genuit Malaleel; hic autem, cum quinque et sexaginta annorum esset, genuit Iared; eiusdem aetatis cum esset etiam Henoch, genuit Mathusalem. At vero Iared centum sexaginta duos annos natus genuit Henoch; hoc etiam senior Mathusalem, id est centum octoginta septem annorum cum esset, genuit Lamech; hic autem centum octoginta duos annos natus genuit Noe, a quo, cum esset ipse quingentorum annorum, tres filii procreati sunt, Sem, Cham et Iaphet. Cum igitur eo tempore aetas septuaginta annorum iam matura et firma esset ad generandum, ut exemplo Cainan, Malaleel et Henoch manifestum est, qui factum est ut alii tam sero, id est amplius centum annis, et Noe plusquam quadringentis annis seniores filios procrearint? Neque enim verisimile est eos qui sero genuerunt continentiae studio diu ab uxoribus abstinere voluisse. Nam tunc opus ipsum generationis, eo tempore quo multiplicari debebat genus humanum, honestum et laudabile erat; et Henoch, qui propter eximiam et singularem eius sanctitatem translatus a Deo est, ante septuagesimum annum vacasse generationi et filios procreasse legitur. Noe vero ante quingentesimum annum vel abstinuisse a coniugio vel impotentem generandi fuisse respuit animus credere.
It may perhaps strike the reader as wonderful that, in these generations which Moses numbered from Adam to Noah, there was so great a diversity of age in the begetting of sons on the part of their fathers. For Cainan at seventy years begot Mahalalel; and he, when he was sixty-five, begot Jared; Enoch too, when of the same age, begot Methuselah. But Jared at one hundred sixty-two years begot Enoch; Methuselah, older still, that is at one hundred eighty-seven years, begot Lamech; and he at one hundred eighty-two years begot Noah, from whom, when he himself was five hundred years old, three sons were procreated, Shem, Ham, and Japheth. Since, then, at that time an age of seventy years was already mature and firm for begetting, as is clear from the example of Cainan, Mahalalel, and Enoch, how did it come about that others begot so late -- that is, more than a hundred years late, and Noah more than four hundred years -- their sons? For it is not likely that those who begot late chose from a zeal for continence to abstain long from their wives. For at that time the very work of generation, in the age when the human race ought to be multiplied, was honorable and praiseworthy; and Enoch, who for his surpassing and singular holiness was translated by God, is read to have devoted himself to generation and procreated sons before his seventieth year. But that Noah, before his five-hundredth year, either abstained from marriage or was impotent to beget, the mind refuses to believe.2



Quid igitur ad hoc respondebimus? Sanctus Augustinus longam hac de re et accuratam habet disputationem in capite 20 libri 15 de Civitate Dei; sed ego quid sentiam lectori paucis indicabo. Mihi quidem simillimum vero fit seriem illam decem generationum ab Adamo usque ad Noe non esse perpetuo descriptam a Mose per filios primogenitos, sed in aliquibus generationibus contextam esse per alios filios posteriores, per quos scilicet deducebatur recta linea progenies ipsius Seth usque ad Noe, quo potissimum intendebat Moses seriem illam generationum perducere. Neque igitur Henoch fuit primogenitus filius Iared, neque primus filius quem genuit Mathusalem fuit Lamech, neque huius primogenitus fuisse putandus est Noe, quem ante quingentesimum annum complures alios filios generasse credibile est; sed quia illi vel naturali vel violenta morte extincti diluvio superstites non fuerunt, sicut alii tres filii Sem, Cham et Iaphet, per quos post diluvium genus humanum multiplicatum est, propterea,
What, then, shall we answer to this? Saint Augustine has a long and careful disputation on this matter in chapter 20 of book 15 of the City of God; but I shall indicate to the reader in a few words what I think. To me indeed it seems most like the truth that that series of ten generations from Adam to Noah was not throughout described by Moses through firstborn sons, but in some generations was woven together through other, later-born sons -- namely those through whom the direct line of Seth's posterity was carried down to Noah, to whom above all Moses meant to conduct that series of generations. Enoch, therefore, was not the firstborn son of Jared, nor was the first son whom Methuselah begot Lamech, nor is Noah to be thought the firstborn of Lamech, who it is credible begot several other sons before his five-hundredth year; but because those, cut off by either natural or violent death, did not survive the flood, as did the other three sons, Shem, Ham, and Japheth, through whom after the flood the human race was multiplied, therefore,3



propterea, illis praetermissis, hos duntaxat Moses commemorare voluit. Neque inusitatum est in Scriptura, cum series aliqua generationum contexitur usque ad eum cuius generatio praecipue intenditur, non eam seriem per filios primogenitos describere, sed per eos duntaxat unde is cuius generatio potissimum describenda suscipitur originem duxerit. Exempli simul et argumenti loco esse potest genealogia Salvatoris nostri, quam ab Abrahamo usque deduxit Matthaeus, non semper per filios primogenitos, sed per eos tantum ex quorum stirpe Dominus noster generatus est. Atque ob hanc ipsam causam tacuit Ismael et nominavit Isaac; et omisso Esau memoravit Iacob; de filiis Iacob, tribus natu maioribus Ruben, Simeon et Levi praeteritis, Iudam tantum adhibuit; denique Salomonem commemoravit, posthabitis aliis filiis Davidis illo prioribus. Hoc idem igitur Mosem in pertexendis generationibus quae ab Adamo fuerunt usque ad Noe spectasse et observasse arbitror.
therefore, those others being passed over, Moses chose to record only these. Nor is it unusual in Scripture, when some series of generations is woven together down to him whose birth is chiefly intended, to describe that series not through firstborn sons but only through those from whom he whose descent is principally undertaken to be described drew his origin. For an example and proof at once there is the genealogy of our Savior, which Matthew carried down from Abraham, not always through firstborn sons, but only through those from whose stock our Lord was born. And for this very reason he was silent about Ishmael and named Isaac; and, Esau omitted, he recorded Jacob; of Jacob's sons, the three elder by birth -- Reuben, Simeon, and Levi -- being passed over, he employed Judah only; finally he commemorated Solomon, David's other sons prior to him being set aside. This same thing, then, I judge that Moses regarded and observed in weaving through the generations that ran from Adam to Noah.4



Translator’s notes
	Fourth quaestio of the chronology disputation on Genesis 5, in Book VII. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Resolution of the difficulty. Moses did not number the firstborn but those through whom [the line] was carried down to Noah.' Sets out the puzzle: Cainan, Mahalalel, and Enoch begot at 65-70, yet Jared, Methuselah, Lamech begot at ~180 and Noah at 500. ↩
	Cross-reference: Augustine, De civitate Dei XV.20. Pererius's own solution: the genealogy names not firstborns but the sons who carried Seth's direct line to Noah; the earlier-born sons perished and left no post-diluvian posterity. Continues on the next page (catchword 'propterea'). ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Matthew 1 and the following [chapter].' Pererius supports his solution from Matthew's genealogy of Christ (Matt 1), which likewise selects line-bearers -- Isaac over Ishmael, Jacob over Esau, Judah over his elder brothers, Solomon over David's elder sons -- rather than firstborns. ↩




And Henoch walked with God. And all the days of Henoch were three hundred sixty-five years. And he walked with God, and was seen no more, because God took him

LatineEnglish


And Henoch walked with God. And all the days of Henoch were three hundred sixty-five years. And he walked with God, and was seen no more, because God took him.1
Et ambulavit Henoch cum Deo. Et facti sunt omnes dies Henoch trecenti sexaginta quinque anni. Ambulavitque cum Deo, et non apparuit, quia tulit eum Deus.



In hac historia videtur sanctus Hieronymus memoria lapsus (id quod magnis viris vel nimia memoriae fiducia vel alias in res studio curaque vehementer intentis non raro contingit): siquidem quod hoc loco Scriptura tradit de Henoch, qui septimus fuit ab Adamo, ipse attribuit Enos filio Seth Adamique nepoti. Sic enim scribit libro primo adversus Iovinianum: Non reor idcirco translatum Henoch, quod uxorem habuerit, sed quod primus invocaverit Deum et crediderit in Salvatorem. At primum omnium qui nomen Domini coepit invocare non Henoch sed Enos fuisse, capite quarto Geneseos tradit Moses.
In this history Saint Jerome seems to have slipped in memory (a thing which happens not rarely to great men, whether from too much confidence in memory or when they are vehemently intent with zeal and care upon other matters): for what Scripture here relates of Henoch, who was seventh from Adam, he attributes to Enos, the son of Seth and grandson of Adam. For he writes thus in the first book against Jovinian: 'I do not think Henoch was translated for the reason that he had a wife, but because he first invoked God and believed in the Savior.' Yet that the first of all who began to invoke the name of the Lord was not Henoch but Enos, Moses relates in the fourth chapter of Genesis.2



Verum expendamus supradicta verba Mosis de Henoch. Illud, Ambulavit cum Deo (vel coram Deo) -- sicut etiam, Ambulare in via Domini, in praeceptis eius -- Hebraismus est significans hominem recte et inculpate viventem, Deique voluntati ac iussis obtemperantem, Deo carum et acceptum esse. Recte igitur LXX Interpretes pro eo posuerunt, Placuit Deo. Illud, Et non apparuit, significat eum sublatum esse ex societate et consuetudine hominum; pro quo Septuaginta habent, Et non est inventus. Hebraice praecise est [ואיננו] veennenu, Et non ipse, quod ad mortem eius referunt nonnulli Hebraei, reclamante paraphrasi Chaldaica, quae sic Latine sonat, Et non ipse, quia non mori fecit eum Dominus. Clarius apparet hic modus loquendi ex psalmo 36: Vidi, inquit, impium superexaltatum et elevatum sicut cedros Libani; et transivi, et ecce non erat, et quaesivi eum, et non est inventus locus eius. Pro illo, Quia tulit eum Deus, quod Hebraei de morte eius interpretantur, Septuaginta habent, Et transtulit eum Deus. Verbum autem transferendi non significat mor[tem]...
But let us weigh the aforesaid words of Moses about Henoch. That phrase, 'He walked with God' (or 'before God') -- as also 'to walk in the way of the Lord,' 'in his commandments' -- is a Hebraism signifying that a man lives rightly and blamelessly, obeys the will and commands of God, and is dear and acceptable to God. Rightly, therefore, did the Seventy translators put for it, 'He pleased God.' That phrase, 'And he was not seen,' signifies that he was taken away from the society and company of men; for which the Septuagint has, 'And he was not found.' In Hebrew it is precisely [ואיננו] veennenu, 'And [he is] not himself,' which some Jews refer to his death -- though the Chaldee (Targum) paraphrase cries out against it, which runs thus in Latin, 'And he was not, because the Lord did not make him die.' This manner of speaking appears more clearly from Psalm 36: 'I have seen,' he says, 'the wicked highly exalted and lifted up like the cedars of Lebanon; and I passed by, and lo, he was not; and I sought him, and his place was not found.' For that phrase, 'Because God took him,' which the Jews interpret of his death, the Septuagint has, 'And God translated him.' But the verb 'to translate' does not signify dea[th]...3



...mortem, sed subductionem ex societate et conversatione hominum, et in meliorem quandam vitae rationem et status commutationem. Ad hunc locum Geneseos spectavit auctor libri Ecclesiastici in capite 44 scribens Henoch placuisse Deo et translatum esse in paradisum. Denique locus hic de Henoch sic fere expressus est in Thargo Hierosolymitano: Et servivit Henoch in veritate coram Domino, et non ipse, quia subtractus est per verbum a conspectu Domini. Quoniam autem non ante generationem prolis sed post dicitur Henoch ambulasse cum Deo, ex eo putat significari Procopius Gazaeus Henoch ante fuisse improbum et flagitiosum, sed postea per dignam et perfectam suorum scelerum poenitentiam non tantùm emendasse vitam, sed adeò placuisse Deo ut mereretur mortis expers in felicem vitae statum transferri. Quod mihi sane non fit verisimile, cùm nihil tale uspiam significet Scriptura, nec de tali et de tanto viro id sentire consentaneum est. Quinimo Caietanus, ex eo quòd bis dicitur hoc loco Henoch ambulasse cum Deo, indicari existimat eum per totam vitam et à pueritia usque fuisse sanctum et charum Deo.
...death, but a withdrawal from the society and company of men, and a change into a certain better manner of life and state. To this passage of Genesis the author of Ecclesiasticus looked when he wrote, in chapter 44, that Enoch pleased God and was translated into paradise. Finally this passage about Enoch is rendered roughly thus in the Jerusalem Targum: 'And Enoch served in truth before the Lord, and he was not, because he was taken away by [God's] word from the Lord's sight.' But because Enoch is said to have walked with God not before but after the begetting of offspring, Procopius of Gaza thinks it is thereby signified that Enoch was formerly wicked and shameful, but afterward, through a worthy and perfect penitence for his crimes, not only amended his life but so pleased God that he deserved, exempt from death, to be transferred into a happy state of life. This to me is truly not likely, since Scripture nowhere signifies any such thing, nor is it fitting to think it of so great a man. Rather Cajetan, from the fact that here Enoch is twice said to have walked with God, judges it to be signified that he was, throughout his whole life and from boyhood on, holy and dear to God.4



Translator’s notes
	Lemma: Genesis 5:22-24 (marked in the margin 'VERS. 22, 23, & 24'). ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'A slip of Jerome.' References: Jerome, Adversus Iovinianum I; Genesis 4:26. Jerome mistakenly ascribes to Enoch (seventh from Adam) what Genesis says of Enos (grandson of Adam) -- that he first invoked the name of the Lord. ↩
	Marginal gloss: '"He walked with God" is a Hebraism, and what it signifies.' Hebrew glyph: ואיננו (ve'ennennu, 'and he [is] not / and he was not'), transliterated by Pererius 'veennenu' -- Genesis 5:24. Some Jews read it of Enoch's death; the Chaldee/Targum paraphrase denies this ('because the Lord did not make him die'). Cf. Psalm 36[37]:35-36 (Vulgate numbering). Where the Hebrew has 'God took him' (read of death by the Jews), the LXX has 'God translated (transtulit) him.' The sentence breaks off at the page foot with the catchword 'mor-' (mortem). ↩
	Completes the exposition of Gen 5:22-24 begun on the previous page. References: Ecclesiasticus 44:16; the Jerusalem Targum. Procopius of Gaza inferred from Enoch's walking with God only after begetting that he had been wicked and was reformed by penitence -- which Pererius rejects as unwarranted by Scripture; Cajetan takes the doubled 'walked with God' to mean Enoch was holy his whole life. ↩




A DISPUTATION ON THE TRANSLATION AND THE WRITINGS OF ENOCH

LatineEnglish


A DISPUTATION ON THE TRANSLATION AND THE WRITINGS OF ENOCH.1
DISPUTATIO DE TRANSLATIONE ET SCRIPTIS HENOCH.



Verum enimverò de hac translatione Henoch multa quaeri et disputari possunt, cognitu dignissima magnámque lectori obscurarum et abstrusarum rerum non incurioso voluptatem allatura. Sed quo dilucidius atque distinctius tractetur disputatio haec, quam in praesentia explicare instituimus, aliquot eam in quaestiones breviter enodandas digessimus.
But truly, concerning this translation of Enoch, many things can be asked and disputed, most worthy to be known and apt to bring to a reader not incurious of obscure and abstruse matters no small pleasure. But that this disputation, which we have now set ourselves to explain, may be handled more clearly and distinctly, we have distributed it into several questions to be briefly unraveled.2



Translator’s notes
	Major divider: a new disputation on Enoch's translation and on the writings attributed to him. ↩
	Pererius opens the disputation and announces its division into quaestiones. ↩




QUESTION I. Whether Enoch is dead, or even now lives on earth

LatineEnglish


QUESTION I. Whether Enoch is dead, or even now lives on earth.1
QUAESTIO I. Utrum Henoch sit mortuus, an etiam nunc in terris vivat.



Ante omnia verò quaerere oportet utrum Henoch sit mortuus an vivat etiam nunc, victurúsque sit usque ad consummationem saeculi. Aven-Esra cum quibusdam aliis Hebraeis fuisse mortuum Henoch censet, et confirmat tribus argumentis. Primò, quia Moses de illo scripsit capite 5 Geneseos, Et facti sunt omnes dies Henoch trecenti sexaginta quinque anni; non igitur amplius vixit, ergo mortuus est: si enim adhuc viveret, dies eius fuissent non tantùm trecenti sexaginta quinque anni, sed essent ultra quinque millia annorum. Deinde illud quod Hebraice de ipso dicitur hoc loco, Et non ipse, secundum phrasim Scripturae significat excessisse ipsum ex hac vita, sicut videre licet ex Psalmo 36 in iis verbis quae paulò suprà memoravimus, et ex capite 42 libri Geneseos ubi Iacob, loquens de filio suo Ioseph quem mortuum credebat, Ioseph, inquit, non est, Simeon tenetur in vinculis, etc. Postremò idem argumentatur ex illo, Quia tulit eum Deus:
Before all else it must be asked whether Enoch is dead, or lives even now and will live until the consummation of the age. Aven-Esra (Ibn Ezra), with certain other Jews, holds that Enoch died, and he confirms it with three arguments. First, because Moses wrote of him in Genesis chapter 5, 'And all the days of Enoch were three hundred sixty-five years'; therefore he lived no longer, and so is dead: for if he were still alive, his days would be not merely three hundred sixty-five years but would be beyond five thousand. Next, the phrase said of him here in the Hebrew, 'And he was not' (Et non ipse), according to the idiom of Scripture signifies that he departed this life -- as may be seen from Psalm 36 in the words we recalled a little above, and from chapter 42 of Genesis, where Jacob, speaking of his son Joseph whom he believed dead, says, 'Joseph is not, Simeon is held in chains,' and so on. Lastly he argues the same from that phrase, 'Because God took him':2



tulit eum Deus; nam secundùm locutionem Scripturae, Tollere aliquem vel Tollere animam alicuius idem est atque tollere eum ex vita. Nam et Elias et Ionas optantes mortem orabant Deum dicentes, Tolle animam meam; et Iob, Nescio, inquit, quamdiu subsistam, et si post modicum tollat me Factor meus; et Iudaei coram Pilato clamabant adversus Christum, Tolle, crucifige eum. Atque huius verbi ambigua significatione abutens Poeta, festivè lusit illud in Neronem: Quis neget Aeneae clara de stirpe Neronem? Sustulit hic matrem, sustulit ille patrem.
'God took him'; for according to the idiom of Scripture, 'to take away' someone, or 'to take away someone's soul,' is the same as to remove him from life. For both Elijah and Jonah, longing for death, prayed to God saying, 'Take away my soul'; and Job, 'I know not how long I shall subsist, and whether after a little my Maker may take me away'; and the Jews before Pilate cried out against Christ, 'Away with him, crucify him.' And playing on the ambiguous meaning of this verb, the Poet wittily jested it upon Nero: 'Who would deny Nero of Aeneas's illustrious stock? The one bore off (sustulit) his father, the other made away with (sustulit) his mother.'3



At enimverò non esse mortuum Henoch -- praeter antiquissimam fidéque dignissimam Ecclesiae traditionem, praeter Christianorum omnium persuasionem adeò animis et sensibus eorum infixam ut ea de re, quemadmodum scribit Augustinus libro 2 de Gratia Christi contra Pelagium et Celestium capite 23, dubitare fas non sit, denique praeter concordem Patrum et Theologorum sententiam -- facit omnino certum et extra controversiam omnem auctoritas Beati Pauli, apertissimis verbis id capite 11 Epistolae ad Hebraeos affirmantis. Fide, inquit, Henoch translatus est, ut non videret mortem, et non inveniebatur, quia transtulit eum Deus. Miror igitur Hieronymum Oleastrum non esse veritum dicere in Commentario huius loci Geneseos, licet Hebraei dicant Henoch esse mortuum, sibi tamen videri probabilius non esse mortuum: itáne probabilius tantùm, an non potiùs omnino verum certúmque atque indubitatum? praesertim cùm ipsemet subiiciat mox verba Pauli quae suprà memoravimus, perspicuè et affirmatè tradentis Henoch non fuisse mortuum.
But that Enoch is not dead -- besides the most ancient and most faith-worthy tradition of the Church, besides the persuasion of all Christians so fixed in their minds and senses that, as Augustine writes in book 2 of On the Grace of Christ against Pelagius and Caelestius, chapter 23, it is not lawful to doubt of it, and finally besides the concordant judgment of the Fathers and theologians -- is made entirely certain and beyond all controversy by the authority of blessed Paul, affirming it in the plainest words in chapter 11 of the Epistle to the Hebrews. 'By faith,' he says, 'Enoch was translated, that he should not see death, and was not found, because God translated him.' I wonder, therefore, that Jerome de Oleaster was not afraid to say, in his Commentary on this passage of Genesis, that although the Hebrews say Enoch is dead, yet to himself it seems more probable that he is not dead: only 'more probable,' then, and not rather wholly true, certain, and beyond doubt? -- especially since he himself at once subjoins the words of Paul we recalled above, plainly and affirmatively handing down that Enoch was not dead.4



Multi ad hoc ipsum probandum asserunt verba illa quae sunt in capite 44 libri Ecclesiastici: Henoch placuit Deo, et translatus est in Paradisum, ut det gentibus poenitentiam; quibus verbis planissimè ostenditur Henoch non esse mortuum, sed translatum esse in Paradisum, et novissimis mundi temporibus praedicaturum gentibus ab Antichristo seductis poenitentiam. At enim Graecè nec est illud, In Paradisum; et pro illo, Ut det gentibus poenitentiam, sic est, Exemplum poenitentiae generationibus. Ut haec videatur esse lectionis Graecae sententia: Deum idcirco transtulisse Henoch virum sanctissimum, ut eo intelligeretur viros innocentes et pios cordi et curae esse Deo, et improbi tam mirabili exemplo permoverentur ad poenitentiam agendam. Vel significatur Henoch esse translatum, quia, dum viveret, omnibus erat eximium poenitentiae exemplum, scilicet vitae sanctitate et morum innocentia homines sui saeculi ad poenitentiam scelerum revocandum Deique cultum et obsequium provocans et incitans. Voluit autem Deus ex consortio hominum subducere Henoch, quia tunc corruptela naturae humanae ex Adami peccato nata magnas vires et robur acceperat: nec tantùm posteros Cain, sed etiam impii Seth nepotes religionis et pietatis cultores, impunitas vitae, improbitas morum, denique libido vivendi et faciendi ut cuique libitum erat, penitus infecerat atque depravaverat. Quamobrem
Many, to prove this same point, allege those words in chapter 44 of the book of Ecclesiasticus: 'Enoch pleased God, and was translated into Paradise, that he may give the nations penitence'; by which words it is most plainly shown that Enoch is not dead, but was translated into Paradise, and in the last times of the world will preach penitence to the nations seduced by Antichrist. But indeed in the Greek there is not that phrase 'into Paradise'; and for 'that he may give the nations penitence' it runs thus: 'an example of penitence to the generations.' So that this seems to be the sense of the Greek reading: that God translated Enoch, a most holy man, so that thereby it might be understood that the innocent and pious are in God's heart and care, and that the wicked might be moved by so wonderful an example to do penance. Or it is signified that Enoch was translated because, while he lived, he was to all an outstanding example of penitence -- namely, by the holiness of his life and the innocence of his conduct provoking and inciting the men of his age to penitence for their crimes and to the worship and service of God. Now God willed to withdraw Enoch from human fellowship because at that time the corruption of human nature, born of Adam's sin, had taken on great force and strength: it had utterly infected and depraved not only the posterity of Cain, but even the descendants of the impious among Seth's line -- impunity of life, wickedness of conduct, and finally the lust of living and doing as each pleased. Wherefore5



Quamobrem Deus sanctum Henoch ex illa scelerum colluvione maturè subduxit, scilicet raptus est, ut in libro Sapientiae capite 4 scriptum est, ne malitia mutaret intellectum eius, aut ne fictio deciperet animam illius. Translatus est autem Henoch propè mille annis ab exordio mundi exactis, et sexcentis sexaginta novem ante diluvium. Mosis porrò narratio etiam non obscurè indicat Henoch non esse mortuum. Cum enim de omnibus et singulis qui eum antecesserunt quique subsecuti sunt usque ad diluvium Moses illam clausulam ponat, Et mortuus est, de solo Henoch id non scripsit: at si mortuus fuisset, ut de aliis omnibus, sic de ipso id dixisset.
Wherefore God withdrew holy Enoch early from that flood of crimes -- that is, he was caught away, as it is written in the book of Wisdom chapter 4, 'lest malice should alter his understanding, or deceit beguile his soul.' Now Enoch was translated nearly a thousand years after the beginning of the world, and six hundred sixty-nine years before the flood. Moses' narrative, moreover, indicates not obscurely that Enoch is not dead. For whereas of all and each who preceded him and who followed to the flood Moses sets down that clause, 'And he died,' of Enoch alone he did not write it: but if he had died, he would have said it of him as of all the others.6



Quod autem contra hanc sententiam suprà obiiciebatur, Mosem dixisse omnes dies Henoch fuisse trecentos sexaginta quinque annos, non concludit Henoch fuisse mortuum, sed demonstrat tempus quo Henoch in societate et conversatione hominum versatus est, vitam in terris cum aliis hominibus degens. Subtractus autem ex conversatione hominum, quia planè nescitur ubinam sit, quid agat, quomodo vivat, similiter sese habet quantum ad notitiam hominum atque si mortuus fuisset: quocirca tempus omne post eius translationem silentio involvitur. Illud autem quod Hebraicè legitur, Et non ipse [Hebr. ואיננו כי לקח אתו אלהים, Veennenu chi lacah otho Elohim], et illud, Quia tulit eum Deus, non ut Hebraei interpretantur, sed ut LXX interpretes et Latinus noster interpres declaraverunt et expresserunt, translationem eius non autem mortem significantes, intelligenda sunt.
As for what was objected above against this view -- that Moses said all the days of Enoch were three hundred sixty-five years -- this does not conclude that Enoch died, but shows the time during which Enoch dwelt in the society and company of men, passing his life on earth with other men. Withdrawn from human company, since it is quite unknown where he is, what he does, how he lives, he stands, as regards men's knowledge, just as if he had died: and so all the time after his translation is wrapped in silence. And that which is read in Hebrew, 'And he was not' [Hebr. ואיננו כי לקח אתו אלהים, Veennenu chi lacah otho Elohim], and the phrase 'Because God took him,' are to be understood not as the Hebrews interpret them, but as the Seventy translators and our Latin translator declared and expressed them -- signifying his translation and not his death.7



Translator’s notes
	First quaestio of the disputation on Enoch. ↩
	Ibn Ezra (Aven-Esra) and some Jews hold Enoch died, with three arguments: (1) 'all his days were 365 years' -- else they would exceed 5000; (2) the Hebrew 'and he was not' is a Scriptural idiom for departing life (cf. Ps 36[37]; Gen 42:36, Jacob of the presumed-dead Joseph); (3) 'because God took him.' Argument continues on the next page (catchword 'tulit'). ↩
	Completes Ibn Ezra's third argument: 'to take away' (tollere) in Scripture means to remove from life (1 Kings 19:4 Elijah; Jonah 4:3; Job; John 19:15 'Tolle, crucifige eum'). Pererius caps it with the epigram on Nero punning on 'sustulit' (raised up / did away with): Aeneas bore off (rescued) his father Anchises, Nero made away with (murdered) his mother Agrippina. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Jerome de Oleaster is faulted.' Pererius refutes Ibn Ezra: Enoch is not dead -- proven by Church tradition, all Christians' persuasion (Augustine, De gratia Christi contra Pelagium et Caelestium II.23: not lawful to doubt it), the Fathers and theologians, and decisively by Paul, Hebrews 11:5. He faults Jerome de Oleaster for calling it merely 'more probable.' ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'The passage of Ecclesiasticus ch. 44 explained.' Ecclesiasticus 44:16 -- Enoch translated to Paradise 'to give the nations penitence' (the tradition that he will preach penitence to those seduced by Antichrist in the last days). Pererius notes the Greek lacks 'into Paradise' and reads 'an example of penitence to the generations.' God withdrew Enoch as the corruption from Adam's sin had by then deeply infected not only Cain's posterity but even the line of Seth. Continues on the next page (catchword 'Quamobrem'). ↩
	Wisdom 4:11 ('he was caught away lest malice should alter his understanding, or deceit beguile his soul'). Enoch was translated nearly 1000 years from the world's beginning (year 987) and 669 years before the flood. Moses' silence confirms it: he appends 'and he died' to every other patriarch but not to Enoch. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Resolution of the contrary arguments.' Pererius answers Ibn Ezra: '365 years' marks only the span Enoch lived among men; withdrawn from human company he is, as to men's knowledge, as if dead, so all time after his translation is silent. 'And he was not' / 'because God took him' are to be understood as the LXX and Vulgate render them -- of translation, not death. Hebrew glyph (given in full in the margin): ואיננו כי לקח אתו אלהים (ve'ennennu ki laqah otho Elohim, 'and he was not, for God took him,' Gen 5:24b), transliterated by Pererius 'Veennenu chi lacah otho Elohim'; magnified and verified from the page. Marginal Latin note: 'Hebraea, si cui placent, haec sunt' ('The Hebrew, if anyone likes it, is this'). ↩
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QUESTION II. Whether Enoch is going to die.1
QUAESTIO II. An Henoch sit Moriturus.



Secundo loco illud quaerendum est, utrum Henoch sit aliquando moriturus, an verò iam translatus sit ad vitam immortalem. Procopius Gazaeus super hoc loco Geneseos significare videtur Henoch non esse amplius moriturum, sed mirabili quodam mortis modo defunctum ad coelestem vitam esse translatum. Dicit enim eum non more hominum esse mortuum, sed divina quadam ratione nobis inexplorata esse à Deo assumptum; quin etiam ait eum ad perfectionem ac beatitudinem esse adductum. Addit praeterea et ipsum Eliam, cùm translatus est, ut aeterna tabernacula esset receptum; et paulò ante dixerat Abel, interfectum à fratre, ad astra volasse. Nescio quid simile de Henoch videtur innuere sanctus Hieronymus in epistola quam misit ad Pammachium adversus errores Ioannis Hierosolymitani, ad hunc modum scribens: Enoch translatus est in carne; Elias carneus raptus est in coelum; nec dum mortui, et paradisi iam coloni, habent membra cum quibus rapti sunt atque translati. Quod nos in isto ieiunio, illi possident Dei consortio; coelesti pane, et saturantur uno verbo Dei; eundem habent dominum quem et cibum.
In the second place it must be asked whether Enoch is at some time going to die, or has rather already been translated to immortal life. Procopius of Gaza, on this passage of Genesis, seems to signify that Enoch is no longer to die, but, having died in some wonderful manner of death, has been translated to heavenly life. For he says that Enoch did not die after the manner of men, but was taken up by God by some divine reason unexplored by us; indeed he says he was brought to perfection and beatitude. He adds moreover that Elijah too, when he was translated, was received into eternal tabernacles; and a little before he had said that Abel, slain by his brother, flew to the stars. Something similar about Enoch Saint Jerome seems to hint in the epistle he sent to Pammachius against the errors of John of Jerusalem, writing in this manner: 'Enoch was translated in the flesh; Elijah, a man of flesh, was caught up into heaven; not yet dead, and already dwellers of paradise, they keep the members with which they were caught up and translated. What we [seek] in this fasting, they possess in the fellowship of God; [they are fed] with heavenly bread, and are satisfied with the one word of God; they have the same lord whom they have also for food.'2



cibum. Sed profectò Hieronymum sensisse nondum Henoch esse mortuum sed moriturum aliquando ex aliis scriptis eius patet; nec aliud ipse hoc loco significare voluit quàm Henoch in amoenissimum aliquem terrae locum, quem generali vocabulo Paradisum appellavit, translatum, non sustentare vitam terrenis et usitatis nostratibúsque cibis et alimentis, sed Dei verbo, sicut Moses in monte per quadraginta dies: Non enim in solo pane vivit homo, sed in omni verbo quod procedit de ore Dei. Est igitur proculdubiò credendum Henoch et nondum esse mortuum et aliquando moriturum. Sic habet Ecclesiae traditio, sensúsque et opinio fidelium, et Patrum ac Theologorum sententia. Audi quid hac de re scribat Beatus Thomas in Commentariis in epistolam Pauli ad Hebraeos, super illis verbis capitis 11, Fide Henoch translatus est ne videret mortem: Nondum, inquit, Henoch est mortuus, sed morietur tamen aliquando. Sententia quam Dominus primis parentibus peccantibus inflixit, Quocunque die comederis ex eo morte morieris, omnes qui quocunque modo nascuntur ex Adam comprehendit. Unde Psalmo 88 dicitur, Quis est homo qui vivet et non videbit mortem? et Paulus ad Hebraeos 9, Statutum est, inquit, omnibus hominibus semel mori. Mors autem duorum dilata est, Henoch et Eliae. Et ratio est, quia doctrina veteris Testamenti ordinatur ad promissa novi Testamenti, in quo spes nobis vitae aeternae promittitur, Matthaei 4, Poenitentiam agite, appropinquavit enim regnum coelorum. Et ideo, data sententia mortis, voluit Dominus ducere homines in spem vitae: quod fecit in Patribus utriúsque status, scilicet Naturae, Legis, et Gratiae.
food. But truly, that Jerome held Enoch not yet dead but to die at some time is clear from his other writings; nor did he mean anything else in this place than that Enoch, translated into some most pleasant place of the earth (which he called by the general word Paradise), sustains his life not by earthly, ordinary, and our own foods and nourishments, but by the word of God -- as Moses on the mountain for forty days: 'For man does not live by bread alone, but by every word that proceeds from the mouth of God.' It is therefore beyond doubt to be believed that Enoch both is not yet dead and will at some time die. So holds the tradition of the Church, the sense and opinion of the faithful, and the judgment of the Fathers and theologians. Hear what blessed Thomas writes on this matter in his Commentary on Paul's Epistle to the Hebrews, upon those words of chapter 11, 'By faith Enoch was translated that he should not see death': 'Enoch is not yet dead, yet he will die at some time. The sentence which the Lord inflicted upon our first parents when they sinned -- On whatever day you eat of it, you shall die the death -- comprehends all who are in any way born of Adam. Whence in Psalm 88 it is said, What man is he that shall live and not see death? and Paul to the Hebrews 9, It is appointed, he says, for all men once to die. But the death of the two, Enoch and Elijah, has been deferred. And the reason is that the doctrine of the Old Testament is ordered to the promises of the New, in which the hope of eternal life is promised to us: Matthew 4, Do penance, for the kingdom of heaven is at hand. And therefore, the sentence of death having been given, the Lord willed to lead men into the hope of life: which he did in the Fathers of each state, namely of Nature, of Law, and of Grace.'3



Unde in primo statu dedit spem evadendi necessitatem mortis in Henoch; in lege autem, in Elia; in tempore gratiae, in Christo, per quem datur nobis effectus huius promissionis. Sed duo primi morientur per Antichristum: Christus autem, semel mortuus, à mortuis resurgens iam non moritur, mors illi ultrà non dominabitur. Sic sanctus Thomas.
'Whence in the first state he gave hope of escaping the necessity of death in Enoch; in the Law, in Elijah; in the time of grace, in Christ, through whom the effect of this promise is given to us. But the first two will die by Antichrist: Christ, however, having died once, rising from the dead, dies now no more; death shall no longer have dominion over him.' Thus Saint Thomas.4



Sed hoc ipsum doctè admodum et disertè tractat atque confirmat sanctus Augustinus in libro nono de Genesi ad litteram, capite sexto, ita scribens: Neque enim arbitrandum est Eliam vel sic esse iam sicut erunt sancti, quando peracto operis die denarium pariter accepturi sunt; vel sic quemadmodum sunt homines qui ex ista vita nondum emigrarunt, de qua ille tamen non morte sed translatione migravit. Iam itaque aliquid melius habet quàm in hac vita posset: quamvis nondum habeat quod ex hac vita rectè gesta in fine habiturus est; pro nobis enim meliora providerunt, ne sine nobis perficerentur. Aut si quisquam putat hoc Eliam mereri non potuisse, si duxisset uxorem filiósque procreasset (creditur enim non habuisse, quia hoc Scriptura non dixit, quamvis et de coelibatu eius nihil dixerit): Quid de Henoch respondebit, qui, filiis genitis, Deo placens non mortuus sed vivus translatus est? Cur ergo et Adam et Eva, si iustè viventes castè filios procreassent, non eis possent translatione, non morte, succedentibus cedere? Nam si Henoch et Elias in Adam mortui, mortisque propaginem in carne gestantes, quod debitum ut solvant creduntur etiam redituri ad hanc vitam, et quod tamdiu dilatum est,
But this very point Saint Augustine handles and confirms most learnedly and eloquently in book nine of On Genesis according to the Letter, chapter six, writing thus: 'For neither is it to be thought that Elijah is even now such as the saints will be, when, the day's work done, they shall alike receive the denarius; nor such as are the men who have not yet departed from this life, from which he nonetheless departed not by death but by translation. So then he has now something better than he could have in this life -- although he does not yet have what he will have at the end from this life rightly lived; for they provided better things for us, that they should not be perfected without us. Or if anyone thinks that Elijah could not have merited this, had he taken a wife and begotten sons (for he is believed not to have had them, because Scripture did not say it, although it said nothing of his celibacy either): what will he answer about Enoch, who, having begotten sons, pleasing God, was translated not dead but alive? Why then could not both Adam and Eve, if, living justly, they had chastely begotten sons, have given place to their successors by translation and not by death? For if Enoch and Elijah, dead in Adam and bearing the propagation of death in their flesh, are believed even to be going to return to this life so as to pay that debt, and what has so long been deferred,'5



morienturi: nunc tamen in alia vita sunt, ubi ante resurrectionem carnis, antequam animale corpus in spiritale mutetur, nec morbo nec senectute deficiunt. Quantò iustius atque probabilius primis illis hominibus praestaretur, sine ullo suo parentúmve peccato viventibus, ut in meliorem aliquem statum, filiis genitis, cederent; utique saeculo finito cum omni posteritate sanctorum in angelicam formam, non per carnis mortem sed per Dei virtutem multò felicius mutarentur?
will die: yet now they are in another life, where, before the resurrection of the flesh, before the animal body is changed into a spiritual one, they fail neither by disease nor by old age. How much more justly and probably would it be granted to those first men, living without any sin of their own or of their parents, that -- their children begotten -- they should pass into some better state; indeed, the age being ended, that they should, with all the posterity of the saints, be changed into the angelic form far more happily, not through the death of the flesh but through the power of God?6



Idem Augustinus libro 1 de Peccatorum meritis et remissione ad Marcellinum, capite 2 et 3, non tantùm docet Henoch non esse mortuum, sed etiam declarat quomodo tot millibus annorum vitam in terris sustineret. Hoc enim modo scribit: Proinde si non peccasset Adam, non erat expoliandus corpore, sed superrevestiendus immortalitate et incorruptione, ut absorberetur mortale à vita, id est ab animali in spiritale transiret. Neque enim metuendum fuit nedum fortè diutius hic viveret in corpore animali, senectute gravaretur, et paulatim veterascendo perveniret ad mortem. Si enim Deus Israelitarum vestimentis et calceamentis praestitit quod per tot annos non sunt obtrita, quid mirum si obedienti homini eiusdem potentia praestaretur, ut animale ac mortale habens corpus haberet in eo quemdam statum quo sine defectu esset annosum, tempore quo Deus vellet à mortalitate ad immortalitatem sine media morte venturus? Sicut enim haec ipsa caro quam nunc habemus non ideo non est vulnerabilis quia non est necesse ut vulneretur, sic illa non ideo non fuit mortalis quia non erat necesse ut moreretur. Talem puto habitudinem adhuc in corpore animali atque mortali etiam illis qui sine morte hinc translati sunt fuisse concessam. Neque enim Henoch et Elias per longam aetatem senectute marcuerunt, nec tamen credo eos iam in illam spiritalem qualitatem corporis commutatos qualis in resurrectione promittitur, quae in Domino praecessit: nisi quia isti fortasse nec his cibis egent qui sui consumptione reficiunt, sed ex quo translati sunt ita vivunt ut similem habeant satietatem illis quadraginta diebus quibus Elias ex calice aquae et ex colliride panis sine cibo vixit; aut si et his sustentaculis opus est, ita fortasse in Paradiso pascuntur sicut Adam priusquam propter peccatum exinde exire meruisset. Habebat enim, quantum existimo, et de lignorum fructibus refectionem contra defectionem, et ex ligno vitae stabilitatem contra vetustatem. Sic Augustinus.
The same Augustine, in book 1 of On the Merits and Remission of Sins, to Marcellinus, chapters 2 and 3, not only teaches that Enoch is not dead, but also declares how he sustains life on earth for so many thousands of years. For he writes thus: 'Accordingly, had Adam not sinned, he would not have had to be stripped of his body, but to be over-clothed with immortality and incorruption, so that the mortal might be swallowed up by life -- that is, that he should pass from the animal to the spiritual. For there was no fear that, living here longer in an animal body, he would be weighed down by old age and by gradual aging come to death. For if God provided that the garments and shoes of the Israelites were not worn out through so many years, what wonder if the same power were granted to an obedient man, that, having an animal and mortal body, he might have in it a certain state whereby without decay it should be full of years, destined to come, at the time God willed, from mortality to immortality without an intervening death? For just as this very flesh which we now have is not un-woundable merely because it is not necessary that it be wounded, so that flesh was not un-mortal merely because it was not necessary that it die. Such a condition, I think, still in an animal and mortal body, was granted also to those who were translated hence without death. For neither did Enoch and Elijah wither by old age through their long age, nor yet do I believe them already changed into that spiritual quality of body which is promised in the resurrection, which preceded in the Lord: unless perhaps these need not even those foods which restore by their own consumption, but from the time they were translated live so as to have a satiety like those forty days in which Elijah lived without food on a cup of water and a cake of bread; or, if they do need such supports, perhaps they are fed in Paradise as Adam was before he deserved for his sin to depart thence. For he had, as far as I judge, both refreshment against decay from the fruits of the trees, and from the tree of life stability against age.' Thus Augustine.7



Translator’s notes
	Second quaestio of the disputation on Enoch. ↩
	Marginal glosses: '2 Kings [4 Regum] 2' (Elijah's translation); 'What Procopius of Gaza thinks about Enoch.' Procopius seems to hold Enoch no longer mortal but assumed by God to heavenly beatitude (likewise Elijah into eternal tabernacles, and Abel's soul flying to the stars). Jerome (Epistle to Pammachius, Against the Errors of John of Jerusalem) similarly speaks of Enoch and Elijah translated in the flesh, dwellers of paradise fed by God's word. Continues on the next page (catchword 'cibum'). ↩
	Marginal references: Exodus 24 & 34; Deuteronomy 8 (Moses fasting 40 days, 'not by bread alone'); Genesis 2 (the death-sentence). Jerome's other writings show he held Enoch not yet dead but to die eventually. Pererius's conclusion: Enoch both is not-yet-dead and will die eventually -- the tradition of the Church, the faithful, the Fathers and theologians. He cites Aquinas (Commentary on Hebrews 11): the sentence of Gen 2:17 comprehends all born of Adam (cf. Ps 88[89]:48; Heb 9:27); the death of Enoch and Elijah is deferred because OT doctrine is ordered to the NT promise of eternal life. ↩
	Marginal reference: Romans 6 (v.9, 'Christ rising from the dead dies now no more'). Aquinas's schema: God gave hope of escaping death's necessity in Enoch (state of Nature), Elijah (Law), and Christ (Grace); Enoch and Elijah will yet die (by Antichrist, cf. Rev 11), but Christ dies no more. ↩
	Marginal reference: Matthew 20 (the parable of the denarius). Augustine, De Genesi ad litteram IX.6, on the intermediate state of Enoch and Elijah: translated not by death, they have something better than this life yet not the final reward (they await it with us). Even Enoch, who begot sons, was translated alive. Enoch and Elijah, still bearing mortality in their flesh, are believed to return to this life to pay death's debt, so long deferred. Sentence continues on the next page (catchword 'mori-'). ↩
	Conclusion of the Augustine quotation from De Genesi ad litteram IX.6 (continued from the previous page, catchword 'mori-'): Enoch and Elijah are now in another life, free of aging; the sinless first parents would all the more have passed to a better state without death. ↩
	Augustine, De peccatorum meritis et remissione I.2-3 (to Marcellinus): had Adam not sinned he would not have been stripped of the body but 'over-clothed' with immortality (2 Cor 5:4), passing from animal to spiritual without death; as God kept the Israelites' clothes and shoes from wearing out (Deut 8:4/29:5), so an obedient man's body could be kept ageless until translated without death. Enoch and Elijah did not wither with age; they perhaps need no consuming food, living as Elijah did on the 40-day journey (1 Kings 19:6-8), or are fed in Paradise as Adam was by the tree of life. Marginal notes: 'Had Adam not sinned, he would not be stripped of the body but over-clothed'; '2 Corinthians 5'; a variant reading ('lest perhaps he live here longer'); '1 Kings [3 Regum] 19'; 'It is one thing to be mortal, another to be subject to the necessity of death.' ↩
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QUESTION III. Into what place Enoch was translated.1
QUAESTIO III. Quem in locum translatus fuerit Henoch.



Verum quaerat aliquis quem in locum translatus fuerit Henoch, et cur eum Deus tam singulari ratione ex hominum consortio et societate subducere, et tam mirabili modo tot annorum millia vivum conservare voluerit. Ad priorem quaestionem ita respondet Chrysostomus homilia 21 in Genesim: Si quis, inquit, curiosius rogare velit quem in locum Deus Henoch transtulerit, aut num usque ad praesens vivat, discat non
But someone may ask into what place Enoch was translated, and why God willed to withdraw him from the fellowship and society of men by so singular a plan, and to preserve him alive so many thousands of years in so wonderful a manner. To the former question Chrysostom answers thus, in homily 21 on Genesis: 'If anyone should wish too curiously to ask into what place God translated Enoch, or whether he lives to the present, let him learn not2



non convenire humanis mentibus curiosius ea quae à Deo fiunt explorare, sed credere his quae dicuntur à Deo. Nam quando Deus aliquid pronuntiat, dictis eius contradicendum non est, sed digna fide habenda sunt, quoniam à Deo pronuntiata sunt, etiam si oculis nostris non videantur. Enimvero Scriptura dixit quòd transtulit illum Deus, et quòd viventem transtulit, et quod mortem ille non sit expertus, sed ob suum quem apud Deum habebat favorem superior factus sit divina sententia contra humanum genus prolata. Quo autem hunc transtulerit et quomodo nunc agat, non adiecit. Sic Chrysostomus.
that it is not fitting for human minds too curiously to search out the things done by God, but to believe the things said by God. For when God pronounces anything, his words are not to be contradicted, but held worthy of faith, since they were pronounced by God, even if they are not seen by our eyes. For truly Scripture said that God translated him, and that he translated him alive, and that he did not experience death, but on account of the favor he had with God was made superior to the divine sentence pronounced against the human race. But into what place he translated him, and how he now fares, it did not add.' Thus Chrysostom.3



In libro Ecclesiastici capite 44, secundùm Latinam interpretationem nostram, scriptum est Henoch fuisse translatum in Paradisum. Dixi secundùm Latinam interpretationem, quia Graecè in eo loco non est illud, In Paradisum; sed ita ferè pervulgatum est creditúrque Henoch et Eliam esse in Paradiso. Rupertus libro 3 Commentariorum in Genesim capite 33 tradit Henoch et Eliam ductos esse in secretam quandam et amoenissimam terrae regionem, ubi in magna carnis et spiritus quiete vivunt, quo usque ad finem mundi redeant et mortis debita solvant. Id quod Rupertus sumpsit ex Beato Gregorio. Sed utrùm Henoch versetur in Paradiso terrestri ex quo Adam eiectus est, necne, tractatum est à nobis suprà in libro 3 de Paradiso, disputatione prima quae est de Loco et situ Paradisi, quaestione 5, qua quaeritur utrum etiam nunc Paradisus existat. Et paulò infrà, tractando quaestionem septimam huius disputationis, enucleatius idem disputabitur.
In the book of Ecclesiasticus, chapter 44, according to our Latin translation, it is written that Enoch was translated into Paradise. I said 'according to the Latin translation,' because in the Greek there is not, in that place, that phrase 'into Paradise'; but it is thus commonly current, and it is believed that Enoch and Elijah are in Paradise. Rupert, in book 3 of his Commentaries on Genesis, chapter 33, hands down that Enoch and Elijah were led into a certain secret and most pleasant region of the earth, where they live in great quiet of flesh and spirit, until they return at the end of the world and pay the debts of death. This Rupert took from blessed Gregory. But whether Enoch dwells in the terrestrial Paradise from which Adam was cast out, or not, has been treated by us above in book 3, On Paradise, in the first disputation, which is on the Place and Situation of Paradise, question 5, where it is asked whether Paradise even now exists. And a little below, in treating the seventh question of this disputation, the same will be discussed more fully.4



Translator’s notes
	Third quaestio of the disputation on Enoch. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'What St. Chrysostom wrote about Enoch's translation.' Chrysostom, homily 21 on Genesis. Continues on the next page (catchword 'non'). ↩
	Chrysostom's answer: it is not fitting for human minds to inquire too curiously into what God does, but to believe what God says. Scripture says God translated Enoch alive and that he did not taste death; but where and how he now lives it did not add. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Where he now dwells.' Ecclesiasticus 44:16 (Latin) has Enoch translated 'into Paradise,' but the Greek lacks 'into Paradise'; it is commonly believed Enoch and Elijah are in Paradise. Rupert (Comm. in Gen. III.33, from Gregory) places them in a secret, most pleasant region of earth, living in quiet until they return at the world's end to pay death's debt. Whether Enoch is in the terrestrial Paradise Pererius treats in his own book 3, De Paradiso, disp. 1, q.5, and more fully in q.7 below. ↩
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QUESTION IV. Why God translated Enoch in this way.1
QUAESTIO IIII. Cur Deus sic Henoch transtulerit.



Cur autem Deus ita Henoch transferre voluerit, breviter respondendo tres causas afferre possumus. Primò quidem, ut fidem faceret immortalitatis Adamo promissae ac praestandae, nisi Dei legem ipse violasset. Qualis enim tot annorum millia vivit et usque ad extremum mundi tempus victurus est Henoch -- scilicet vegeto corpore, illibata sanitate, integris viribus, et ab omni malo et molestia vacuus -- talis omnino Adam, si praeceptis Dei obtemperasset, omni tempore dum in terris ageret futurus erat. Deinde, voluit Deus in Henoch specimen quoddam praebere nobis eius immortalitatis quam post resurrectionem adepturi sumus, corporibus ad vitam revocatis et ex terra in coelestes sedes sublatis iísque beatis et immortalibus. Cur enim non credamus Deum hoc sanctis praestaturum, quem legimus tot annorum millia Henoch non tantùm ab interitu sed etiam ab omni molestia et incommodo corporis, ac fortasse etiam sine ullo cibo potúque, in terris conservare? Ad haec illud quoque addi potest: sic esse à Deo Henoch translatum et usque ad consummationem saeculi in hac mortali vita conservandum, quod novissimo mundi tempore, ut antiqua fert traditio et fidelium persuasione creditum
But why God willed to translate Enoch in this way we can, answering briefly, bring forward three causes. First, that he might give assurance of the immortality promised to Adam and to be granted him, had he not himself violated God's law. For such as Enoch now lives for so many thousands of years, and will live until the last time of the world -- namely with a vigorous body, unimpaired health, full strength, and free from all evil and trouble -- such altogether would Adam have been, had he obeyed God's commands, for all the time he passed on earth. Next, God willed in Enoch to furnish us a certain specimen of that immortality which we shall obtain after the resurrection, when our bodies are recalled to life and raised from earth into the heavenly seats, blessed and immortal. For why should we not believe that God will grant this to the saints, whom we read to preserve Enoch on earth for so many thousands of years not only from death but also from all trouble and discomfort of body, and perhaps even without any food or drink? To these may also be added this: that Enoch was so translated by God, and is to be preserved in this mortal life until the consummation of the age, because in the last time of the world, as ancient tradition holds and as is believed by the persuasion of the faithful,2



creditum est, praedicator et propugnator fidei Christi et doctrinae Evangelicae adversus oppugnationem et persecutionem Antichristi futurus sit. Verùm hac de re diligenter et accuratè disputatum à nobis est in libro 15 Commentariorum nostrorum in Danielem, super illis verbis capitis 12 libri Danielis, In illo tempore consurget Michaël, etc. His libet attexere alias quasdam causas cur Deus sic Henoch transferre voluerit, à Chrysostomo et Theodoreto expositas. Chrysostomus igitur homilia 21 in Genesim ita scribit: Quia post transgressionem Adae inventus est homo qui ad virtutum culmen ascenderet et primi parentis peccatum revocaret, ob suam quam apud Deum habebat gratiam (vide boni Dei excellentem misericordiam), quia, inquam, invenit aliquem qui potuit peccatum Adae revocare, monstrando reipsa quia non volens mortem humano generi invehere propter mandati transgressionem eum qui mandatum acceperat condemnaverit, nunc viventem illum transfert. Et placuit, inquit, Henoch Deo, et non est inventus, eò quòd transtulit illum Deus. Vides sapientiam Domini? Viventem transtulit, non immortalitatem largitus est, ut peccandi metum enutriret, sed morti in humanum genus suum ius reliquit. Propter hoc iterum obscurè, ut ita dicam, et latenter revocare vult sententiam quam contra Adam protulit, sed manifestum hoc non facit, ut timor illius emendationem servet: et idcirco Henoch, cùm sibi multùm placeret, transtulit. Et paulò post: Vidisti benignitatem Domini, quomodo inventum virum qui virtute operatus est non fraudavit dignitate quam protoplasto ante mandati transgressionem largitus erat, docens nos quòd et illum, nisi daemonis deceptione maioris culpae fecisset quam mandatum, eodem vel maiori honore dignatus fuisset. Sic Chrysostomus.
it is believed, he will be a preacher and champion of the faith of Christ and of Gospel doctrine against the assault and persecution of Antichrist. But this matter has been diligently and accurately disputed by us in book 15 of our Commentaries on Daniel, upon those words of chapter 12 of the book of Daniel, 'In that time Michael shall arise,' etc. To these it is fitting to add certain other causes why God willed thus to translate Enoch, set forth by Chrysostom and Theodoret. Chrysostom, then, writes thus in homily 21 on Genesis: 'Because after Adam's transgression a man was found who ascended to the height of virtues and reversed the first parent's sin, on account of the grace he had with God (behold the excellent mercy of the good God) -- because, I say, he found one who could reverse Adam's sin, showing in very deed that, not willing to bring death upon the human race, he had condemned for the transgression of the command the one who had received the command, he now translates him alive. And it says, Enoch pleased God, and was not found, because God translated him. Do you see the Lord's wisdom? He translated him alive; he did not bestow immortality, that he might nourish the fear of sinning, but kept his own right of death over the human race. For this reason again he wishes, obscurely, so to speak, and secretly, to revoke the sentence he pronounced against Adam; but he does not do this openly, that fear may preserve amendment: and therefore he translated Enoch, since he pleased him greatly.' And a little after: 'You have seen the Lord's kindness, how he did not defraud the man he found -- who had wrought by virtue -- of the dignity he had bestowed on the first-formed before the transgression of the command, teaching us that him too, had he not by the devil's deception committed a greater fault than the command, he would have deemed worthy of the same or greater honor.' Thus Chrysostom.3



Theodoretus autem 45 quaestione in Genesim, cùm quaesisset et quem in locum et quam ob causam Deus Henoch transtulisset, ita respondet: Non inquirenda sunt quae silentio sunt tradita, sed veneranda quae scripta sunt. Ego verò puto Deum omnium hoc fecisse ad consolandos virtutis athletas. Cùm enim Abel, primus iustitiae fructus, immaturus adhuc radicitus abscissus esset, nulláque resurrectionis spes tum homines consolaretur, transtulit omnium Deus ipsum Henoch sibi gratissimum, eúmque seiunxit à mortalium vita, ut quicumque piè vivere statuerit animadvertat quanto in honore habendus sit: cùm Deus omnium, qui iustus est et iustè gubernat universa, Henoch honore prosecutus sit, Abel quoque ornamento carere non permittet. Hac de causa illum quidem occidi conspexit, Henoch autem transtulit, ut huius praedicatione futuram indicaret resurrectionem. Qui enim in hac vita virtutis remunerationem non fuerit adeptus, illam in altera vita certò consequetur. Haec Theodoretus.
Theodoret, in question 45 on Genesis, having asked both into what place and for what cause God translated Enoch, answers thus: 'The things handed down in silence are not to be inquired into, but the things that are written are to be venerated. For my part I think that the God of all did this to console the athletes of virtue. For since Abel, the first fruit of justice, had been cut off at the root while yet unripe, and no hope of resurrection then consoled men, the God of all translated Enoch himself, most pleasing to him, and separated him from the life of mortals, so that whoever resolves to live piously may consider in how great honor he is to be held: since the God of all, who is just and governs all things justly, has attended Enoch with honor, he will not permit Abel either to lack his adornment. For this cause he beheld the one indeed slain, but translated Enoch, that by this he might indicate the future resurrection. For whoever has not obtained the reward of virtue in this life will certainly attain it in the other life.' Thus Theodoret.4



Translator’s notes
	Fourth quaestio of the disputation on Enoch. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Three causes for which God translated Enoch.' (1) To give assurance of the immortality promised to Adam had he not sinned -- Enoch's ageless, healthy life is what Adam's would have been in obedience; (2) to furnish a specimen of the immortality we shall gain after the resurrection; (3, beginning) because in the last times, by ancient tradition, [Enoch will return as champion against Antichrist]. Continues on the next page (catchword 'creditum'). ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Why Enoch was translated, from St. Chrysostom.' Completion of the third cause: Enoch will be preacher and champion of Christ's faith against Antichrist -- treated fully in Pererius's Commentary on Daniel, book 15, on Dan 12:1 ('In that time Michael shall arise'). Then Chrysostom (hom. 21 on Genesis): because after Adam's fall a man reached the height of virtue and reversed the first parent's sin, God translated him alive -- showing he did not willingly bring death on mankind -- yet did not grant immortality, lest the fear of sinning be weakened; he keeps his right of death but obscurely revokes Adam's sentence in Enoch. ↩
	Theodoret, Questions on Genesis 45: what is passed over in silence is not to be inquired into. He holds God translated Enoch to console the athletes of virtue: since Abel, the first fruit of justice, was cut off young with no hope of resurrection then, God translated his most-beloved Enoch as a sign that virtue is honored and that the reward not received in this life is certainly obtained in the next -- and to indicate by it the future resurrection. ↩




QUESTION V. Whether Enoch, living on earth, now sees the essence of God

LatineEnglish


QUESTION V. Whether Enoch, living on earth, now sees the essence of God.1
QUAESTIO V. Utrum Henoch in terris vivens, nunc videat essentiam Dei.



Verum illud non facilè est ad explicandum, ad agnitionem tamen pulcherrimum videtur, utrùm Henoch, postquàm translatus est, videat Deum beatifica divinae essentiae visione fruens. Licèt enim vitam in corpore et in terris agat, et aliquando sit moriturus, hoc tamen non obstat quo minus hoc singulari Dei munere et beneficio affici potuerit, ad eum nempe modum quo nonnulli credunt Mosem et Paulum in raptu vidisse Deum, et quemadmodum Dominus noster, dum in terris vixit, secundùm partem superiorem animi beatus et comprehensor erat, secundum partem autem inferiorem viator. Gregorius Nazianzenus in secunda Oratione de Theologia, in dubio et incerto hoc relinquens, Licet, inquit, Henoch hinc translatus sit, non tamen constat utrùm iam comprehenderit Dei naturam, an sit adhuc comprehensurus. Beatus Hieronymus in epistola quam scripsit ad Pammachium adversus errores Ioannis Hierosolymitani, dicens Henoch frui Dei consortio et vesci cibo coelesti, id est ipso Deo, videtur indicare eum frui beatifico Dei conspectu.
But this is not easy to explain, though it seems most beautiful for knowledge: whether Enoch, after he was translated, sees God, enjoying the beatific vision of the divine essence. For although he passes his life in the body and on earth, and will at some time die, this nonetheless does not prevent him from having been able to be endowed with this singular gift and benefit of God -- namely in the manner in which some believe Moses and Paul saw God in rapture, and just as our Lord, while he lived on earth, was according to the higher part of his mind blessed and a comprehensor, but according to the lower part a wayfarer. Gregory Nazianzen, in the second Oration on Theology, leaving this in doubt and uncertainty, says: 'Although Enoch was translated hence, yet it is not established whether he has already comprehended the nature of God, or is still to comprehend it.' Blessed Jerome, in the epistle he wrote to Pammachius against the errors of John of Jerusalem, saying that Enoch enjoys the fellowship of God and feeds on heavenly food, that is on God himself, seems to indicate that he enjoys the beatific sight of God.2



Potest sane quaestio haec in utramque partem satis probabiliter agitari et disceptari. Nam quòd Henoch post suam translationem Deum viderit, hunc in modum argumentari licet: Si Henoch Deum non videt, ergo est viator et in statu merendi; et cùm sanctissimus sit Deóque charissimus, et in magna spiritus et carnis quiete vivat, et his omnibus quae hominem à bene agendo aut revocare aut retardare possunt expeditus et omnino solutus et liber sit, existimare convenit ipsum flagrantissimo amore Deum diligere et perfectissimos ac frequentissimos charitatis actus exercere. Cùm igitur tot millia annorum adhuc vixerit victurúsque sit usque ad consummationem saeculi, hinc plane conficeretur in tantùm multiplicatum et auctum iri eius merita, ut ad extremum omnes Sanctos, etiam ut videtur Beatam Virginem, meritorum multitudine ac magnitudine sit superaturus. At hoc nullo modo videtur concedendum. Pro certo enim est apud Theologos cunctósque fideles beatissimam Virginem gratiae et gloriae praestantia longissimè omnes Sanctos et coelestes spiritus esse supergressam. Quin probabile admodum est magnum Christi praecursorem Ioannem Baptistam et beatissimos Apostolorum principes Petrum et Paulum maioribus fuisse meritis praeditos quàm futurus sit Henoch; namque ut maior fuit gratia novi Testamenti quàm veteris, ita credibile est Patres et principes novi Testamenti Patriarchis et Prophetis aliísque Patribus veteris Testamenti gratiae abundantia et praestantia superiores fuisse. Si est igitur absurdum Henoch merito et praemio superiorem futurum omnibus Sanctis -- id autem sequitur ex eo quod ponitur Henoch esse in statu merendi -- hoc ergo negandum est, et quod huic est consequens sine dubitatione affirmandum: Henoch, postquam translatus est, fuisse secundùm partem superiorem animae beatum et comprehensorem, beatifica visione Dei essentiam videndo. Hanc opinionem Catharinus in libello de Consummata gloria Christi maximè approbat, sed nullis tamen eam argumentis, nullis auctoritatibus, denique sola adseveratione sua confirmat. Ex adverso autem Henoch non videre Dei essentiam multis et validis
This question can indeed be argued and disputed on both sides with fair probability. For that Enoch, after his translation, has seen God, one may argue in this way: If Enoch does not see God, then he is a wayfarer and in the state of meriting; and since he is most holy and most dear to God, and lives in great quiet of spirit and flesh, and is free, wholly loosed and unencumbered from all those things which can recall or retard a man from acting well, it is fitting to reckon that he loves God with most ardent love and exercises the most perfect and most frequent acts of charity. Since therefore he has now lived so many thousands of years and will live until the consummation of the age, it would plainly follow that his merits would be so multiplied and increased that at the last he would surpass all the Saints -- even, it seems, the Blessed Virgin -- in the multitude and greatness of his merits. But this seems in no way to be granted. For it is certain among the theologians and all the faithful that the most blessed Virgin has by far surpassed, in the excellence of grace and glory, all the Saints and heavenly spirits. Indeed it is quite probable that the great forerunner of Christ, John the Baptist, and the most blessed chiefs of the Apostles, Peter and Paul, were endowed with greater merits than Enoch will be; for as the grace of the New Testament was greater than that of the Old, so it is credible that the Fathers and chiefs of the New Testament were superior in abundance and excellence of grace to the Patriarchs and Prophets and the other Fathers of the Old Testament. If, then, it is absurd that Enoch should be superior in merit and reward to all the Saints -- and this follows from positing Enoch to be in the state of meriting -- this therefore must be denied, and what follows from it must be affirmed without doubt: that Enoch, after he was translated, was, according to the higher part of the soul, blessed and a comprehensor, seeing God's essence by the beatific vision. This opinion Catharinus, in his little book On the Consummate Glory of Christ, very much approves, yet confirms it by no arguments, no authorities, and finally by his own assertion alone. On the contrary, however, that Enoch does not see God's essence is [supported] by many and strong3



validis argumentis probari potest. Principio, sapienter illud à Sancto Thoma dictum est in 3 parte, quaestione 1, articulo 3: De his quae supra naturam sunt, nec sine magno divinae omnipotentiae miraculo effici possunt, non est quicquam affirmandum nisi quod per divinam revelationem nobis innotuit, scilicet aut quia traditum est in divina Scriptura, aut ex ea facilè colligi potest, aut certa Ecclesiae traditione constat, aut Patrum et Theologorum doctrina nititur: atqui nihil horum suppetit ad probandum Henoch videre Dei essentiam; non potest igitur sine temeritate id affirmari. Quinimo videtur isti opinioni divina Scriptura multis locis contradicere. Apud Ioannem enim capite 1 Evangelii et 1 Epistola capite 4 scriptum est, Deum nemo vidit unquam; et Dominus noster apud Ioannem capite 6 dixit, Non quia Patrem vidit quisquam, nisi is qui est à Deo, hic vidit Patrem; et Paulus 1 Epistola ad Timotheum capite ultimo, de Deo loquens, Quem, inquit, nullus hominum vidit, sed nec videre potest. Et in capite 33 Exodi traditur Mosi, roganti Deum ut ipsi ostenderet faciem suam, respondisse eum, Faciem meam videre non poteris, non enim videbit me homo et vivet. Nec verò credibile est Henoch meliori esse conditione et feliciori statu vitae quàm fuerit Adam in paradiso terrestri ante peccatum, futurúsque erat nisi peccasset: sed Adam in eo statu nec vidit nec visurus erat Dei essentiam; ergo nec eam videt Henoch.
can be proved by strong arguments. First, it was wisely said by Saint Thomas, in the third part, question 1, article 3: Of things that are above nature, and cannot be brought about without a great miracle of the divine omnipotence, nothing is to be affirmed except what has become known to us by divine revelation -- namely, either because it is handed down in divine Scripture, or can be easily gathered from it, or is established by a certain tradition of the Church, or rests on the doctrine of the Fathers and theologians; but none of these is available to prove that Enoch sees God's essence; therefore it cannot be affirmed without rashness. Rather, divine Scripture seems to contradict that opinion in many places. For in John, chapter 1 of the Gospel, and 1 [John], chapter 4, it is written, No one has ever seen God; and our Lord in John chapter 6 said, Not that anyone has seen the Father, except him who is from God, he has seen the Father; and Paul, in his first Epistle to Timothy, last chapter, speaking of God, says, Whom no man has seen, nor can see. And in chapter 33 of Exodus it is related that, to Moses asking God to show him his face, he answered, You cannot see my face, for man shall not see me and live. Nor indeed is it credible that Enoch is in a better condition and a happier state of life than Adam was in the terrestrial Paradise before sin, and would have been had he not sinned: but Adam in that state neither saw nor would have seen God's essence; therefore neither does Enoch see it.4



Mosem quidem et Paulum ad breve tempus vidisse Deum videtur subindicare Scriptura. Scriptum est enim in capite 33 Exodi Mosem loqui solitum cum Deo facie ad faciem sicut loquitur homo cum amico suo; et in libro Numerorum capite 12 dicitur Deus apparere et loqui solitus Mosi, non per aenigmata et figuras sed palam et ore ad os. Paulus quoque 2 ad Corinthios capite 12 affirmat se raptum fuisse usque ad tertium coelum et audisse arcana verba quae non licet homini loqui. Quamobrem Mosen vidisse Deum censisse videtur Basilius homilia 1 in Hexaemeron, et Ambrosius libro 1 in Hexaemeron capite 2, Augustinus item libro 12 super Genesim ad litteram capite 27 et Epistola 112 capite 12, necnon et Beatus Thomas 1 parte quaestione 12 articulo 11, et 2.2 quaestione 174 articulo 4 et 175 articulo 3.
That Moses and Paul saw God for a brief time Scripture seems to hint. For it is written in chapter 33 of Exodus that Moses was accustomed to speak with God face to face, as a man speaks with his friend; and in the book of Numbers chapter 12 it is said that God was accustomed to appear and speak to Moses, not through riddles and figures, but openly and mouth to mouth. Paul too, in 2 Corinthians chapter 12, affirms that he was caught up to the third heaven and heard secret words which it is not lawful for a man to utter. Wherefore Basil (homily 1 on the Hexaemeron), Ambrose (Hexaemeron book 1, chapter 2), Augustine likewise (On Genesis according to the Letter, book 12, chapter 27, and Epistle 112, chapter 12), and also Saint Thomas (part 1, question 12, article 11, and 2-2, question 174, article 4, and question 175, article 3) seem to have judged that Moses saw God.5



Nihilominus tamen plerique Theologi et Patres constanter negarunt Deum secundum essentiam visum esse vel à Mose vel à Paulo. Horum Princeps numerandus est Dionysius Areopagita in libro de Coelesti hierarchia capite 4 et in libro de Mystica Theologia capite 1, quem secuti sunt Gregorius Nazianzenus in Oratione 6 de Theologia, Hieronymus super capite 6 Esaiae, Cyrillus libro 1 Commentariorum in Ioannem, Gregorius libro 18 Moralium capite 6; quin ipse Augustinus tractatu 2 in Evangelium Ioannis, explanans illa verba, Deum nemo vidit unquam, apertissimis verbis affirmat Deum non esse visum à Mose, idque ex ipsius Scripturae verbis argumentatur. Beatus quoque Thomas 1.2 quaestione 98 articulo 3 ait Mosen dici vidisse Deum et locutum fuisse cum eo facie ad faciem secundùm existimationem vulgi et populi Hebraei, qui sic de illo sentiebat; aut eo modo loquendi significari excellentissimam omnium cognitionem et contempla-
Nevertheless most theologians and Fathers have constantly denied that God was seen according to his essence either by Moses or by Paul. Chief among these is to be reckoned Dionysius the Areopagite, in his book On the Celestial Hierarchy chapter 4, and in his book On Mystical Theology chapter 1, whom Gregory Nazianzen followed (in Oration 6, on Theology), Jerome (on chapter 6 of Isaiah), Cyril (book 1 of his Commentaries on John), Gregory (book 18 of the Morals, chapter 6); indeed Augustine himself, in Tractate 2 on the Gospel of John, explaining those words, No one has ever seen God, affirms in the plainest words that God was not seen by Moses, and argues it from the very words of Scripture. Blessed Thomas too (1-2, question 98, article 3) says that Moses is said to have seen God and to have spoken with him face to face according to the opinion of the common people and of the Hebrew nation, which thought thus of him; or that by that manner of speaking is signified the most excellent knowledge and contempla-6



tionem Dei, quae infra claram divinae essentiae visionem homini in terris viventi concedi possit. Si igitur plerique Theologi et Patres negant Deum visum esse à Mose et Paulo -- quod tamen subindicare videtur Scriptura, et à magnis Doctoribus existimatum et proditum est -- quantò minus id sentire licet de Henoch, de quo nihil tale divina Scriptura uspiam significat, nec ab ullo Patrum traditum est?
tion of God, such as can be granted to a man living on earth below the clear vision of the divine essence. If, then, most theologians and Fathers deny that God was seen by Moses and Paul -- which Scripture nonetheless seems to hint, and which was held and handed down by great Doctors -- how much less may it be held of Enoch, of whom divine Scripture nowhere signifies any such thing, nor has it been handed down by any of the Fathers?7



Adiice, quod simul esse comprehensorem et viatorem in terris proprium videtur fuisse Christi Domini nostri, propterea iure concessum ipsi, quia solus omnium hominum simul fuit homo et Deus, et caput omnium electorum totiúsque tam militantis quàm triumphantis Ecclesiae, denique quia auctor gratiae et gloriae omnibus hominibus futurus erat. Huc spectat illa eiusdem Domini sententia quae memoratur in capite 3 Evangelii Ioannis, Nemo ascendit in coelum nisi qui descendit de coelo, Filius hominis qui est in coelo. Illud denique ad huius sententiae confirmationem valet plurimum, quòd et sacra Scriptura significat et Patres affirmatissimè tradunt Dominum nostrum Iesum Christum aperuisse hominibus aditum in Coelum, cunctis ante ipsum clausum, et introduxisse homines in conspectum et gloriam Dei Patris; quod verum non esset si Henoch per tot annorum millia ante Christum vidisset Deum. Neque enim ad veritatem vel perfectionem visionis Dei refert videatur ne Deus ab homine vel ab Angelo, in Coelis an in terris: non enim minus perfectè ac beatè vident Deum Angeli sancti cùm sunt in terris quàm cùm versantur in Coelis; nec Dominus noster, dum fuit in terris, minus perfectè vidit Deum quàm posteà cùm in Coelos ascendit. Atque haec quidem sententia propter supradictas rationes longè probabilior haberi debet.
Add that to be at once a comprehensor and a wayfarer on earth seems to have been proper to Christ our Lord, and therefore rightly granted to him, because he alone of all men was at once man and God, and the head of all the elect and of the whole Church both militant and triumphant, and finally because he was to be the author of grace and glory to all men. To this looks that saying of the same Lord recorded in chapter 3 of John's Gospel: No one has ascended into heaven except him who descended from heaven, the Son of Man who is in heaven. Finally, this avails very much to confirm this view: that both sacred Scripture signifies and the Fathers most emphatically hand down that our Lord Jesus Christ opened to men the entrance into Heaven, closed to all before him, and led men into the sight and glory of God the Father; which would not be true if Enoch had seen God through so many thousands of years before Christ. For it does not matter, as to the truth or perfection of the vision of God, whether God be seen by a man or by an angel, in the Heavens or on earth: for the holy angels see God no less perfectly and blessedly when they are on earth than when they are in the Heavens; nor did our Lord, while he was on earth, see God less perfectly than afterward when he ascended into the Heavens. And this view, on account of the aforesaid reasons, ought to be held far the more probable.8



Ad illud verò quod huic sententiae suprà opponebatur -- Si Henoch post suam translationem non fuisset secundùm partem superiorem beatus et comprehensor, sed mansisset in statu viatoris et merendi, fore ut ad extremum multitudine meritorum omnes Sanctos transcenderet -- dupliciter responderi potest. Dicatur enim id quod quibusdam clari nominis in Theologia placuit: Humanum meritum apud Deum non modò crescere propter intentionem et frequentiam actus meritorii, sed etiam propter maiorem sanctitatem personae operantis et abundantiorem atque praestantiorem gratiam ei donatam à Deo, quemadmodum Theologi dicunt gratiam unionis Christi in infinitum auxisse dignitatem et vim meritorum eius. Quoniam igitur Beatae Virgini tanta concessa est à Deo gratia et sanctitas quanta nulla unquam pura creatura vel habet vel habitura est, hinc fit ut nullus homo, quantumlibet multiplicet actus meritorios, gratiam Beatae Virginis eiúsque merita sit adaequaturus. Sciebat igitur Deus quanta essent futura merita Henoch, et quia matrem suam super omnes, ut par erat, extollere voluit, intensivè tantam ei gratiam infudit, et frequentissimè, dum illa vixit in terris, ad tam perfectos actus me-
But to that which was above objected against this view -- that if Enoch, after his translation, were not blessed and a comprehensor according to the higher part, but had remained in the state of a wayfarer and of meriting, it would come about that at the last he would surpass all the Saints in the multitude of his merits -- it can be answered in two ways. For let that be said which has pleased certain men of famous name in Theology: that human merit before God grows not only by the intention and frequency of the meritorious act, but also by the greater holiness of the person acting and by the more abundant and more excellent grace given to him by God -- just as the theologians say that the grace of Christ's union infinitely increased the dignity and the force of his merits. Since therefore so great a grace and holiness was granted by God to the Blessed Virgin as no pure creature ever has or ever will have, hence it comes about that no man, however much he multiplies meritorious acts, will equal the grace of the Blessed Virgin and her merits. God therefore knew how great Enoch's future merits would be, and because he willed to exalt his mother above all, as was fitting, he intensively poured into her so great a grace, and most frequently, while she lived on earth, [moved her] to acts so perfectly meri-9



ritorios edendos cum ea concurrit, ut longè maiora et excellentiora fuerint merita beatissimae Virginis quàm omnia Henoch merita futura sint. Illud praeterea respondeatur: Henoch fuisse tantùm in statu merendi usque ad suam translationem; post id verò temporis, usque ad extremum mundi tempus quo iterum apparebit hominibus et veritati doctrinae Christi testimonium perhibebit adversus Antichristum, nihil meruisse eum aut meriturum. Voluit enim Deus ut hoc ei translatio illa esset quod aliis hominibus est mors, terminus scilicet bene aut malè merendi. Plurimum tamen meruit Henoch tempore suae translationis, tam longam dilationem suae glorificationis (quod eam intelligeret ad magnam Dei gloriam et utilitatem Ecclesiae pertinere) promptissimo et laetissimo animo approbando et amplectendo. Plurimùm quoque merebitur novissimo mundi tempore, testificando, praedicando, et defendendo fidem Christi adversus Antichristum, et pro ea morté, ut creditur, subeundo: intermedio autem tempore expers meriti est. Et licet in maxima corporis et animi quiete et iucunditate vivat, non tamen Deum videt, sed maximis bonis et gaudiis tam corpore quàm animo fruitur. Itaque cogitare oportet de Henoch nondum mortuo quod de iustis hominibus mortuis (licet non verè) senserunt plurimi et gravissimi Patres, affirmantes eorum animas corporibus egressas amplissimis et iucundissimis bonis potiri, ante diem tamen iudicii faciem Dei non videre.
torious, that the merits of the most blessed Virgin were far greater and more excellent than all Enoch's merits will ever be. Let this besides be answered: that Enoch was in the state of meriting only until his translation; but after that time, until the last time of the world when he will again appear to men and bear witness against Antichrist to the truth of Christ's doctrine, he has merited nothing nor will he merit. For God willed that that translation should be for him what death is for other men -- namely the terminus of meriting well or ill. Yet Enoch merited greatly at the time of his translation, by approving and embracing with a most ready and joyful mind so long a deferral of his glorification (since he understood it to pertain to God's great glory and the benefit of the Church). He will also merit greatly at the last time of the world, by testifying, preaching, and defending the faith of Christ against Antichrist, and (as is believed) undergoing death for it; but in the intermediate time he is without merit. And although he lives in the greatest quiet and delight of body and soul, yet he does not see God, but enjoys the greatest goods and joys in both body and soul. And so we must think of Enoch, not yet dead, what many and very grave Fathers thought (though not truly) of just men who had died: affirming that their souls, gone out of their bodies, possess the fullest and most delightful goods, yet do not see the face of God before the day of judgment.10



Et huic quidem opinationi fidem Moses facere videtur hoc loco, dicens omnes annos Henoch fuisse trecentos sexagintaquinque, solùm commemorans tempus eius ante translationem, et quod deinde secutum est reticens, quasi ut hominis mortui computari debeat. Videlicet Henoch, non solùm quantum ad notitiam hominum (quibus eius habitatio, conversatio, et videndi modus planè incognitus est), sed etiam quantum ad viam, extra statum merendi est constitutus. Si neutrum hoc responsum doctis viris placuerit, cogitent ipsi atque commententur aliquid quo melius hic nodus exolvatur. Nam mihi ad praesens nec iis quae dixi probabilius aliud in mentem venit, et stat dicentibus Henoch Dei essentiam videre nequaquàm assentiri.
And to this opinion Moses too seems to lend credit in this place, saying that all the years of Enoch were three hundred sixty-five -- recording only his time before the translation, and passing over in silence what followed, as though he ought to be reckoned as a dead man. That is, Enoch is set outside the state of meriting, not only as regards the knowledge of men (to whom his dwelling, manner of life, and mode of seeing are utterly unknown), but also as regards the 'way' (as a wayfarer). If neither of these answers pleases learned men, let them themselves think and devise something by which this knot may be better untied. For at present nothing more probable than what I have said comes into my mind, and I stand firm in by no means assenting to those who say that Enoch sees God's essence.11



Sed quaerat aliquis quorsum Deus Henoch tanto miraculo per tot annorum millia vivum in terris conservet. Nam si ideo conservatur à Deo ut ipse, qui ferè in exordio mundi fuit (annos enim propè trecentos cum Adamo primo homine versatus est), in fine mundi et in persecutione Antichristi multùm laboranti Ecclesiae magno sit subsidio et solatio, sua testificatione et praedicatione fidem Christi et doctrinam Evangelicam adversus furorem et rabiem Antichristi fortissimè propugnando et defendendo: videtur fuisse convenientius futurum, tunc temporis cùm opus erit, eum à Deo ex mortuis ad vitam revocari, sicut multi ex mortuis resurrexerunt ut testificarentur resurrectionem Christi; ad id igitur perficiendum non videtur opus
But someone may ask to what end God preserves Enoch alive on earth by so great a miracle for so many thousands of years. For if he is preserved by God so that he -- who lived nearly at the beginning of the world (for he passed nearly three hundred years with Adam the first man) -- may at the end of the world, and in the persecution of Antichrist, be a great help and comfort to the sorely-laboring Church, by his testimony and preaching most stoutly championing and defending the faith of Christ and the Gospel doctrine against the fury and rage of Antichrist: it would seem to have been more fitting that, at that time when there shall be need, he be recalled by God from the dead to life, as many rose from the dead to bear witness to the resurrection of Christ; for the accomplishing of this, therefore, there seems no need12



opus fuisse tanto miraculo. Sed profectò si quis attendat, facilè intelliget minus consentaneum fuisse Henoch, iam beatum in coelis Deóque fruentem, iterum in corpus mortale ac patibile retrudere, et acerbissimis cruciatibus mortíque per summam Antichristi crudelitatem inferendae subiicere.
of so great a miracle. But surely, if one attends, he will easily understand that it would have been less fitting to thrust Enoch -- now blessed in the heavens and enjoying God -- back again into a mortal and passible body, and to subject him to the most bitter torments and to a death inflicted through the utmost cruelty of Antichrist.13



Translator’s notes
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	Marginal gloss: 'That Enoch does not see God's essence is proved by many reasons.' The contra case: Aquinas (Summa III q.1 a.3) -- of things above nature nothing is to be affirmed but what divine revelation makes known; none of these supports Enoch's seeing God's essence. Scripture opposes it: John 1:18 / 1 John 4:12; John 6:46; 1 Tim 6:16; Exod 33:20. Nor is Enoch better off than sinless Adam, who did not and would not have seen God's essence in the earthly Paradise. ↩
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	The vision that could be granted to a man living on earth is below the clear vision of the divine essence. If most theologians and Fathers deny even Moses and Paul saw God's essence (though Scripture hints it and great Doctors held it), far less may it be held of Enoch, of whom Scripture says nothing and no Father hands it down. ↩
	Marginal glosses: 'God is seen equally perfectly by the blessed on earth as in heaven'; 'The more probable view.' To be at once comprehensor and viator on earth was proper to Christ alone, since he alone was at once man and God, head of the whole Church (cf. John 3:13). Christ opened heaven, closed to all before him -- which would be false if Enoch had seen God for millennia before Christ. (Vision-perfection does not depend on place: angels see God as perfectly on earth as in heaven; even the Lord on earth saw God no less perfectly than after his ascension.) This view is far the more probable. ↩
	Marginal glosses: 'Whether Enoch, living until judgment day, will surpass all the Saints in the multitude of his merits'; 'Why no one can ever approach the merits of the Blessed Virgin.' First reply to the objection: merit grows not only by intention and frequency of acts but by the greater holiness of the person and more abundant grace (as Christ's grace of union infinitely raised the worth of his merits). Since the Virgin received grace beyond any pure creature, no man can equal her merits; God, foreknowing Enoch's merits and willing to exalt his mother above all, infused into her such grace that her merits far exceed all Enoch's. Continues on the next page (catchword 'ritorio'). ↩
	Marginal glosses: 'Enoch has merited nothing after his translation'; 'At the world's end he will merit greatly.' Second reply: Enoch was in the state of meriting only until his translation, which for him is what death is for others. He merited greatly in accepting the long deferral of his glory with joyful will, and will merit greatly at the end by preaching against Antichrist and (as believed) dying for the faith; but in between he is without merit. Living in great quiet and delight, he yet does not see God -- as many grave Fathers thought (wrongly) of the just dead: their souls enjoy the fullest goods but do not see God's face before judgment day. ↩
	Pererius's resolution: Moses supports this by giving only Enoch's 365 years before his translation and passing over the rest in silence, as if he must be reckoned a dead man; thus Enoch is set outside the state of meriting both as to men's knowledge and as to the 'way.' If neither reply satisfies the learned, let them devise a better solution; for the present nothing more probable occurs to him, and he stands firm in not assenting to those who say Enoch sees God's essence. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Whether it would have been better for him to die and afterward rise than to be kept alive so long.' A new sub-question: why does God keep Enoch alive by so great a miracle? If it is to aid the Church against Antichrist at the world's end, it would seem more fitting to recall him from the dead when needed -- as many rose to testify to Christ's resurrection -- so there seems no need [of so great a miracle]. Continues on the next page (catchword 'opus'). ↩
	Resolution of the sub-question: yet, rightly considered, it would have been less fitting to thrust Enoch -- were he already blessed in heaven and enjoying God -- back into a mortal, passible body and subject him to the bitterest torments and to death by Antichrist's utmost cruelty; hence God keeps him alive rather than raising him from the dead. ↩
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QUESTION VI. Whether Enoch wrote any book, and whence [Jude] drew the prophecy of his which Jude cites.1
QUAESTIO VI. Utrum Henoch librum aliquem scripserit, et unde prophetiam eius quam citat Iudas deprompserit.



Sexto loco, de scriptis Henoch illud disputandum est, utrum Henoch librum aliquem scripserit. Nam si aliquid ille scriptum reliquit, sine dubitatione omnium scriptorum quicumque post conditum orbem fuerunt antiquissimum ac primum fuisse eum fateri necesse est. Disputandi autem ea de re occasionem viris doctis dedit Sanctus Iudas Apostolus in sua epistola canonica, commemorans prophetiam quandam Henoch quam ille creditur litteris consignatam ad posteros transmisisse. Quaeritur igitur unde nam Iudas illam prophetiam Henoch cognoverit et exprompserit? An ex aliquo eius libro qui tempore Iudae extaret, sive canonico sive apocrypho? An ex sola traditione? An illud vaticinium, caeteris mortalium incognitum sibíque uni revelatione Dei patefactum, Iudas Ecclesiae publicavit suáque auctoritate firmavit?
In the sixth place, concerning the writings of Enoch, this must be disputed: whether Enoch wrote any book. For if he left anything written, we must without doubt confess him to be the most ancient and the first of all writers whosoever were after the founding of the world. The occasion for disputing on this matter was given to learned men by Saint Jude the Apostle in his canonical epistle, when he mentions a certain prophecy of Enoch which Enoch is believed to have committed to writing and transmitted to posterity. It is asked, then, whence Jude knew and brought forth that prophecy of Enoch: from some book of his that was extant in Jude's time, whether canonical or apocryphal? From tradition alone? Or did Jude publish to the Church and confirm by his own authority that oracle, unknown to the rest of mortals and disclosed to himself alone by a revelation of God?2



Pervulgata opinio est prophetiam illam quam citat Iudas depromptam fuisse ex libro quodam apocrypho nomine Henoch praenotato, qui olim extabat et circumferebatur. Quid sit autem Scriptura apocrypha, his verbis declarat Augustinus in capite 23 libri 15 de Civitate Dei: Omittamus, inquit, earum Scripturarum fabulas quae apocryphae nuncupantur, eo quòd earum occulta origo non claruit Patribus, a quibus usque ad nos auctoritas veracium Scripturarum certissima et notissima successione pervenit. In his autem apocryphis, etsi invenitur aliqua veritas, tamen propter multa falsa nulla est canonica auctoritas. Sic Augustinus. Librum autem illum Henoch apocryphum saepe citant Origenes et Procopius Gazaeus. Origenes quidem in ultima homilia super librum Numerorum testatur Henoch scripta quaedam prophetica posteris reliquisse, è quibus Iudas Apostolus testimonium illud de extremo iudicio deprompserit. In illis autem scriptis continebantur multa, partim vera partim fabulosa, velut de nominibus et occultis virtutibus stellarum, de gigantibus ex Angelorum commixtione cum mulieribus procreatis, deniq; de extremo iudicio. Legendus est Origenes in 28 homilia in Numeros et in tomo 6 Commentariorum in Evangelium Ioannis. Ferebatur olim vetustissimum, ut videbatur, volumen cui titulus erat Testamentum duodecim Patriarcharum, saepe ab Origene et Procopio citatum, cui multa ex libro Henoch inferebantur vaticinia, verbi
It is the common opinion that the prophecy which Jude cites was drawn from a certain apocryphal book entitled with the name of Enoch, which of old existed and was in circulation. But what apocryphal Scripture is, Augustine declares in these words, in chapter 23 of book 15 of the City of God: 'Let us pass over the fables of those Scriptures which are called apocryphal, because their hidden origin was not clear to the Fathers, from whom the authority of the truthful Scriptures came down to us by a most certain and well-known succession. In these apocrypha, although some truth is found, yet on account of many false things there is no canonical authority.' Thus Augustine. Now that apocryphal Book of Enoch is often cited by Origen and Procopius of Gaza. Origen indeed, in his last homily on the book of Numbers, attests that Enoch left to posterity certain prophetic writings, from which Jude the Apostle drew that testimony about the last judgment. In those writings were contained many things, partly true and partly fabulous -- such as about the names and hidden powers of the stars, about the giants procreated from the mingling of Angels with women, and finally about the last judgment. Origen is to be read in homily 28 on Numbers and in tome 6 of the Commentaries on the Gospel of John. There was once in circulation a very ancient volume, as it seemed, whose title was The Testament of the Twelve Patriarchs, often cited by Origen and Procopius, into which many oracles were inserted from the Book of Enoch -- for instance,3



verbi gratia, de iis quae filiis ac nepotibus Patriarcharum eventura erant, de mundi Salvatore ab Hebraeis occidendo, de futura Hebraeorum captivitate perpetua, et per omnes gentes dispersione. Sanctus Hieronymus in libro de Ecclesiasticis scriptoribus, ubi scribit de Iuda, narrat epistolam Iudae propterea non fuisse à multis olim receptam, quòd in ea citaretur testimonium Henoch ex libris apocryphis depromptum. Idem super 1 capite Epistolae ad Titum dicit Iudam, citando testimonium Henoch ex libro apocrypho, non totum librum illum probasse, sed illud duntaxat testimonium quod verum esse compertum ipsi erat. Non igitur, quia liber ille apocryphus erat, omnia quae in ipso erant censenda erant apocrypha; nec, quia testimonium citatum à Iuda verum erat, consequens fuit totum illum librum fuisse verum. Non enim liber aliquis dicitur apocryphus quod omnia in eo sint apocrypha, sed quia multa sint eiusmodi. Similia Hieronymo super illo Iudae loco scribit Beda. Dionysius Carthusianus super illo ipso loco ait Iudam non citasse librum Henoch, sed prophetiam Henoch, quae licet in eo libro contineretur, eam tamen ipse (Deo sibi revelante) sciebat prophetico spiritu ab Henoch fuisse editam: sicut Mosem narrare multa Adami, Cain, Lamech et aliorum dicta, quae ab illis esse prolata divinitus ei fuerat patefactum.
for instance, of the things that would befall the sons and grandsons of the Patriarchs, of the world's Savior to be slain by the Hebrews, of the future perpetual captivity of the Hebrews and their dispersion among all nations. Saint Jerome, in his book On Ecclesiastical Writers, where he writes about Jude, relates that Jude's epistle was for that reason not received of old by many, because in it is cited a testimony of Enoch drawn from apocryphal books. The same author, on chapter 1 of the Epistle to Titus, says that Jude, in citing Enoch's testimony from an apocryphal book, did not approve the whole book, but only that testimony which he had ascertained to be true. Therefore, not because that book was apocryphal were all the things in it to be judged apocryphal; nor, because the testimony cited by Jude was true, did it follow that the whole book was true. For a book is not called apocryphal because everything in it is apocryphal, but because many things in it are of that kind. Bede writes things similar to Jerome upon that passage of Jude. Dionysius the Carthusian, on that very passage, says that Jude cited not the book of Enoch but the prophecy of Enoch, which, although it was contained in that book, he nonetheless (God revealing it to him) knew to have been uttered by Enoch by a prophetic spirit -- just as Moses relates many sayings of Adam, Cain, Lamech, and others, which it had been divinely disclosed to him had been uttered by them.4



Tertullianus in libro de Habitu mulierum, occurrens iis qui negabant librum illum Henoch (si fuisset ante diluvium scriptus ab Henoch) post diluvium ad posteros salvum pervenire potuisse, ostendit non esse id incredibile. Nam vel Noë in arca ipsum conservavit, vel diluvio abolitum, deinde Spiritu sancto illustratus, redintegravit: quemadmodum Sacra volumina, quae Chaldaico Ierusalem excidio et incendio perierant, posteà per Esdram instaurata sunt. Censet autem Tertullianus non esse abiiciendam illius libri Henoch auctoritatem. Apponam hic verba Tertulliani, quae sic habent: Scio Scripturam Henoch, quae hunc ordinem Angelis dedit, non recipi à quibusdam, quia nec in armarium Iudaicum admittitur. Opinor, non putaverunt illam, ante cataclysmum editam, post eum casum orbis omnium rerum abolitorem salvam esse potuisse. Si ista ratio est, recordentur pronepotem ipsius Henoch fuisse superstitem cataclysmi Noë, utique domestico nomine et hereditaria traditione audierat, et meminerat de proavi sui apud Deum gratia et de omnibus praedicatis eius: cum Henoch filio suo Mathusalae nihil aliud mandaverit quàm ut notitiam eorum posteris suis traderet. Igitur sine dubio potuit Noë in praedicationis delegatione successisse; vel quia et alias non tacuisset, tam de Dei conservatoris sui dispositione quàm de ipsa domus suae gloria. Hoc si non tam expedite haberet, illud quoque assertionem Scripturae illius tueretur: proinde potuit abolefactam eam violentia cataclysmi, in spiritu rursus reformare: quemadmodum et Hierosolymis Babylonica expugnatione deletis omne instrumentum Iudaicae litteraturae per Esdram constat restauratum. Sed cùm Henoch eadem Scriptura etiam de Domino praedicarit, à nobis quidem nihil omnino reiiciendum est quod pertinet ad nos. Et legimus omnem Scrip-
Tertullian, in his book On the Attire of Women, meeting those who denied that that book of Enoch (if it had been written by Enoch before the flood) could have come down safe to posterity after the flood, shows that this is not incredible. For either Noah preserved it in the ark, or, it having been destroyed by the flood, Enoch, afterward illumined by the Holy Spirit, restored it -- just as the Sacred volumes, which had perished in the Chaldean overthrow and burning of Jerusalem, were afterward restored through Ezra. Tertullian judges, moreover, that the authority of that book of Enoch is not to be cast off. I shall set down here the words of Tertullian, which run thus: 'I know that the Scripture of Enoch, which assigned this rank to the Angels, is not received by some, because it is not admitted into the Jewish cupboard [canon]. I suppose they did not think that it, published before the cataclysm, could have survived safe after that catastrophe which destroyed all things of the world. If that is the reason, let them remember that Noah, Enoch's great-grandson, survived the cataclysm; and surely by household name and by hereditary tradition he had heard, and remembered, of his forefather's grace with God and of all his preachings -- since Enoch charged his son Methuselah with nothing else than that he should hand on the knowledge of these things to his posterity. Therefore without doubt Noah could have succeeded to the delegation of the preaching; or, because he would not otherwise have kept silence, both about the disposition of God his preserver and about the glory of his own house. If it were not so readily held, this too would defend the assertion of that Scripture: accordingly it could, when destroyed by the violence of the cataclysm, be reformed again in the spirit -- just as, when at Jerusalem all the records of Jewish literature had been destroyed in the Babylonian conquest, it is agreed they were restored by Ezra. But since Enoch, in that same Scripture, preached also concerning the Lord, nothing at all that pertains to us is to be rejected by us. And we read that all Scrip-5



pturam aedificationi habilem divinitus inspirari. À Iudaeis posteà iam videri propterea reiectam, sicut et caetera ferè quae Christum sonant. Nec utique mirum hoc, si Scripturas aliquas non receperunt de eo locutas, quem et ipsum coram loquentem non erant recepturi. Eo accedit quòd Henoch apud Iudam Apostolum testimonium possidet. Sic Tertullianus. Sanctus Augustinus scripsisse Henoch aliqua de rebus divinis affirmat, et cur scripta eius in canonem Sacrarum Scripturarum non sint relata satis probabilem causam reddit. Sic enim scribit in libro 15 de Civitate Dei capite 23: Scripsisse nonnulla divina Henoch illum septimum ab Adamo negare non possemus, cum hoc in epistola canonica Iudas Apostolus dicat. Sed non frustra non sunt in eo canone Scripturarum qui servabatur in templo Hebraei populi succedentium diligentia sacerdotum. Cur autem hoc? nisi quia ob antiquitatem suspecta fidei iudicata sunt, nec utrum haec essent quae ille scripsisset poterat inveniri, non talibus proferentibus qui ea per seriem successionis reperirentur ritè servasse. Unde illa quae sub eius nomine proferuntur, et continent istas de gigantibus fabulas quòd non habuerint homines patres, rectè à prudentibus iudicantur non ipsius esse credenda. Sicut multa sub nominibus et aliorum Prophetarum, et recentiora sub nominibus Apostolorum, ab haereticis proferuntur: quae omnia sub nomine apocryphorum, ab auctoritate canonica diligenti examinatione remota sunt. Sic Augustinus.
ture apt for edification is divinely inspired. It is now seen to be rejected by the Jews for that reason, like nearly everything else that sounds of Christ. Nor indeed is this to be wondered at, if they did not receive certain Scriptures that spoke of him whom, even speaking in person, they were not going to receive. To this is added that Enoch possesses a testimony with Jude the Apostle.' Thus Tertullian. Saint Augustine affirms that Enoch wrote some things concerning divine matters, and gives a sufficiently probable reason why his writings were not entered into the canon of the Sacred Scriptures. For he writes thus in book 15 of the City of God, chapter 23: 'That Enoch, that seventh from Adam, wrote some divine things we could not deny, since Jude the Apostle says this in his canonical epistle. But not without reason are they absent from that canon of Scriptures which was kept in the temple of the Hebrew people by the diligence of the succeeding priests. And why this? except that on account of their antiquity they were judged suspect as to trustworthiness, nor could it be found whether these were the things he had written, since they were not brought forth by such persons as would be found to have duly preserved them by a succession. Whence those things which are brought forth under his name, and which contain those fables about the giants (that they did not have men for fathers), are rightly judged by the prudent not to be believed his. Just as many things are brought forth by heretics under the names of other prophets also, and more recent ones under the names of the Apostles: all of which, under the name of apocrypha, have been removed from canonical authority by diligent examination.' Thus Augustine.6



Similem habet idem sententiam in eiusdem operis libro 18 capite 38, ad hunc modum scribens: Quid Henoch septimus ab Adam? nonne etiam in canonica epistola Apostoli Iudae prophetasse praedicatur? cuius scripta ut apud Iudaeos et apud nos in auctoritate non essent, nimia fecit antiquitas, propter quam videbantur habenda esse suspecta, ne proferrentur falsa pro veris. Nam et proferuntur quaedam quae ipsorum esse dicuntur ab eis qui pro suo sensu passim quod volunt credunt: sed ea castitas canonis non recepit. Non quod eorum hominum qui Deo placuerunt reprobetur auctoritas, sed quod ista esse non credantur ipsorum. Nec mirum debet videri quod suspecta habeantur quae sub tanta antiquitatis nomine proferuntur, et reliqua. Hactenus sunt verba Augustini.
The same author has a similar view in book 18 of the same work, chapter 38, writing in this manner: 'What of Enoch, seventh from Adam? Is he not, even in the canonical epistle of the Apostle Jude, declared to have prophesied? whose writings, that they should not have authority among the Jews and among us, their too-great antiquity brought about, on account of which they seemed to be held suspect, lest falsehoods be brought forth for truths. For there are also brought forth certain things which are said to be theirs by those who, according to their own fancy, believe here and there whatever they wish: but the purity of the canon has not received them. Not that the authority of those men who pleased God is rejected, but that these things are not believed to be theirs. Nor should it seem strange that things brought forth under the name of so great an antiquity are held suspect,' and so on. Thus far are the words of Augustine.7



Michael Medina libro 6 de recta in Deum fide capite 24 opinatur prophetiam illam Henoch citatam à Iuda non fuisse libro aliquo expressam vel litteris consignatam, sed sola traditione apud Iudaeos custoditam, et velut per manus à maioribus ad posteros traductam. Namque nec tempore Bedae nec Augustini, vel etiam ante aut post, fuisse aliquem librum Henoch etiam apocryphum, magno putat ille argumento esse quòd Gelasius Papa, qui distinctione 15 quae incipit, Sancta Romana Ecclesia, subtiliter ac diligenter omnes libros apocryphos recensuit atque reiecit, nullum de libro Henoch verbum fecit. Verùm Medinae contradicunt vetustissimi gravissimique Patres, Hieronymus, Augustinus, Origenes, Tertullianus, Beda, aliíque quàm plurimi, à quibus liber Henoch, ut id temporis vulgatus, non solùm nominatur sed etiam citatur; nec credere necesse est omnes libros apocryphos qui illo tempore fuerunt aut notos fuisse Gelasio, aut ab eo in illa cen-
Michael Medina, in book 6 On Right Faith in God, chapter 24, is of the opinion that that prophecy of Enoch cited by Jude was not set forth in any book or committed to writing, but was kept by tradition alone among the Jews, and, as it were, handed down by hand from the elders to posterity. For that neither in the time of Bede nor of Augustine, nor even before or after, was there any book of Enoch, even apocryphal, he thinks a great argument to be that Pope Gelasius, who in distinction 15 (which begins, 'The Holy Roman Church') subtly and diligently reviewed and rejected all the apocryphal books, made no mention of a book of Enoch. But the most ancient and most weighty Fathers contradict Medina -- Jerome, Augustine, Origen, Tertullian, Bede, and very many others -- by whom the book of Enoch, as being at that time in circulation, is not only named but even cited; nor is it necessary to believe that all the apocryphal books which existed at that time were either known to Gelasius, or by him removed in that cen-8



suram comprehensos. Non desunt qui existiment librum Henoch fuisse tempore Apostoli Iudae integrum atque incorruptum, sed eum posteà multis aspersum et contaminatum fabulis atque erroribus, quasi apocryphum reiectum esse ab Ecclesia; siquidem etiam canonibus et constitutionibus Apostolorum aliísque libris supradicto loco memoratis à Gelasio, constat similem accidisse calamitatem. Sed quid ego sentiam exponam breviter. Equidem reor tempore Iudae Apostoli nullum fuisse librum Henoch. Si enim fuisset, haud dubiè fuisset valde nobilis celebérque apud Iudaeos, tum propter auctoris antiquitatem et famam, tum quòd in eo libro res admodum memorabiles et admirabiles continerentur: quapropter aliquam eius libri mentionem reperiremus apud Philonem aut Iosephum, diligentissimos atque curiosissimos Antiquitatum Iudaicarum scriptores. Sed fit mihi vero simillimum, iam mortuis Apostolis, haereticos varios libros sub eorum nominibus (partim de rebus veris, partim de falsis et fabulosis confictos) ab ipsis evulgasse: captáque occasione ex historia Michaelis altercantis cum diabolo, et ex prophetia Henoch commemorata à Iuda Apostolo, libros de rebus eiusmodi quasi antiquitus scriptos publicasse.
-sure comprehended. There are not lacking those who think that the book of Enoch was, in the time of the Apostle Jude, whole and uncorrupted, but that afterward, spattered and contaminated with many fables and errors, it was rejected by the Church as apocryphal; since indeed it is agreed that a similar calamity befell even the canons and constitutions of the Apostles, and the other books mentioned in the aforesaid place by Gelasius. But let me set forth briefly what I myself think. I for my part judge that in the time of the Apostle Jude there was no book of Enoch. For if there had been, it would doubtless have been very noble and celebrated among the Jews, both on account of the author's antiquity and fame, and because in that book very memorable and admirable matters would be contained: wherefore we should find some mention of that book in Philo or Josephus, most diligent and most curious writers of Jewish Antiquities. But it seems to me most like the truth that, the Apostles being now dead, heretics circulated various books under their names (partly fashioned about true matters, partly about false and fabulous ones); and, seizing occasion from the history of Michael contending with the devil, and from the prophecy of Enoch mentioned by Jude the Apostle, published books about matters of this kind as though anciently written.9



Nec facilè adducor ut credam Apostolum Iudam prophetiam illam Henoch ex aliquo libro apocrypho, vel etiam non apocrypho qui tamen canonicus non esset, petere voluisse: non enim plus fidei haberet quàm liber unde sumpta esset. Cum autem Iudas simpliciter appellet eam prophetiam Henoch, certissimum proculdubio fuit Iudae et illam fuisse prophetiam et auctorem illius fuisse Henoch, quod ille aliter quàm per revelationem divinam certò scire non potuit. Ad quos autem epistolam illam scripsit Iudas, iis nota esse potuit illa prophetia vel ex libro aliquo probatae apud ipsos fidei, vel ex antiqua et pervulgata traditione, vel ex sola Iudae Apostoli narratione, propter cuius auctoritatem de eius prophetiae veritate nullo modo dubitassent.
Nor am I easily led to believe that the Apostle Jude wished to derive that prophecy of Enoch from some apocryphal book, or even a non-apocryphal one that was nonetheless not canonical: for it would have no more credit than the book from which it was taken. But since Jude simply calls it the prophecy of Enoch, it was without doubt most certain to Jude both that it was a prophecy and that its author was Enoch -- which he could not know for certain otherwise than by divine revelation. And to those to whom Jude wrote that epistle, that prophecy could have been known either from some book of approved trustworthiness among them, or from ancient and widespread tradition, or from the narration of Jude the Apostle alone, on account of whose authority they would in no way have doubted the truth of that prophecy.10
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	Marginal gloss: 'Michael Medina is refuted.' Michael Medina (De recta in Deum fide VI.24) held the Enoch prophecy Jude cites was never in any book but preserved by oral tradition among the Jews; his chief argument: Pope Gelasius (Decretum, dist. 15, 'Sancta Romana Ecclesia') carefully reviewed and rejected all apocryphal books yet said nothing of a Book of Enoch. But the most ancient Fathers -- Jerome, Augustine, Origen, Tertullian, Bede, and many others -- not only name but cite the Book of Enoch as then in circulation; nor need all the apocrypha of that time have been known to or listed by Gelasius. Continues on the next page (catchword 'sura'). ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'The author's opinion: that a Book of Enoch did not exist in the Apostles' times.' Some think the Book of Enoch was whole in Jude's day but later corrupted with fables and rejected as apocryphal (as befell even the apostolic canons Gelasius lists). Pererius's own view: there was no Book of Enoch in Jude's time -- else it would be famous among the Jews and mentioned by Philo or Josephus. Rather, after the Apostles died, heretics circulated books under ancient names, taking occasion from the story of Michael disputing with the devil (Jude 9) and the Enoch prophecy Jude cites. ↩
	Pererius doubts Jude drew the prophecy from any non-canonical book (it would then have no more authority than its source). Since Jude simply calls it 'the prophecy of Enoch,' Jude was certain both that it was a prophecy and that Enoch was its author -- knowable only by divine revelation. His readers could have known it from a book of approved authority among them, from ancient tradition, or from Jude's own narration, whose authority removed all doubt. ↩




QUESTION VII. Whether Enoch is in the terrestrial Paradise from which Adam was cast out

LatineEnglish


QUESTION VII. Whether Enoch is in the terrestrial Paradise from which Adam was cast out.1
QUAESTIO VII. Utrum Henoch sit in Paradiso terrestri unde eiectus est Adam.



At illud videtur probabilissima sententia, Henoch non esse in illo Paradiso, quòd Paradisus ille diluvio destructus nunc non existat. Fides autem huic opinioni astrui et firmari potest multis argumentis; sed omissis caeteris quae suprà 3 libro qui est de Paradiso fusè tractavimus, libet hoc loco unum duntaxat illud è sacra Scriptura ductum argumentum vehementius urgere. In capite 7 libro Geneseos scriptum est Noëtico diluvio universam terram fuisse aquis opertam et vastatam, ita ut aquae omnes montes terrae
But this seems the most probable view: that Enoch is not in that Paradise, because that Paradise, destroyed by the flood, does not now exist. Now this opinion can be built up and confirmed by many arguments; but, omitting the others which we treated at length above in book 3, which is On Paradise, it is fitting here to press more forcibly this one argument alone, drawn from sacred Scripture. In chapter 7 of the book of Genesis it is written that in Noah's flood the whole earth was covered with waters and laid waste, so that the waters [covered] all the mountains of the earth2



terrae excederent, quin etiam altissimos totius terrae montes quindecim cubitis supergressae fuerint. Verba scripturae sunt haec: Vehementer inundaverunt aquae, et omnia repleverunt in superficie terrae, et praevaluerunt nimis super terram, opertíque sunt omnes montes excelsi sub universo caelo. Quindecim cubitis altior fuit aqua super montes quos operuerat; sic est in capite 7 Geneseos. Ex quibus scripturae verbis patet diluvium illud fuisse generalissimum super universam terram, eóque omnem terram vastatam, et (ut verbo Scripturae utar) deletam fuisse. Sed paradisus terrestris erat in hoc nostro orbe terrarum et pars nostrae terrae, ergo fuit illo diluvio vastatus et destructus; quapropter qui hoc negat et contendunt eum fuisse intactum diluvio et adhuc existere, videntur tam evidenti Scripturae auctoritati contradicere.
surpassed, and even exceeded by fifteen cubits the highest mountains of the whole earth. The words of Scripture are these: The waters flooded violently, and filled all things on the surface of the earth, and prevailed exceedingly over the earth, and all the high mountains under the whole heaven were covered. The water was fifteen cubits higher than the mountains it had covered; so it stands in chapter 7 of Genesis. From which words of Scripture it is plain that that flood was most universal over the whole earth, and that thereby the whole earth was laid waste and (to use Scripture's word) 'deleted.' But the terrestrial Paradise was in this our world and a part of our earth; therefore it was laid waste and destroyed by that flood; wherefore those who deny this and contend that it was untouched by the flood and still exists seem to contradict so evident an authority of Scripture.3



Ad hoc argumentum tribus modis responderi potest, quos modos hic discutere volumus. Primò responderi potest generalem illam sententiam Scripturae intelligendam esse de omnibus terris una duntaxat excepta paradisi terra. Quemadmodùm eadem Scriptura eodem in loco et alibi dicit omnes homines diluvio fuisse deletos praeter octo qui in arca servati sunt: cui tamen generali sententiae excipere oportet ipsum Henoch, qui ante diluvium fuit et adhuc vivere creditur, nec tamen in arca fuit, sed verisimile est eum fuisse in paradiso quem aquae diluvii minimè attigerunt. Verùm, hoc responsum tripliciter refellitur. Primò, generalem illam de diluvio sententiam Scripturae diminuere ac restringere adhibita exceptione quae non potest ex aliquo Scripturae loco colligi, et quod sine ulla necessaria ratione adhibetur, non modo non est licitum sed etiam valde periculosum: sic enim omnium generalium propositionum et sententiarum divinae Scripturae fides et veritas dubia et infirma redderetur, cùm pro arbitratu cuiuslibet variis exceptionibus obnoxia esset. Nam sicut isti ex illa generali sententia de diluvio excipiunt terram paradisi, similiter alius exciperet Insulas, dicens intelligendum esse Scripturae dictum de universa terra continente, non autem de insulis; et alius diceret intelligendum esse non de omni terra simpliciter, sed de omni terra quae ante diluvium habitabatur ab hominibus, et sic efficeretur non fuisse illud diluvium generale totius terrae, quod est contra doctrinam Scripturae et omnium Patrum.
To this argument it can be answered in three ways, which ways we wish here to discuss. First, it can be answered that that general statement of Scripture is to be understood of all lands, with only one excepted, namely the land of Paradise. Just as the same Scripture, in the same place and elsewhere, says that all men were destroyed by the flood except the eight who were saved in the ark: from which general statement, however, we must except Enoch himself, who lived before the flood and is believed still to live, and yet was not in the ark, but it is likely that he was in Paradise, which the waters of the flood by no means reached. But this answer is refuted in three ways. First: to diminish and restrict that general statement of Scripture about the flood by an exception which cannot be gathered from any place of Scripture, and which is adduced without any necessary reason, is not only not lawful but even very dangerous: for in this way the faith and truth of all the general propositions and statements of divine Scripture would be rendered doubtful and weak, since they would be liable to various exceptions at anyone's whim. For as these except the land of Paradise from that general statement about the flood, so another might except the Islands, saying that Scripture's statement is to be understood of the whole continental earth, but not of the islands; and another might say it is to be understood not of all the earth simply, but of all the earth which before the flood was inhabited by men; and thus it would be made out that that flood was not general over the whole earth -- which is against the doctrine of Scripture and of all the Fathers.4



Si quis respondeat exceptionem illam de paradiso colligi ex ipsa Scriptura, videlicet ex 44 capite Ecclesiastici ubi traditur Henoch fuisse translatum in paradisum: nos dicimus hoc responsum esse valdè infirmum, ut paulò infrà ostendemus. Nec valet exemplum Henoch: nam quod ille excipiendus sit ex generali interitu hominum facto per diluvium, evidenter colligitur ex ipsa Scriptura quae indicat eum non fuisse mortuum sed esse translatum et in vita servari, ut patet Genes. 5 et alibi; at nusquam Scriptura indicat Paradisum non fuisse destructum diluvio et adhuc existere: quare non est similis ratio exceptionis Henoch ab ipso diluvio, atque ipsius Paradisi. Adde quòd Henoch septingentis annis ante diluvium translatus fuerit, nec posteà appa-
If anyone should answer that that exception about Paradise is gathered from Scripture itself, namely from chapter 44 of Ecclesiasticus, where it is handed down that Enoch was translated into Paradise: we say that this answer is very weak, as we shall show a little below. Nor does the example of Enoch avail: for that he is to be excepted from the general destruction of men brought about by the flood is evidently gathered from Scripture itself, which indicates that he was not dead but was translated and is kept alive, as is plain from Genesis 5 and elsewhere; but nowhere does Scripture indicate that Paradise was not destroyed by the flood and still exists: wherefore the reason for excepting Enoch from the flood is not similar to that for excepting Paradise itself. Add that Enoch was translated seven hundred years before the flood, and did not afterward ap-5



apparuerit in terris: unde perinde se habebat, quantum ad habitationem suam et conversationem, ac si non esset in terris: quocirca Scriptura dicit illum fuisse è terra translatum et receptum, et Augustinus dicit eum esse in alia vita quàm est haec nostra. Quò fit ut, cùm Scriptura dicit omnes homines qui erant in terra periisse diluvio, intelligat de hominibus quorum habitatio et conversatio in terris nota est, et qui vitam agunt in terris more et modo humano atque ordinario: quamobrem non fuit opus excipere Henoch, qui non sic vivebat et erat in terris.
appeared on earth: whence he stood, as regards his dwelling and manner of life, just as if he were not on earth; wherefore Scripture says he was translated and taken away from the earth, and Augustine says he is in another life than this of ours. Whence it comes about that, when Scripture says all the men who were on the earth perished in the flood, it understands of men whose dwelling and manner of life on earth is known, and who live on earth in the human and ordinary way and manner: for which reason there was no need to except Enoch, who was not living so, nor was on earth [in that sense].6



Altera ratio contra hoc primum responsum sit haec: Si Paradisus radicitus intactus fuit diluvio, ergo in illo loco servari potuisset Noë cum animalibus: supervacaneum igitur fuit tanto tempore et labore tam operosam arcam ad eos conservandos fabricare. Nec dici potest arcam illam non necessitatis causa, sed mysterii alicuius significandi (quod mysterium indicat Sanctus Petrus primae Epistolae capite tertio) esse fabricatam: nam Scriptura, Genes. 6 et 7 manifestis verbis ostendit homines illos et animalia fuisse ingressa in arcam ut possent vivere, ne diluvio perirent, quasi nullum aliud esset eius exitii effugium, nec alia ratione ulla servari possent. Tertia ratio contra idem responsum sit haec: Aquae diluvii secundum Scripturam excesserunt altissimos montes terrae quindecim cubitis, ergo necesse fuit omnem superficiem terrae ab illis operiri et obrui, nisi velimus credere paradisum tantae fuisse altitudinis ut supermineret supremam regionem aëris, aut etiam coelum contingeret, quod est tamen prorsus incredibile et absurdum, et à nobis suprà in 3 libro refutatum. Talis enim sublimitas paradisi nec amoenitatem ullam, nec salubritatem, neque commodam homini habitationem habere potuisset.
Let a second argument against this first answer be this: If Paradise was utterly untouched by the flood, then in that place Noah could have been preserved with the animals; it was therefore superfluous, over so long a time and with such labor, to build so laborious an ark to preserve them. Nor can it be said that that ark was built not for the sake of necessity, but to signify some mystery (which mystery Saint Peter indicates in the first Epistle, chapter three): for Scripture, in Genesis 6 and 7, shows in plain words that those men and the animals entered the ark that they might live, lest they perish in the flood, as though there were no other escape from that destruction, nor could they be saved by any other means. Let a third argument against the same answer be this: The waters of the flood, according to Scripture, exceeded the highest mountains of the earth by fifteen cubits; therefore it was necessary that the whole surface of the earth be covered and overwhelmed by them -- unless we are willing to believe that Paradise was of such height that it overtopped the highest region of the air, or even touched heaven, which is nonetheless utterly incredible and absurd, and was refuted by us above in the third book. For such a loftiness of Paradise could have had no pleasantness, nor healthfulness, nor a habitation convenient for man.7



Quòd si dicatur aquas diluvii miraculosè prohibitas esse à Deo ne paradisum attingerent, et iuxta ipsum (sicut accidit in mari Rubro et in Iordane) immobiles constitisse non ad breve tempus sicut illic, sed per unum ferme annum, quoad scilicet duravit diluvium: id non modò non iuvat istam opinionem, sed valdè improbabilem reddit, utpote quam isti non possint tueri nisi confictis arbitratu suo miraculis. Confugere autem sine causa ad miracula, et ad omnipotentiam Dei, reprehenditur à Patribus et Theologis, praesertim autem ab Augustino cùm alibi, tum praecipuè in libris de Genesi ad litteram non uno loco. Altero modò responderi posset ad supradictam auctoritatem Scripturae aientis universam terram fuisse opertam aquis diluvii, concedendo scilicet etiam terram paradisi fuisse inundatam et opertam diluvio, negando tamen ob id fuisse paradisum destructum et deletum, sed permansisse integrum sub aquis, sicut de olea illa cuius ramum virentem columba tulit ad Noë (sub aquis toto tempore diluvii non tantùm integra, sed etiam viridis durasse creditur). Verùm, qui sic responderent, quaererem ex ipsis utrùm putarent id miraculosè factum
But if it be said that the waters of the flood were miraculously prohibited by God from touching Paradise, and stood immovable beside it (as happened in the Red Sea and in the Jordan), not for a short time as there, but for nearly a whole year, that is, as long as the flood lasted: this not only does not help that opinion, but renders it very improbable, inasmuch as they cannot defend it except by miracles fashioned at their own whim. But to have recourse without cause to miracles, and to the omnipotence of God, is reprehended by the Fathers and theologians, and especially by Augustine, both elsewhere and chiefly in the books On Genesis according to the Letter, in more than one place. In another way one could answer the aforesaid authority of Scripture, which says the whole earth was covered by the waters of the flood, by conceding, namely, that the land of Paradise too was flooded and covered by the deluge, yet denying that on that account Paradise was destroyed and deleted, but [affirming] that it remained whole under the waters -- as concerning that olive whose green branch the dove brought to Noah (which is believed to have lasted under the waters the whole time of the flood not only whole but even green). But of those who would so answer, I would ask whether they think this was done miraculously8



factum esse, an sine miraculo? Si dicerent miraculosè, satis proderent improbabilitatem suae opinionis, quippe quam nisi commentitiis miraculis tueri non possent. Si dicerent factum citra miraculum, profecto non minus esset id incredibile quàm quae paulò suprà confutavimus: quis enim credat (nisi qui quodlibet, quantumvis incredibile, potest credere) locum paradisi delicatissimum, ornatissimum, summáque elegantia et politissima arte designatum et perfectum, per unum ferme annum altissimis aquis usquequaque obrutum et oppressum, sine decoris, venustatis, magnificentiae, ac pulchritudinis suae detrimento durare potuisse? cum tanto tempore etiam firmissimum et amplissimum aedificium aquis submersum perdurare non posset quin paulatim decor et elegantia eius dilaberetur ac periret, campago partium dissolueretur, integritas corrumperetur, denique firmitudo debilitaretur ac labefactaretur. Quomodo enim sub tantis aquis tanto tempore paradisus servare posset venustatem illam et decorem loci, dimensiones viarum, ordines arborum, pulcherrimam et locorum et stirpium dispositionem, varietatem tot herbarum et arborum, denique bonitatem et fertilitatem terrae? cùm à Patribus et Doctoribus traditum sit terram propter diluvium steriliorem ac deteriorem quàm antea fuerat esse factam, ob eámque causam statim post diluvium concessisse Deum homini esum carnium, et tunc vitam hominum maiorem in modum diminui coepisse.
was done, or without a miracle? If they should say miraculously, they would sufficiently betray the improbability of their opinion, since indeed they could not defend it except by fictitious miracles. If they should say it was done without a miracle, surely it would be no less incredible than the things we refuted a little above: for who would believe (except one who can believe anything, however incredible) that the most delicate, most adorned place of Paradise, laid out and perfected with the utmost elegance and most polished art, overwhelmed and oppressed on every side by the deepest waters for nearly a whole year, could have lasted without detriment to its beauty, grace, magnificence, and loveliness? -- when in so long a time even the firmest and largest building, submerged in the waters, could not endure without its beauty and elegance gradually falling away and perishing, the joining of its parts dissolving, its integrity being corrupted, and finally its firmness being weakened and shaken. For how, under such waters for so long a time, could Paradise preserve that loveliness and beauty of the place, the dimensions of its paths, the ranks of the trees, the most beautiful arrangement of places and of plants, the variety of so many herbs and trees, and finally the goodness and fertility of the soil? -- since it has been handed down by the Fathers and Doctors that the earth was made, on account of the flood, more sterile and worse than it had been before, and for that cause God, immediately after the flood, granted to man the eating of flesh, and then the life of men began to be diminished to a great degree.9



Nec iuvat istorum opinionem exemplum illud oleae, quae sub aquis diluvii frondes retinuit virentes: aliud enim est loqui de universo loco paradisi et iis omnibus quae in eo erant, et aliud de una vel altera arbore quae vel propter naturam loci quo erat, vel propter robur et firmitatem suam, sub aquis diluvii durare potuerit: qualis est olea, cui nunquam folia decidunt, et quam tradit Plinius ad ducentos annos vivere. Tertio modo responderi posset ad illam Scripturae auctoritatem, concedendo paradisum aquis diluvii fuisse opertum et destructum, sed affirmando eum posteà fuisse à Deo refectum et in priorem venustatem et magnificentiam restitutum. Sed hoc quia gratis et temerè dicitur, qua facilitate dicitur, eadem negatur et reiicitur. Ex hac igitur disputatione apparet scripturam dicentem universam terram fuisse diluvio opertam et vastatam valde suffragari eorum sententiae qui putant paradisum diluvio esse destructum, neque eum nunc in terris existere: quod testimonium Scripturae non aliter evadere potuerunt qui contra sentiunt, quàm incredibilia et absurda de altitudine paradisi usque ad supremam regionem aëris, vel etiam usque ad viciniam coeli asserendo. Quis igitur eam opinionem vel temerariam, vel suspectam, vel improbabilem dicere audeat, quae tam evidenti Scripturae testimonio nitatur et fulciatur? praesertim cum ea opinione mirificè consentiente Historia tam sacra quàm profana; ex qua liquet et paradisum fuisse citra sinum Persicum, circáque Mesopotamiam, et omnia illa loca constet esse habitata et explorata; in qui-
Nor does that example of the olive help the opinion of these men -- the olive which under the waters of the flood retained its green fronds: for it is one thing to speak of the whole place of Paradise and of all the things that were in it, and another of one or another tree which, whether because of the nature of the place where it was, or because of its own strength and firmness, could last under the waters of the flood: such as is the olive, whose leaves never fall, and which Pliny reports to live for two hundred years. In a third way one could answer that authority of Scripture, by conceding that Paradise was covered and destroyed by the waters of the flood, but affirming that it was afterward remade by God and restored to its former loveliness and magnificence. But since this is said gratuitously and rashly, with the same ease with which it is said, it is denied and rejected. From this disputation, then, it appears that Scripture, in saying the whole earth was covered and laid waste by the flood, strongly supports the view of those who think Paradise was destroyed by the flood, and does not now exist on earth: which testimony of Scripture those who think otherwise could not escape except by asserting incredible and absurd things about the height of Paradise -- reaching up to the highest region of the air, or even to the vicinity of heaven. Who, then, would dare to call that opinion rash, or suspect, or improbable, which rests and is supported by so evident a testimony of Scripture? -- especially since with that opinion History, both sacred and profane, wonderfully agrees; from which it is clear that Paradise was on this side of the Persian Gulf and about Mesopotamia, and it is agreed that all those places are inhabited and explored; in which10



bus nullum tamen paradisi vestigium ullo tempore adhuc apparuit. Sed contra hanc opinionem duo possent obiici. Unum est, in libro Ecclesiastici capite 44 secundum nostram translationem vulgatam (cuius auctoritas nobis tuenda et defendenda est) scriptum esse, Henoch fuisse translatum in paradisum; ergo paradisus etiam nunc existit, cùm in eo sit Henoch. Alterum est, sententiam esse multorum Patrum plurimorúmque Theologorum etiam nunc existere paradisum: cui sententiae contradicere videri posset temerarium. Verùm haec non tanti sunt ut nos à contraria sententia tanquam temeraria vel improbabili deterrere debeant, cùm facillimè dissolui possint, quemadmodum à nobis suprà in libro tertio discussa et profligata sunt.
in which, nevertheless, no trace of Paradise has at any time yet appeared. But against this opinion two things could be objected. One is that, in the book of Ecclesiasticus, chapter 44, according to our Vulgate translation (whose authority we must uphold and defend), it is written that Enoch was translated into Paradise; therefore Paradise even now exists, since Enoch is in it. The other is that it is the view of many Fathers and very many theologians that Paradise even now exists: and to contradict this view might seem rash. But these are not of such weight that they ought to deter us from the contrary view as if it were rash or improbable, since they can be most easily dissolved, as they were discussed and routed by us above in the third book.11



Nunc autem ad priorem obiectionem breviter ita respondemus. Primò dicimus vocabulum Paradisi (quod non habet eo loco Scriptura Graeca, habet tamen Latina translatio vulgata, quam parvipendere fas non est) non significare propriè paradisum illum in quo fuit Adam, sed in universum significare tam apud profanos scriptores Graecos et Latinos quàm apud sacros auctores quemlibet hortum et locum amoenissimum, et ad oblectandum hominem elegantissimè concinnatum: id quod nos suprà in exordio tertii libri multis exemplis profanae et sacrae Scripturae demonstravimus. Concedimus igitur Henoch esse in paradiso, non tamen in illo Adami, sed in aliquo secreto loco amoenissimo in quo (cùm magna tranquillitate et iucunditate carnis et spiritus, Deo ipsum mirabiliter conservante) vivit, et usque ad consummationem saeculi victurus est.
Now to the former objection we answer briefly thus. First we say that the word 'Paradise' (which the Greek Scripture does not have in that place, but the Latin Vulgate translation does have, which it is not right to make light of) does not properly signify that Paradise in which Adam was, but signifies in general -- both among profane Greek and Latin writers and among sacred authors -- any garden and most pleasant place, most elegantly arranged for the delight of man: which we demonstrated above, at the beginning of the third book, by many examples from profane and sacred Scripture. We concede, therefore, that Enoch is in Paradise, yet not in that of Adam, but in some secret, most pleasant place, in which (with great tranquility and pleasantness of body and spirit, God wonderfully preserving him) he lives, and will live until the consummation of the age.12



Certè Rupertus, vir doctus, Catholicus, et pius, libro 3 de Trinitate et operibus eius capite 33 disertis verbis affirmat nusquam in sacra Scriptura tradi Henoch fuisse translatum in paradisum in quo fuit Adam: quinimo hoc ipse apertè et constanter negat. Sanctus etiam Chrysostomus homilia 21 in Genesim scribit non esse curiosè scrutandum et quaerendum quem in locum Deus transtulerit Henoch: cùm enim id Scriptura non dicat, nimis curiosum esse velle investigare et scire. Atqui si Chrysostomus in illo loco Ecclesiastici aut legisset vocabulum illud paradisi, aut eo vocabulo significari putavisset paradisum illum terrestrem, non utique dixisset non tradi à Scriptura quò fuerit translatus Henoch, et idcirco id esse incertum nec à nobis curiosè quaerendum. Nec existimari potest Chrysostomum non legisse librum Ecclesiastici; quippe qui plurimas eius libri sententias in suis scriptis frequenter usurpat. Cum Chrysostomo planè consentiens Theodoretus in Quaestionibus in Genesim, cùm posuisset hanc quaestionem quae est numero 45, Quem in locum Deus transtulerit Henoch, ad eam ita respondit: Non inquirenda sunt, inquit, quae silentio sunt tradita, sed veneranda quae scripta sunt. Haec ille: his verbis indicans in Scriptura non tradi quò fuerit translatus Henoch, et ideo non esse id à nobis investigandum.
Certainly Rupert -- a learned, Catholic, and pious man -- in book 3 On the Trinity and its Works, chapter 33, affirms in express words that nowhere in sacred Scripture is it handed down that Enoch was translated into the Paradise in which Adam was; nay, this he himself openly and constantly denies. Saint Chrysostom too, in homily 21 on Genesis, writes that it is not to be curiously searched out and asked into what place God translated Enoch: since, that is, Scripture does not say it, it is over-curious to wish to investigate and know. And yet if Chrysostom had either read that word 'Paradise' in that passage of Ecclesiasticus, or had thought that by that word the terrestrial Paradise was signified, he surely would not have said that it is not handed down by Scripture where Enoch was translated, and that therefore this is uncertain and not to be curiously sought by us. Nor can it be supposed that Chrysostom had not read the book of Ecclesiasticus, seeing that he frequently uses very many sentences of that book in his writings. Fully agreeing with Chrysostom, Theodoret, in his Questions on Genesis, when he had posed this question, which is number 45, Into what place God translated Enoch, answered it thus: 'The things that are handed down in silence are not to be inquired into, but those that are written are to be venerated.' These are his words: indicating by them that it is not handed down in Scripture where Enoch was translated, and that therefore this is not to be investigated by us.13



Deinde, ad eandem obiectionem sic respondeo: in illo loco Ecclesiastici translatio vulgata non habet Henoch esse nunc in paradiso (de quo tamen praesens quaestio tractatur), sed tantùm habet translatum fuisse Henoch in Paradisum, quod opinioni nostrae nihil prorsus adversatur, nec ad praesentem quaestionem pertinet. Cùm enim translatio illa Henoch amplius sexcentis annis ante diluvium facta fuerit, ut ex capite 5 libri Geneseos colligi potest: fieri potuit ut tunc Henoch ductus fuerit in Paradisum illum terrestrem, quem nos usque ad diluvium durasse non negamus. Hinc tamen non licet argumentari illum Paradisum intactum fuisse diluvio, et nunc etiam existere, et in eo commorari Henoch et Eliam: hoc enim est quod nos negamus ex illo loco Ecclesiastici posse concludi. Certè Beatus Gregorius homilia 29 in Evangelia non ausus est dicere Henoch et Eliam ductos esse in Paradisum, aut in eo versari, sed Eliam scribit (idem quoque sensisse eum de Henoch credendum est, cùm sit par utriúsque ratio, et auctores contrariae opinionis idem de utroque sentiant et dicant) scribit, inquam, Eliam in secreta aliqua regione versari, et in magna carnis et spiritus tranquillitate vivere, et victurum esse usque ad consummationem saeculi.
Next, to the same objection I answer thus: in that passage of Ecclesiasticus the Vulgate translation does not have that Enoch is now in Paradise (which, however, is what the present question treats), but only has that Enoch was translated into Paradise -- which in no way opposes our opinion, nor pertains to the present question. For since that translation of Enoch was made more than six hundred years before the flood, as can be gathered from chapter 5 of the book of Genesis, it could be that Enoch was then led into that terrestrial Paradise, which we do not deny lasted until the flood. Yet from this it is not permitted to argue that that Paradise was untouched by the flood, and even now exists, and that Enoch and Elijah dwell in it: for this is what we deny can be concluded from that passage of Ecclesiasticus. Certainly blessed Gregory, in homily 29 on the Gospels, did not dare to say that Enoch and Elijah were led into Paradise, or dwell in it, but writes of Elijah (and it must be believed he thought the same of Enoch, since the reasoning for both is equal, and the authors of the contrary opinion think and say the same of both) -- writes, I say, that Elijah dwells in some secret region, and lives in great tranquility of body and spirit, and will live until the consummation of the age.14



Beatus autem Augustinus libro 2 de gratia Christi contra Pelagium et Celestium scribit quaestionem hanc, utrum Elias et Henoch sint in Paradiso terrestri an alibi, esse de numero earum quaestionum quae salva fide Christiana in contrarias partes disputantur: quales etiam sunt illae, Quot sunt coeli, in quorum tertium se raptum esse commemorat Paulus; vel utrum Elementa huius mundi quatuor an plura sint. Sic Augustinus. Qui si putasset uspiam in Scriptura significari Henoch esse in Paradiso terrestri, aut suo tempore fuisse id in Ecclesia et apud doctores eius temporis certum et indubitatum, sicut erat Henoch et Eliam non fuisse mortuos sed vivere adhuc, profectò Augustinus non ita locutus fuisset. Nec subeat cuiuspiam animum suspicari fortasse Augustinum non legisse, aut pro sacra Scriptura non habuisse librum Ecclesiastici: siquidem ex plurimis eius libri capitibus, tanquam ex canonica Scriptura, permultas sententias commemorat et ad probandum vel refellendum aliquid adhibet. Quare vel ipse in illo loco Ecclesiastici de translatione Henoch non legit vocabulum illud Paradisi, quod Scriptura Graeca non habet, vel si legit, per id significatum esse Paradisum illum terrestrem nequaquàm existimavit. Patet igitur locum illum Ecclesiastici nihil officere nostrae sententiae, nihilque adiumenti contrariae opinioni afferre, ut vel hoc nomine probabilior haec opinio quàm contraria videri possit. Etenim haec opinio manifestum habet pro se illud Scripturae testimonium ex septimo capite Geneseos quod suprà fusè tractavimus: at contraria opinio nullum ex divina Scriptura praesidium aut testimonium pro se habere potest. Quocirca valdè miror iudicium Sixti Senensis, qui libro 5 Bibliothecae Annotatione 36 scribere illud non est veritus: Dicere Henoch et Eliam
But blessed Augustine, in book 2 On the Grace of Christ against Pelagius and Caelestius, writes that this question -- whether Elijah and Enoch are in the terrestrial Paradise or elsewhere -- is among the number of those questions which, with the Christian faith safe, are disputed on both sides: such as these too: How many heavens are there, into the third of which Paul records that he was caught up; or whether the Elements of this world are four or more. Thus Augustine. And if he had thought that anywhere in Scripture it was signified that Enoch is in the terrestrial Paradise, or that in his time this was certain and undoubted in the Church and among the doctors of that time -- as it was that Enoch and Elijah were not dead but still live -- Augustine surely would not have spoken thus. Nor let it enter anyone's mind to suspect that perhaps Augustine had not read, or did not hold as sacred Scripture, the book of Ecclesiasticus: seeing that from very many chapters of that book, as from canonical Scripture, he cites very many sentences and employs them to prove or refute something. Wherefore either he himself did not read, in that passage of Ecclesiasticus about the translation of Enoch, that word 'Paradise,' which the Greek Scripture does not have, or, if he read it, he by no means thought that the terrestrial Paradise was signified by it. It is clear, therefore, that that passage of Ecclesiasticus in no way opposes our view, and brings no help to the contrary opinion -- so that even on this account this opinion may seem more probable than the contrary. For this opinion has manifestly for itself that testimony of Scripture from the seventh chapter of Genesis, which we treated at length above: but the contrary opinion can have for itself no defense or testimony from divine Scripture. Wherefore I greatly wonder at the judgment of Sixtus of Siena, who in book 5 of his Library, Annotation 36, did not fear to write this: To say that Enoch and Elijah15



et Eliam non esse translatos in illum Paradisum terrestrem inibíque versari, esse contra divinam Scripturam, et à recta fidei regula exorbitare. Itane contra Scripturam? Ergo Rupertum, Theodoretum, Chrysostomum, Augustinum, et Gregorium, qui vel id negarunt, vel incompertum esse dixerunt, vel salva fide aut negari aut affirmari posse tradiderunt, contra Scripturam et contra fidei regulam, censore Sixto, sensisse et scripsisse existimabimus? Sed contra quam obsecro Scripturam est, Henoch non esse in illo Paradiso? Contra illam, ait, Ecclesiastici 44, Henoch placuit Deo, et translatus est in paradisum: at eam Scripturam nihil Sixto posse suffragari, satis superque ostensum est. Quod si hoc est contra Scripturam, ergo est contra Fidem. At Beatus Augustinus docet libro 2 contra Celestium et Pelagium capite 23 opinari Henoch et Eliam non esse in illo Paradiso non solùm non esse contra fidem, sed nec pertinere ad fidem. Utri igitur credemus potius, Augustino neganti pertinere ad fidem, an Sixto asseveranti esse contra Scripturam et à fidei regula exorbitare? Vides, lector, quo sese per imprudentiam Sixtus proiecerit, clarissimos Ecclesiae Patres tam praecipiti iudicio atrocíque censura inscienter condemnando?
'and Elijah were not translated into that terrestrial Paradise and do not dwell there, is against divine Scripture, and departs from the right rule of faith.' Is it so against Scripture? Shall we then think that Rupert, Theodoret, Chrysostom, Augustine, and Gregory -- who either denied it, or said it was undetermined, or handed down that, with faith safe, it could be either denied or affirmed -- thought and wrote against Scripture and against the rule of faith, with Sixtus as their censor? But against what Scripture, I beseech, is it that Enoch is not in that Paradise? Against that, he says, of Ecclesiasticus 44: 'Enoch pleased God, and was translated into Paradise'; but that this Scripture can in no way support Sixtus has been shown more than sufficiently. And if this is against Scripture, then it is against the Faith. Yet blessed Augustine teaches, in book 2 against Caelestius and Pelagius, chapter 23, that to think Enoch and Elijah are not in that Paradise is not only not against faith, but does not even pertain to faith. Whom, then, shall we rather believe -- Augustine, denying that it pertains to faith, or Sixtus, asserting that it is against Scripture and departs from the rule of faith? You see, reader, into what Sixtus has cast himself by imprudence, in condemning the most illustrious Fathers of the Church, by so hasty a judgment and so harsh a censure, unknowingly.16



Ad alteram obiectionem ductam ex multitudine Doctorum qui contra nos sentiunt, ad hunc modum respondemus. Consensum Doctorum (ut prudenter monet Vincentius Lyrinensis, idque profectò verum est) non in quibuslibet quaestionibus, sed in his quae ad Catholicae fidei regulam pertinent, diligenter observare ac religiosè sequi oportet. At quaestio haec, utrum Paradisus non existat, nequaquàm pertinet ad fidem, minus etiam profectò quàm illa, utrum Henoch sit in illo Paradiso terrestri, quam tamen Augustinus docet salva fide in utramque partem disputari posse, vel diffinitivam sententiam suspendendo, vel aliter quàm revera est humana et infirma suspicione coniiciendo. Neque verò novum et inusitatum est apud Doctores, in iis quae ad fidem non spectant, à veteri et communi sententia discedere, si ex adverso opinio aliqua existat valde probabilis, hoc est magnis vel Sacrarum litterarum vel humanarum rationum munita praesidiis. Possem multa eius rei proferre exempla; sed ero, ne longior sim ubi minime opus est, uno duntaxat contentus exemplo. Aquas quae super coelos esse dicuntur in Sacris litteris revera locatas esse super orbes coelestes, eásque vel naturae elementari vel substantia coelesti constare, vetus et communis tam priorum quàm posteriorum Doctorum sententia est. Contraria tamen opinio, aquas illas coelestes non alias esse intelligendas quàm quae in media regione aëris generatae ad refrigerandam foecundandámque terram naturali potentia, modo, et ordine delabuntur, non solùm non est habita unquam vel temeraria vel improbabilis, sed eam Beatus Thomas in prima parte inter maximè probabiles de illis aquis sententias commemorat; et Sanctus Augustinus libro 2 de Genesi ad litteram capite quarto eam opinionem magna laude dignissimam iudicat, quippe quae nec contra fidem sit,
To the other objection, drawn from the multitude of the Doctors who think against us, we answer in this manner. The consensus of the Doctors (as Vincent of Lerins prudently warns, and it is certainly true) must be diligently observed and religiously followed, not in any questions whatever, but in those which pertain to the rule of the Catholic faith. But this question -- whether Paradise does not exist -- in no way pertains to faith; even less, indeed, than that other, whether Enoch is in that terrestrial Paradise, which nonetheless Augustine teaches can, with faith safe, be disputed on both sides, either by suspending a definitive judgment, or by conjecturing otherwise than it really is, with a human and weak surmise. Nor indeed is it new and unusual among the Doctors, in matters that do not pertain to faith, to depart from an old and common view, if on the opposite side some very probable opinion exists -- that is, one fortified by great supports of either Sacred Scripture or human reasons. I could bring forward many examples of this thing; but, lest I be too long where there is least need, I shall be content with only one example. That the waters which are said in Sacred Scripture to be above the heavens are really located above the celestial orbs, and consist either of an elemental nature or of a celestial substance, is the old and common view of both earlier and later Doctors. Yet the contrary opinion -- that those celestial waters are to be understood as none other than those which, generated in the middle region of the air, fall down by natural power, manner, and order to cool and fertilize the earth -- has not only never been held rash or improbable, but blessed Thomas, in the first part, mentions it among the most probable opinions about those waters; and Saint Augustine, in book 2 On Genesis according to the Letter, chapter four, judges that opinion most worthy of great praise, since it is neither against faith,17



sit, et in promptu posito documento fiat credibilis. Quanto magis id Augustinus diceret de hac opinione, quod Paradisus nunc non existat? cùm ea non modò non sit contra fidem, sed etiam maximè sit secundum fidem Scripturae affirmantis capite 7 Geneseos omnem superficiem omnésque montes qui sub universo coelo erant aquis diluvii fuisse opertos, omnémque terram vastatam ac deletam. Deinde, in disceptandis et diiudicandis quaestionibus non pertinentibus ad fidem, non tantùm spectari debet qui aut quod auctores aliquid sentiant aut dicant, sed etiam aestimari et examinari debent rationum momenta, et quemadmodum quod illi dicunt argumententur ac probent. Dixerunt plurimi et gravissimi auctores Paradisum terrestrem nunc existere. Dixerunt sane, atque ob eam solam causam ea sententia non solùm probabilis sed etiam venerabilis omnibus esse debet. Verùm hoc illi nulla probabili vel scripturae auctoritate, vel historia, vel experientia, vel humana ratione aut coniectura confirmarunt. Quinimo cum supradicto Scripturae ex capite 7 Geneseos testimonio valde urgerentur ac premerentur, non aliud effugium invenire potuerunt quàm vel nova inducendo miracula, vel de altitudine Paradisi supra aquas diluvii incredibilia et absurda fingendo. Praeterea, considerare convenit quem ad finem usúmve Paradisum isti doctores tanto miraculo conservatum à Deo esse voluerint. Certè, plerique veterum eò servatum esse Paradisum putaverunt ut idoneum et dignum esset receptaculum sanctarum animarum inibi commorantium usque ad diem iudicii: quod sane non modò falsum est,
and is made credible by a document set ready at hand. How much more would Augustine say this of this opinion, that Paradise does not now exist? -- since it is not only not against faith, but is even most in accord with the faith of Scripture, which affirms, in chapter 7 of Genesis, that the whole surface and all the mountains that were under the whole heaven were covered by the waters of the flood, and the whole earth laid waste and deleted. Next, in debating and deciding questions not pertaining to faith, one must regard not only who the authors are or what they think or say, but the weight of the reasons must also be assessed and examined, and how they argue and prove what they say. Very many and most weighty authors have said that the terrestrial Paradise now exists. They said so indeed, and for that cause alone that view ought to be to all not only probable but venerable. But this they confirmed by no probable authority of Scripture, nor by history, nor by experience, nor by human reason or conjecture. Rather, when they were strongly urged and pressed by the aforesaid testimony of Scripture from chapter 7 of Genesis, they could find no other escape than either by introducing new miracles, or by fabricating incredible and absurd things about the height of Paradise above the waters of the flood. Moreover, it is fitting to consider to what end or use these doctors would have Paradise preserved by God by so great a miracle. Certainly most of the ancients thought that Paradise was preserved for this, that it might be a fit and worthy receptacle of the holy souls dwelling there until the day of judgment: which indeed is not only false,18



sed iampridem ab Ecclesia damnatum. Aliis quàmplurimis visum est servatum esse Paradisum propter habitationem Henoch et Eliae, quos eo in loco nunc esse non dubitant. Verùm id multi doctores vel negant, vel incompertum esse dicunt, vel tanquam dubium et incertum, citra ullam fidei iniuriam, vel negari vel affirmari posse tradunt. Nulla igitur vel probabili argumentatione Paradisum nunc existere persuaderi potest. Caeterum, illa sit huius disputationis clausula: veteri sententiae non aliud suffragari quàm vetustatem eius et consensum doctorum, quae tamen duae res vel solae pro magno haberi debent, eaéque in quaestionibus ad fidem non spectantibus valdè probabilem sententiam, in his quae ad fidem pertinent etiam certam possunt efficere. Huic autem opinioni, quòd Paradisus non existat, adsunt et Sacrarum litterarum praesidia et humanarum rationum firmamenta, nec quicquam ei deesse videtur praeter antiquitatem et sectatorum multitudinem atque claritatem. Et haec quidem sunt quae libuit ad ea quae tertio libro de hac quaestione disputata sunt in praesens addere.
but has long since been condemned by the Church. To very many others it has seemed that Paradise was preserved for the habitation of Enoch and Elijah, whom they do not doubt are now in that place. But this many doctors either deny, or say is undetermined, or hand down, as doubtful and uncertain, that it can, without any injury to faith, be either denied or affirmed. By no probable argumentation, then, can it be persuaded that Paradise now exists. For the rest, let this be the conclusion of this disputation: that nothing favors the old view except its antiquity and the consensus of the doctors -- which two things, however, even by themselves ought to be held of great weight, and can, in questions not pertaining to faith, make a view very probable, and, in those that pertain to faith, even certain. But to this opinion, that Paradise does not exist, there are present both the supports of Sacred Scripture and the buttresses of human reasons, and nothing seems lacking to it except antiquity and a multitude and renown of followers. And these indeed are the things which I chose, for the present, to add to those which were disputed on this question in the third book.19



Illud autem non fuerit alienum, occasione huius quaestionis quam tractavimus, in universum lectorem hoc loco admonere, in huiusmodi quaestionibus recens exorientibus, quae nec ad fidem spectent et videntur tamen admodùm probabiles atque plausibiles, magna esse utendum cautione
But it would not be out of place, on occasion of this question which we have treated, to admonish the reader in general in this place, that in questions of this kind newly arising -- which do not pertain to faith and yet seem quite probable and plausible -- great caution must be used,20



cautione, tutissimúmque fore non statim eas ut planè veras et certas divulgare, praefractéque ac mordicus tueri, veteri doctorum sententia non solùm posthabita sed etiam fastidiosè superbéque reiecta. Verùm eas opiniones cunctanter, lentè, ac morosè examinare et probare oportet, nec nisi ut probabiles tantùm prodere, expectaréque doctorum piorúmque hominum et florentissimarum Academiarum iudicia atque suffragia, ut si ab illis repudiatae damnataéque fuerint, prorsus abiiciantur aeternóque premantur silentio; sin autem laudatae probataéque pervulgentur, tunc inoffensè ac securè non tantùm privatim approbari, sed etiam publicè doceri et defendi queant, verùm ita ut nihilominus tamen debitus veteri sententiae honor et reverentia semper exhibeatur.
and that it will be safest not at once to publish them as plainly true and certain, and to defend them stubbornly and tooth-and-nail, with the old view of the doctors not only set aside but even fastidiously and proudly rejected. But those opinions ought to be examined and tested hesitantly, slowly, and scrupulously, and be brought forth only as probable, and one ought to await the judgments and votes of the doctors and of pious men and of the most flourishing Academies -- so that, if they be repudiated and condemned by them, they may be utterly cast off and buried in eternal silence; but if they be praised and approved and published abroad, then they may, without offense and safely, be not only privately approved but also publicly taught and defended, yet in such a way that nonetheless the due honor and reverence be always shown to the old view.21



Equidem (volo enim his novissimis verbis, et hac consilii et propositi mei testificatione, priorem hunc tomum Commentariorum meorum in Genesim terminare) probabilitatem huius opinionis cum cura et diligentia tractare volui, non studio aliquo novitatis, nec ad ostentationem ingenii aut Doctrinae (Dominus scit, animi sensúsque mei conscius et testis), sed flagrantissimo amore investigandae reperiendaéque veritatis, praecipuè autem zelo quodam Sacrarum litterarum: scilicet, ut quae traduntur in his de loco Paradisi, de quatuor eius fluminibus, aliísque rebus similibus, sicut à nobis explicata sunt, non modò non viderentur cuiquam commentitia, incredibilia et absurda, sed quasi maximè consentanea rationi maximéque verisimilia, cuivis etiam infidelium probari possent. Quòd si quid etiam in hoc erratum fuerit, certè non arrogantiae aut temeritatis, sed pietatis cuiusdam atque zeli error fuit: quem ego facili dignum venia prudenti et aequo lectori visum iri confido. FINIS. Anno ab ortu Domini 1589, aetatis vero Auctoris 53, hi septem libri Commentariorum in Genesim sunt Romae primùm editi; cùm triennio ante eiusdem Auctoris libri sexdecim in Danielem Prophetam, et tredecim annis ante libri quindecim de Philosophia fuissent evulgati. Lugduni secundo apud Iuntas emissi, anno 1590; tertio iterum Lugduni, 1594; quarto et emendatius, 1599, apud Horatium Cardonem. Laus Deo ac Deiparae sempérque Virgini Mariae.
For my part (for with these last words, and with this testimony of my counsel and purpose, I wish to end this former volume of my Commentaries on Genesis) I wished to treat the probability of this opinion with care and diligence -- not from any zeal for novelty, nor for the display of talent or learning (the Lord knows, the conscious witness of my mind and thoughts), but from a most ardent love of investigating and finding the truth, and especially from a certain zeal for Sacred Scripture: namely, that the things handed down in these Scriptures about the place of Paradise, about its four rivers, and other like matters, as they have been explained by us, might not only not seem to anyone fictitious, incredible, and absurd, but, as being most agreeable to reason and most probable, might be able to be approved by anyone, even of the unbelievers. But if in this too anything has been erred, it was certainly an error not of arrogance or rashness, but of a certain piety and zeal: which I trust will seem to the prudent and fair reader worthy of easy pardon. THE END. In the year from the Lord's birth 1589, but of the Author's age 53, these seven books of Commentaries on Genesis were first published at Rome; three years before, the same Author's sixteen books on Daniel the Prophet, and thirteen years before, his fifteen books of Philosophy, had been published. Issued a second time at Lyons at the press of the Giunta, in the year 1590; a third time again at Lyons, 1594; a fourth time and more corrected, 1599, at the press of Horatius Cardon. Praise be to God, and to the God-bearer and ever-Virgin Mary.22



Translator’s notes
	Seventh quaestio of the disputation on Enoch. Marginal gloss: 'Whether Paradise perished in the flood.' ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Whether Paradise perished in the flood.' Pererius's view: Enoch is not in that Paradise, because Paradise, destroyed by the flood, no longer exists. Omitting the arguments given at length in his own book 3 (De Paradiso), he presses one from Scripture: Genesis 7 says the whole earth was covered and laid waste by Noah's flood, the waters covering all the mountains. Continues on the next page (catchword 'terrae'). ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'The passage of Genesis 7 examined.' The argument: Genesis 7:19-20 -- the waters prevailed, covering all high mountains under heaven, 15 cubits above them; so the flood was wholly universal and 'deleted' the whole earth. But the terrestrial Paradise was part of this earth; therefore it too was destroyed. To deny this and hold Paradise untouched and still existing contradicts evident Scripture. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Three replies to the aforesaid Scripture authority are refuted. 1 Peter 3; Genesis 5.' Three responses can be made. First response: the general statement means all lands except only Paradise -- as Scripture says all men died except the eight in the ark, yet Enoch (alive, not in the ark) must be excepted, being likely in the untouched Paradise. First refutation: to restrict a general statement of Scripture by an exception drawn from no Scripture passage and adduced without necessary reason is dangerous -- it would make every general statement doubtful; for so one might likewise except islands, or restrict the flood to inhabited lands, making it not universal, against Scripture and all the Fathers. ↩
	Marginal ref: Wisdom 14. If one answers that the Paradise-exception is drawn from Ecclesiasticus 44 (Enoch 'translated into Paradise'), Pererius calls this very weak (to be shown below). The example of Enoch does not help: that he is excepted from the flood is plain from Scripture (he was translated and kept alive, Gen 5), but Scripture nowhere says Paradise was undestroyed and still exists; so the two exceptions are not parallel. Moreover Enoch was translated 700 years before the flood and did not afterward appear. Continues on the next page (catchword 'appa-'). ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Augustine.' Completing the first refutation: Enoch did not afterward appear on earth, so as to dwelling and way of life it is as if he were not on earth (Scripture says he was translated and taken away, and Augustine says he is in another life than ours). Hence when Scripture says all men on earth perished in the flood, it means those whose earthly life is known and ordinary -- so Enoch needed no explicit exception, unlike the fabricated Paradise-exception. ↩
	Second argument: if Paradise were wholly untouched, Noah and the animals could have been saved there, making the laborious ark superfluous -- yet Scripture (Gen 6-7; cf. 1 Pet 3) shows they entered the ark as the only escape from the flood. Third argument: the flood rose 15 cubits above the highest mountains, so the whole earth's surface was covered -- unless Paradise were so high as to overtop the air or reach heaven, which is absurd (refuted in Pererius's book 3); such height would give it no pleasantness, health, or fit habitation. ↩
	Marginal refs: Exod 14 (Red Sea); Josh 3 (Jordan); 'To resort to miracles and God's omnipotence without necessity is reprehended by the Fathers'; Gen 8. If one claims the flood waters were miraculously kept from Paradise, standing beside it for nearly a year (as at the Red Sea and Jordan), that only makes the view more improbable, defended only by invented miracles -- and needless appeal to miracle is reproved by the Fathers, especially Augustine (De Genesi ad litteram). Second response: concede Paradise was flooded but deny it was destroyed -- it remained whole under the waters, like the olive whose green branch the dove brought to Noah (Gen 8). Continues on the next page (catchword 'factum'). ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'He proves that the place of Paradise perished in the flood.' The second response refuted: whether miraculous (betraying the view's improbability) or not (equally incredible) -- for who could believe Paradise, the most delicate and elegantly-arranged place, overwhelmed by the deepest waters for nearly a year, could survive without harm to its beauty? Even the firmest building submerged so long would decay. How could Paradise keep its loveliness, paths, tree-ranks, plant-arrangement, and fertility -- when the Fathers teach the earth was made more sterile and worse by the flood, whence God then granted the eating of flesh (Gen 9) and human life began to shorten? ↩
	Marginal ref: Pliny bk 16 ch 44 (the olive lives 200 years, never sheds its leaves). The olive-example does not help: one tree may survive by the nature of its place or its own strength, unlike the whole Paradise. Third response (Paradise destroyed but afterward remade by God) is rejected as gratuitous. Conclusion: the Genesis-7 testimony strongly favors those who hold Paradise was destroyed and no longer exists on earth; the contrary view escapes it only by absurdly placing Paradise as high as the air or heaven. History sacred and profane agrees, locating Paradise near the Persian Gulf and Mesopotamia, in explored, inhabited lands. Continues on the next page (catchword 'bus'). ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Two objections.' Yet no trace of Paradise has ever appeared in those explored lands. Two objections against Pererius's view: (1) Ecclesiasticus 44 (Vulgate) says Enoch was translated 'into Paradise,' so Paradise still exists since Enoch is in it; (2) many Fathers and theologians hold Paradise still exists, and to contradict them might seem rash. But these are easily dissolved (as done in Pererius's book 3) and do not deter him. ↩
	Marginal glosses: 'Solution of the first objection'; 'The passage of Ecclesiasticus 44 examined.' First answer: the word 'Paradise' (in the Vulgate, though absent from the Greek there) does not properly mean Adam's Paradise, but any garden or most pleasant place elegantly arranged for man's delight (shown by many examples in Pererius's book 3). So Enoch is conceded to be 'in Paradise' -- not Adam's, but some secret, most pleasant place where, God wondrously preserving him, he lives in great tranquility until the world's end. ↩
	Marginal glosses: 'Rupert denies Enoch was translated into [Adam's] Paradise'; 'Chrysostom says he does not know where Enoch was translated.' Rupert (De Trinitate et operibus eius III.33) expressly denies Scripture anywhere says Enoch was translated into Adam's Paradise. Chrysostom (hom. 21 on Genesis) says it is over-curious to ask where God translated Enoch, since Scripture does not say -- which he could not hold had he read (or so understood) 'Paradise' in Ecclesiasticus (a book he often cites). Theodoret (Questions on Genesis 45) agrees: what is passed over in silence is not to be inquired into. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'St. Gregory does not dare to assert that Enoch dwells in Paradise.' Second answer: Ecclesiasticus 44 does not say Enoch is now in Paradise (the present question), but only that he was translated into Paradise -- which fits Pererius's view. Since the translation was more than 600 years before the flood (Gen 5), Enoch may then have been led into the terrestrial Paradise, which lasted until the flood; but it cannot be argued from this that Paradise was untouched and still exists with Enoch and Elijah in it. Gregory (hom. 29 on the Gospels) does not dare say they were led into Paradise, but writes that Elijah (and by equal reasoning Enoch) dwells in some secret region, living in great tranquility until the world's end. ↩
	Marginal glosses: '...does not pertain to the Faith'; '2 Corinthians 12'; 'Animadversion on the censure of Sixtus of Siena.' Augustine (De gratia Christi contra Pelagium et Caelestium II) ranks the question -- whether Enoch and Elijah are in the terrestrial Paradise or elsewhere -- among those disputable on both sides without harm to faith (like 'how many heavens?' [2 Cor 12] or 'are the elements four or more?'). Had Augustine thought Scripture placed Enoch in the terrestrial Paradise, or that this was certain in his day (as Enoch and Elijah's still living was), he would not have spoken so -- and he surely read Ecclesiasticus as canonical (citing it often); so either he did not read 'Paradise' there (absent from the Greek) or did not take it of the terrestrial Paradise. Thus Ecclesiasticus does not oppose Pererius's view nor help the contrary, making his view the more probable, since it alone has the Genesis-7 testimony. Pererius then marvels at Sixtus of Siena (Bibliotheca Sancta V, Annotation 36), who did not fear to write 'To say that Enoch and Elijah...' (continued on the next page, catchword '& Eliam'). ↩
	Completes Sixtus of Siena's censure (begun on the previous page): 'To say that Enoch and Elijah were not translated into the terrestrial Paradise and do not dwell there is against divine Scripture and departs from the rule of faith.' Pererius's rebuttal: that would condemn Rupert, Theodoret, Chrysostom, Augustine, and Gregory. Against what Scripture? Only Ecclus 44, already shown not to support Sixtus. And Augustine (contra Caelestium et Pelagium II.23) says the question does not even pertain to faith -- so Sixtus rashly condemned the most illustrious Fathers. ↩
	Marginal glosses: 'Solution of the latter objection'; 'Whether it is ever lawful to depart from the common opinion of the Doctors'; Gen 1; Ps 148; Daniel 3; 'St. Thomas, part 1, q. 68, art. 2.' Answer to the second objection (the multitude of Doctors): their consensus (Vincent of Lerins) binds only in matters of the rule of faith. Whether Paradise still exists does not pertain to faith (even less than whether Enoch is there, which Augustine calls disputable both ways). Doctors may depart from the common view in non-faith matters when a very probable opinion opposes it -- e.g. the 'waters above the heavens': the old view places them literally above the celestial orbs, but the contrary (that they are waters generated in the middle air, falling to cool and fertilize the earth) is reckoned most probable by Aquinas (ST I q.68 a.2) and praised by Augustine (De Genesi ad litteram II.4). Continues on the next page (catchword 'sit'). ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'How one ought to conduct oneself in questions not pertaining to faith.' Augustine would all the more hold that Paradise does not now exist, since that is most in accord with Gen 7 (the whole earth covered and 'deleted'). In non-faith questions one must weigh reasons, not just count authors. The many who said Paradise still exists confirmed it by no Scripture, history, experience, or reason; pressed by Gen 7, they escaped only by inventing miracles or absurd height-claims. And to what end would God preserve it by so great a miracle? Most of the ancients thought it a receptacle for the holy souls until judgment day -- which is not only false, ↩
	The view that Paradise is a receptacle for holy souls until judgment day is not only false but long since condemned by the Church. Others hold it preserved for Enoch and Elijah's habitation -- but many doctors deny this or call it uncertain and disputable without harm to faith. So no probable argument shows Paradise now exists. Conclusion of the disputation: the old view has for it only its antiquity and the Doctors' consensus (weighty, and enough for probability in non-faith questions, certainty in faith-questions); but Pererius's view has Scripture supports and rational buttresses, lacking only antiquity and famous followers. This supplements his third book. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'A useful lesson to be observed concerning new opinions, even very probable ones.' Pererius adds a general admonition on newly-arising, non-faith questions that seem quite probable: great caution must be used. Continues on the next page (catchword 'cautione'). ↩
	The lesson concludes: it is safest not to publish such opinions at once as certainly true, defending them stubbornly with the old view proudly rejected, but to test them slowly and bring them forth only as probable, awaiting the judgment of the doctors, pious men, and the flourishing Academies (universities) -- so that if condemned they be buried in silence, but if approved they may be safely taught and defended in public, always with due honor and reverence to the old view. ↩
	Marginal gloss: 'Why the author has discussed these things so accurately.' THE END OF THE VOLUME. Pererius's closing testimony: with these last words he ends this first volume of his Commentaries on Genesis; he treated this opinion not from love of novelty or display of talent, but from ardent love of truth and zeal for Scripture -- and any error was one of piety and zeal, worthy of pardon. Colophon: first published at Rome 1589 (Pererius then aged 53; three years after his 16 books on Daniel, thirteen after his 15 books of Philosophy); this edition issued at Lyons by the Giunta press, 1590; again at Lyons 1594; and, corrected, 1599, at Horatius Cardon's. 'Praise be to God and to the ever-Virgin Mary.' This completes the seven books (Vol. I) of the commentary. ↩
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Translator’s notes
	Back-matter. The commentary proper ended with FINIS on the previous page (PDF 857 / printed 816). From here (PDF 858) to the end of the volume runs the alphabetical subject-and-word index -- a finding aid keyed to folio numbers (e.g. 'Abel... folio 719.a'; 'Adam...'), beginning with the letter A. It is reference apparatus, not commentary prose; the translation of Pererius's Genesis commentary (Prior tomus, Books I-VII) is complete through the FINIS. The index entries themselves are not translated as running text. ↩
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